Grand Jury

County of Monterey

P.O. Box 414
Salinas, CA 93902
(831) 755-5020
DATE: May 25, 2004
TO: California State Archivist, 1020 “O” Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Lisa Galdos, Clerk of the Superior Court of Monterey County
FROM: Asa Wilson, Court Administrative Aide to the Grand Jury
RE: 2003 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury Responses

Enclosed please find a complete set of Responses to the 2003 Monterey County
Civil Grand Jury Final Report. This is in accordance with Penal Code section 933(b).

If you have any questions, please call me at 831.755.5020. Thank you.
faw
Enclosures

cc:  Terrance Duncan, Presiding Judge of the Monterey County Superior Court
Maria Garcia, Deputy Court Executive Officer
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The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan
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 recommendations 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 Sheriff’s Office. Only the first two Findings require a
response.

Finding #1: The jail is overcrowded.

The Sheriff’s Office agrees with this finding. The Board of Corrections rated the jail for 813
inmates. The inmates count was 1142 on 2-5-04. The average daily population for the year 2003
was 1040 inmates. Though the jail presently has 1335 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 constraints, and the reduced
complement of correctional officers (Deputy Sheriff’s), the Jail is being managed adequately.”

Finding #2: The high cost of housing in Monterey County contributes substantially to the
Department staffing problems. Recruiting is adversely effected. When presently employed
Department 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.”

The Sheriff’s Office agrees with this finding. With the present budget constraints there is no funding
available to address this issue.

Mike Kanalakis, Sherift - Coroner - Public Administrator's Office
(831) 755-3700 1414 Natividad Road, Salinas, CA 93906 www.co.monterey.ca.us/sheriff
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The Grand Jury’s Recommendations are as follows:

Recommendation #1: 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 Sheriff’s 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 Sheriff’s Office understands that this recommendation will not be implemented because there is
no funding available. This is also one of my recommendations in my ten-year Strategic Plan. |
support this recommendation but with the lack of funding in both the Sheriff’s Office and the County
Administrators Office budgets, this recommendation is not feasible at this time.

Recommendation #2: A prisoner overcrowding relief program should be developed
cooperatively by the Sheriff’s 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 Office has not yet implemented this recommendation, but it will be implemented in the
future. The Sheriff’s Office is working collectively with the Criminal Justice Partners Committee to
put together such a program. In addition the Sheriff’s Office is also developing an inmate release
program as part of their fiscal year 04/05 budget proposal to the Board of Supervisors. This
program would involve several different release options including:

o Penal Code Section 4018.6, which is a three-day early release program that can be
implemented by the Sheriff

o Section 4024.1 PC, an accelerated release that allows inmates to be released as much as
thirty-days early, but requires authorization by the Presiding Judge

o Section 853.6 PC that authorizes the O.R. (Own Recognizance) release of most
misdemeanor arrests

o Section 3074 PC governing the County’s Sheriff Parole Program that guides and authorizes
the supervised release of sentenced inmates.

Other than the O.R. option all of these sections allow only the release of sentenced inmates. An
additional alternative would be the O.R. release of “lightweight” felony inmates. Arrest charges
that would quality as “lightweight” include, but are not limited to, the following:

o Petty theft with a prior 666/484 PC,
e Battery on a peace officer 243(B) PC
o Threats of Violence 422 PC

e Burglary 459 PC
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e Carrying a concealed weapon 12025(4)(1) PC
e Several controlled substances charges
o  Driving Under the Influence with up to three prior convictions, etc.

The Office of the Sheriff looks forward to the opportunity to continue to work with the County
Administrative Office to further 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,

Mike Kanalakis
Sheriff-Coroner
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February 25, 2004

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

North Wing, Room 318, 240 Church Street
Salinas, CA 93901

Dear Judge Duncan:
Attached are the responses 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.

Response to the findings and recommendations in Section 12, Workforce Investment Board, will be filed
under separate cover.

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

Smcerely

wﬂﬁﬁ

Louis Calcagno
Chair, Monterey County Board of Supervisors

LC/ad

Attachment: Response to Findings & Recommendations



I1.

I1I.

VL

VIL

VIII.

IX.

RESPONSE
MONTEREY COUNTY CIVIL GRAND JURY
2003 FINAL REPORT (January 2, 2004)

MONTEREY COUNTY SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT
FINAINgS. e e, 2
ReEeCOMMENAAtIONS. .ottt e e e e 3

MONTEREY COUNTY PLANNING & BUILDING INSPECTION
DEPARTMENT

O o Ta o Ve 4-5
Recommendations. .........oovviiiiorie s e U 6

COUNTY BUDGET DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
BN IngS. e e 7-8
REeCOmMMENAAtIONS. ... vttt ettt e e e 9

COUNTY AUDIT OF FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
25T 13 =& T 10
RecOmMMENAationsS. ... ovoie ettt et e e s 11

NATIVIDAD MEDICAL CENTER A CRISIS IN GOVERNANCE
FIndings. .o 12-14
Recomimendations. ........... e 15-16

INTERNAL AUDITS BY AUDITOR-CONTROLLER
Findings. ... s 17
Recommendation...... e 18

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

FINAINES. .ottt e 19-20
Recommendations. ...... e 21-23

HAVE WE IGNORED THE PROBATION DEPARTMENT?

FINdIngs. oo 24-25
LYo 3V 01 s e £2 18 o) T 26
WORKFORCE INVESTMENT BOARD...............c...... e 27

Page 1 of 27



Response to 2003 Grand Jury Report
February 24, 2004
Page 2
MONTEREY COUNTY SHERIFE’S DEPARTMENT

FINDING #1: The Jail is overcrowded.

RESPONSE: Agree. The Board of Corrections rated the jail for 813 inmates. The inmate count was
1142 on 2-5-04. The average daily population for the year 2003 was 1040 inmates. Though the jail
presently has 1335 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 constraints, and the reduced complement of correctional officers (Deputy
Sheriff’s), the Jail is being managed adequately.”

FINDING #2: The high cost of housing in Monterey County contributes substantially to the
Department staffing problems. Recruiting is adversely effected. When presently employed Department
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
1ssue.
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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Monterey County Sheriff’s Department
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Sheriff’s Department (Monterey County Board of

Supervisors)
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #1: 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 Sheriff’s 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.

RESPONSE: The Sheriff’s Office understands that this recommendation will not be implemented
because there is no funding available. This recommendation is included in the Sheriff’s Office ten-year
Strategic Plan. This recommendation is supported but with the lack of funding in both the Sheriff’s
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 Sheriff’s Department staff and the County Administrative Officer’s staff and
presented to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors for funding in the next budget.

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

e Penal Code Section 4018.6, which is a three-day early release program that can be implemented
by the Sheriff '

e Section 4024.1 PC, an accelerated release that allows inmates to be released as much as thirty-
days early, but requires authorization by the Presiding Judge

e Section 853.6 PC that authorizes the O.R. (Own Recognizance) release of most misdemeanor
arrests

e Section 3074 PC governing the County’s Sheriff Parole Program that guides and authorizes the
supervised release of sentenced inmates.

Other than the O.R. option all of these sections allow only the release of sentenced inmates, An
additional alternative would be the O.R. release of “lightweight” felony inmates. Arrest charges that
would qualify as “lightweight” include, but are not limited to, the following:

e DPetty theft with a prior 666/484 PC

e Battery on a peace officer 243(B) PC

e Threats of Violence 422 PC

e Burglary 459 PC

e Carrying a concealed weapon 12025(A)(1) PC

e Several controlled substances charges

o Driving Under the Influence with up to three prior convictions, etc.
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MONTEREY COUNTY PLANNING AND BUILDING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT

FINDING #1: 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 (b): The Planning and Building Inspection Department has established specific policies in
the customer service area, 1.e., customer calls are to be returned within 24 hours, customer service goals in
the permit center include a maximum 15-minute wait and 20 minutes to process a building permit
application. An Ombudsman position was established in December 2002, and most recently, a Citizen
Complaint process that provides timely follow-up with the complaint.

RESPONSE: Agree.

FINDING #1 (¢): 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 from 29% to 13%.

RESPONSE: Agree. The position has been eliminated as paﬁ of the budget reduction since the position is
no longer essential due to very limited hiring during the hiring freeze.

FINDING #1 (e): 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 on the burden of plan checking to help meet decreased budget
goals inspection 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 stafl through weekly
meetings that include training and presentations by specialists on technical issues, and updating the staff
website regularly with any newly adopted policies or procedures.

RESPONSE: Agree.
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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 2003/2004” for continued improvement, yet it lacks the specific
milestones 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: Agree.

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 communication and resolution of the problems.

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

FINDING #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 an Ombudsperson. These
matters generally require 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 c'ross-train'mg program and creation

of a Combined Inspector classification have not been implemented.

RESPONSE: Partially agree. See response to Recommendation #4.
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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Monterevy Countv Planning and Building Inspection

Department

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Planning and Building Inspection Department
(Monterey County Board of Supervisors)

[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code

RECOMMENDATION #1: The Planning Department should add target dates with milestones and
accountability to the “Preliminary Goals/Initiatives F'Y 2003/2004” plan to improve service. The Board
of Supervisors, as well as the County Administrative Officer, should review the progress and timeliness
achieved under the plan.

RESPONSE: Agree. The recommendation has been implemented. See attached document
“Preliminary Goals/Initiatives FY 2003/2004” and the additional reports that monitor the productivity of
the department. (ATTACHMENT A)

RECOMMENDATION #2: The County Administrative Officer, as well as the Board of Supervisors,
should consider some budget actions, other than the across the board reduction approach currently in
use, 10 insure that 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 Planning and Building Inspection Department is being reduced to one permit center and reorganized
to become more efficient 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 CAQ’s staff should make an initial year evaluation
report on the Citizen Complaint Policy to the BOS by July 1, 2004.

RESPONSE: Agree. The report will be made by July 1, 2004.

RECOMMENDATION #4: 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 Office, and it
should be implemented and funded promptly.

RESPONSE: Disagree. In January 2003, the Planning and Building Inspection Department hired
Assistant Director/Chief Building Official Brian Washko. Based on Mr. Washko's review and
recommendation, the Planning and Building Inspection Department elected not to move forward with
the recommended "Combined Inspector" program.
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COUNTY BUDGET DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

FINDING #1: The computer program for budget and financial reporting in the Auditor-Controller’s
Department is inadequate for that Department’s responsibilities. Completion 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: (1)
Courty’s core financial system (AFIN), {rom 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: (1) support for the core financial system vendor, AMS, was scheduled to
end due to the obsolescence of the software used by the County, and (2) the scheduled completion of a
county-wide HR/Payroll 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 software associated with budget
development. County budget issues necessitate the following immediate actions for these mission
critical systems: (1) continued license and support of the existing payroll system, (2) continued license
and support of the existing core financial system and County developed custom software, and (3)
County evaluation of alternatives to replace, or outsource these systems.

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

RESPONSE: Partially agree. Two factors can contribute to the interpretation difficulties: (1) 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 / 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 réports are reviewed for accountability differences (variations from planned
spending) monthly in the County Administrator’s Office, and a report is prepared quarterly for review
by the Board of Supervisors.

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

FINDING #4: Some Departments are developing performance objectives and goals and including this
information 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 existing 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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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: County Budget Development Process
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Auditor-Controller (Monterev County Board of

Supervisors)
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #1: 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. The County’s core financial system and County developed, custom
software associated with budget development need replacement. The County’s core financial system
vendor, American Management Systems (AMS), has announced plans to suspend support in July 2005,
for the County’s current system due to product obsolescence.

The new software needs to provide the County with the features necessary for adequate financial
reporting and control. The new software forms the underlying foundation for effective and efficient
business processes necessary to transform the current, manually intensive business processes. Finally,
the new software must form the foundation to extend the County’s business processes to the Internet,
and improve citizen, vendor and employee interaction with the County.

The County Counsel is currently 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 with the goal of moving the target date to
May 2005 or sooner rather than August 2005.

RESPONSE: Disagree. Due to the County’s budget issues, replacement projects, rather than
accelerating, 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 financial and
custom budget software. The County’s due diligence will include a cost / benefit analysis of each
alternative and the service levels / risks associated with each alternative. Each alternative will include
any changes in required County resource levels.
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COUNTY AUDIT OF FINANCIAL SYSTEMS

FINDING #1: The County audited Financial Reports for the 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
time, for the year ended June 30, 2002. Proforma GASB 34 compliant statements were prepared for
internal use, for the year ended June 30, 2001, but not distributed. The year ended June 30, 2001 also
saw the County of Monterey prepare it’s first Comprehensive Annual Financial Report containing a
substantial amount of additional information beyond the financial reports previously issued by the
County.

FINDING #2: While the final CPA Audit Report was issued March 13, 2003, due 1o the need for
additional information from Natividad, the corrected audited Financial Statements for the County was
not available until April 15, 2003. '

RESPONSE: Agree. Changing 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 changes to the original financial statements issued by the outside auditors
were not made to the statistical information section of the rev_ised financial statements.

FINDING #4: This was an unusual year with drastic reductions in revenue and other problems 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 in preparing the annual Comprehensive Financial Report.

FINDING #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 the requirements. The upgrade of the current system’s hardware and
software is not scheduled for completion until August 2005.

RESPONSE: Agree. As of the time 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
financial 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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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: County Audit of Financial Svstems
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Auditor-Controller (Monterey County Board of

Supervisors)
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #1: A definite date should be established for the audited Financial Statements
report 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 arc available in early November and it takes about 30 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 final statements ready for distribution
available by December 31st. The Government Finance Officers Association (the reviewer of
Government Finance Statements) believes statements should be available by December 31 for years
ending June 30"™. While circumstances outside the Auditor Controller’s control have prevented this
from occurring the last two years, having statements distributed by December 31% is a reasonable
expectation.

RECOMMENDATION #2: Authors of Monterey County Financial Reports should prepare statistical
information needed ahead of time and 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 corrected audited financial statements for 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 #3: Include Natividad’s financial report in the County’s financial statements.

RESPONSE: Agree. Natividad is an enterprise fund and its financial statements are included as part of
the County’s financial statements.

RECOMMENDATION #4: Accelerate the 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 30, 2005.

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

FINDING #1: A BOS appointee to the Board of Trustees is not required to have any specific medical,
legal, or financial or administrative knowledge.

RESPONSE: Agree.

FINDING #2: BOS appointments to the Natividad’s Board often are driven by considerations of social
standing, race, or political impact, rather than needed skills which the appointee could contribute to the
Natividad governance. :

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

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

RESPONSE: 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.

FINDING #4: The BOS historically rubber-stamped actions from Natividad with little oversight, i.e.,
items frequently were part of the Consent Agenda and not carefully reviewed.

RESPONSE: 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 that
process several years ago resulted in conformance of the hospitals practices with state law and with
standard County practice. The Board has never rubber-stamped recommendations and has carefully
reviewed NMC items since they began being placed on the Board of Supervisors agenda.

FINDING #5: The BOS 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 job 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
cumbersome, counterproductive and inefficient.

RESPONSE: Agree. The process is required however until the financial condition of the hospital is
stabilized.
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Continued ... NATIVIDAD 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 MIA care. The hospital evolved into
providing a level of uncompensated care not authorized by the Board. The expansion of care has been
reversed and the MIA program now complies with Board resolutions from the past and currently.

FINDING #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 cumulative unfounded program expenses since
1994.

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

FINDING #10: Natividad failed to collect over $1 million annually due to ineffective or incomplete
financial data gathering during patient intake procedures. These problems include: failure to establish
patient identity, failure 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 where appropriate.

FINDING #11: Natividad’s training and supervision of personnel responsible for collecting co-
payments and insurance data has been ineffective.

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

FINDING #12: There has been no centralized purchasing and contract authority.

RESPONSE: Agree. This was the case, but all purchasing and contract authority over $300 now has
been centralized.

FINDING #13: Procedures and 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 CRISIS 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 management and the BOS could serve to
assure that attention to this problem 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.

RESPONSE: Disagree. The strategic plan will be regularly reviewed by the Board and supported as
appropriate.



Response to 2003 Grand Jury Report
February 24, 2004
Page 15

GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Natividad Medical Center A Crisis in Governance
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Natividad Medical Center (Monterey County Board of

Supervisors)
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #1: The 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 hands of
professional hospital management. The hospital must be run pursuant to sound business and financial
practices.

RESPONSE: This is being done at the present time.

RECOMMENDATION #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 more areas relevant to the management of the hospital; e.g., medical, business, financial,
administrative, etc.

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

RECOMMENDATION #6: Appointments to the Board should not be based on political affiliation,
ethnic, or demographic considerations.

RESPONSE: Board appointments may be restricted by expertise under a restructure 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: Natividad Medical Center A Crisis in Governance
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Natividad Medical Center (Monterey County Board of

Supervisors)
[As required by Section 933.05(b) 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 collection 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 for monitoring the progress of the improvement and intake procedures and establish a
regular schedule for reporting progress to senior Natividad management and to the Board.

RESPONSE: The new CEO will be charged with monitoring progress on intake and billing procedures.

RECOMMENDATION #9: 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 aresult of this committee’s oversight functions, coding errors as a cause
for delayed or denied claims has been reduced significantly.

RECOMMENDATION #10: The Natividad CEO should establish a regular 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 implemented.
Purchasing remains the province of General Services except for emergency items. A strong Materials
Management 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.
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INTERNAL AUDITS BY AUDITOR CONTROLLER

FINDING #1: Staffing of internal auditors is below what is needed.

RESPONSE: Agree. This area has been cut to the bare bones due 1o budget constraints and other
priorities. .

FINDING #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 highest 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 internal 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 financial responsibility).

RESPONSE: Agree. Staffing is currently not adequate to carry out this review process.

FINDING #5: The Auditor-Controller acknowledges that “operational audits” can improve the
effectiveness of all departments when 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-Controlier
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Auditor-Controller (Monterey County Board of

Supervisors)
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #1: Increase staffing of internal auditors.

RESPONSE: Agree. When funding is available this would be a wise use of County funds.

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

RESPONSE: Agree. When adequate resources are available, the Auditor-Controller plans on
implementing such a program.

RECOMMENDATION #3: Continue developing performance measures for all departments and
combine operational audits of performance with regular internal audlts

RESPONSE: Partially Agree. Performance measures should be developed by each department in
conjunction with their analyst from 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 unincorporated areas.
Consider 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: Agrec. 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

FINDING #1: The lack of affordable 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 continues to rise. Less than 23% of the households living in the County can afford to
purchase the median priced home. The vacancy rate for rental housing is extremely 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 to balance housing, social,
economic, and political considerations in a way that promotes sustainable 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 draft Monterey County General Plan
provides that new housing is best achieved by focusing growth in designated areas like Fort Ord and
Castroville. This approach ensures that future homeowners and renters have access to a full range of
community amenities, environmental impacts are minimized, and project/community economics are
maximized. Further, the current residents have an opportunity to participate in the community planning
process to ensure that new housing is achieved based on local perspectives and input.

FINDING #3: Affordable housing/home 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 affordable housing is beginning to affect the economic and social health of Monterey
County for the following reasons:

e Qver occupancy of housing in existing neighborhoods is placing increased pressure on available
service delivery and infrastructure.

® The cost of available housing provides a significant disincentive to new businesses looking to relocate
to the Monterey County Area.

e Existing businesses are finding it increasingly difficult to retain and attract qualified workers due to
the high cost of housing.

o Traffic congestion 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 MONTEREY PENINSULA: A Regional
Problem Requires a Regional Solution

FINDING #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.

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 affordable/workforce housing results in a local revenue shortfall some where
between $400 - § 900 annually per unit. As such, significant incentive exists for all local land use
jurisdictions to pursue commercial, industrial, and high end housing in order to alleviate the fiscal
burden of new growthi 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 has established policy encouraging projects
with high levels of affordable housing. It is important to note, however, that 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 housing will have a negative impact on
the economic feasibility of the project. Historic preservation, environmental, and service/infrastructure
requirements of the site create significant project costs, not encountered in “greenfield” development
projects.

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 available to those increasingly priced out of the market.

RESPONSE: Agree. Creation of a countywide 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 financial structure to accumulate and leverage funds, to assist individual
home buyers by providing first and second deeds of trust, interest rate write downs, gap
financing, and other approaches, whether for programs, projects, or jurisdictions.”
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GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Affordable Housing on the Monterey Peninsula: A
Regional Problem Requires a Regional Solution

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Housing & Redevelopment Board of Supervisors
[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 County 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 Annual 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

e Facilitate the preparation of land available for new housing construction to serve the residents
and workforce of Monterey County through the current community planning and specific
planning efforts.

e 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 efforts, rezone property to allow the densities and housing types appropriate to
achieve affordable housing, and implement an affordable housing overlay program to
specifically assist projects that meet the County’s housing needs.

e  Work in partnerships with housing providers to help finance and build new multi-family rental
housing to serve very low and low-income households.

o Work in partnership with private market developers to implement mixed income and mixed use
projects in target community growth areas, including: Boronda, Castroville, Pajaro, and Fort
Ord Redevelopment Project Areas; Rancho San Juan Community Planning Area; San Lucas,
Chualar, and Las Lomas community areas; and City growth areas.

e Encourage the use of innovative mechanisms to facilitate project implementation, achieve high
levels of affordability, and ensure long-term affordability, such as the efforts of the Fort Ord
Reuse Authority (FORA) to create a countywide Community Housing Trust.

MAXIMIXE HOUSING OPPORTUNITES FROM EXISTING HOUSING STOCK

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

SPECIAL NEEDS HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

e Promote new or renovated housing for special needs populations including 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 market.
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Continued ...

GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Affordable Housing on the Montercy Peninsula: A
Regional Problem Requires a Regional Solution

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Housing & Redevelopment (Board of Supervisors)
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #2: Continue ways to increase affordable housing levels through 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 housing affordable to the County’s workforce
population. The primary concept 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 finalize the recommended
program in 2004.

In 2003, efforts were also initiated to formalize the “Affordable Housing Overlay” program, which is
intended to be incorporated into the General Plan Update. The program has been structured to 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 allowed to proceed in advance of providing regional and sub-regional infrastructure.

RECOMMENDATION #3: Inrecognition 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: See response under Recommendation #4.

RECOMMENDATION #4: Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse
Affordable/Workforce Housing Study by The Clark Groups 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 Carmel, 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.
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Continued ...

GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT TITLED: Affordable Housing on the Monterey Peninsula: A
Regional Problem Requires a Regional Solution '

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: Housing & Redevelopment (Board of Supervisors)
[As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RESPONSE: As amember agency of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority, the County of Monterey has
participated in the development and implementation of housing initiatives included in Recommendations
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 incentivize the housing production process. The County Board of
Supervisors is committed to working with FORA and County-wide land use jurisdictions to move these
activities into implementation in 2004. The following information lists the recommendations adopted by
the FORA Board on this important issue area:

¢ “Direct the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Administrative Committee to recommend to the
Board additive language to the (I'ort Ord Base Reuse Plan/Master Resolution Chapter 8)
Consistency Determination evaluation process for measuring compliance with the 1997 adopted
Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan Jobs/Housing balance provisions. In making its recommendation to
the Board, the Administrative Committee shall include measures that provide flexible targets for
the percentage of below market housing, over the affordable housing commitment required, to be
provided as a match with expected jobs.

e “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 permanent affordable and workforce housing opportunities for those
persons who live and work in the Monterey Bay Region (the tri-county area).

¢ “Adopt the recommendations of ChaRG (Community Housing and Resources Group) regarding
affordability income ranges.

e “That the FORA Board review forms of fiscal relief to the former Fort Ord land use jurisdictions
where increased affordable and workforce housing over the state mandated or city adopted
minimum standards is encouraged. The FORA 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 Housing Special
Project will be considered essential when analyzing the feasibility of that project.

e “That the Board adopt the following policy: The Fort Ord Reuse Authority, subject to State of
California fair housing and other statutory requirements, supports the Jobs/Housing balance
requirements of the 1997 adopted Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (BRP) by encouraging that
residential {or-sale units constructed or offered for rent on the lands of the former Fort Ord be
offered some form of first priority for rental or sale to individuals who currently live in or work,
or are recruited to work, in the Monterey Bay Region. Further, if any such residential unit is
resold or is subsequently 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 $10 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 $10
million estimate is high based on our current year experience. For fiscal year 2003-04 the County
allocated approximately $1.5 million for the additional costs of housing youth at other facilities.

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

RESPONSE: Agree.

FINDING #4: The Probation Department originally proposed that the County consider several offers
by companies to build a facility for the County and lease it back on a 30-year “lease-to-purchase” plan.

RESPONSE: Agree.

FINDING#5: In 2001, the CPO requested permission, by memorandum to the County Administrative
Office, to apply for the State Department of Corrections construction funding 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 funding 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.

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

RESPONSE: Agree.
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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 Department to place items on the agenda
of the Board of Supervisors.

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 FINAL REPORT TITLED: Have We Isnored the Probation Department?
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS by: County Administrative Officc (Board of Supervisors)
|As required by Section 933.05(b) California Penal Code]

RECOMMENDATION #1: The BOS should assure that the Probation Department has necessary
access 1o the Board’s agenda.

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

RECOMMENDATION #2: A Special Joint Committee of three 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 recommendation 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 Probation Department and all County Departments.
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WORKFORCE INVESTMENT BOARD

Response to this item will be provided and filed separately.
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Name

Case Type

MARTINEZ, A

CE020286

APN

Last Action Date

NOTES

ZNGBLDGT Occupled motorhome,
wnder cat reck wall ar east slde
property, no side setback nhere
driveway is-so permit, white meial
carport attached {a reparting party
property. On 9/17/02; Changed to
"Buflding Iniake" per Valerie MigotH.
ADDITIONAL COMPLAINT FROM
AN OLDER CASE ADDED TO THIS
FILE - COMPLETE REMODEL AND
ADDITION TO SFD AND NEW
COMPLAINT OF ENCLOSURE FOR
\WASHER AND DRYER
PERMITS AND RETAINING WALL.

161-101-003-000

012172864

0id case, wew complaint received, Stop wark notice posted 12/12/03, OWRER
NAME CHANGED ON FILE FROM HERRERA TO MARTINEZ, A NOV sent
12/18/03. FILE GIVEN TO TINA FOR CITATTION LETTER 1/21/04

ZAMORA, R

CE030411

CONVERTED GARAGE W/0O
PERMITS OR CLEARANCES.
APPEARS TO BE REPEAT
OFFENSE

119-164-022-060

01/2172004

NOV Letter seat 12/16:03, RECEIVED CERTIFED LETTER BACK AS
UNCLAIMEDR, DID NOT RECEIVE GNCERTIFIED LETTER BACK. POSTED
LETTER ON DOOR, TOOK PICTURE OF POSTING 1.7/04. file given to tina lor
citation letter 1£21704

ORTIZ, R

CE030412

CONVERTED GARAGE TO LIVING
AREA W70 PROPER PERMITS OR
CLEARANCES * OCCUPANT DID
NOT GRANT VIEWING OF
GARAGE NO PHOTOS*

119-161-012-000

01i21/2004

NOY Letter semt 12/16/03, RECEIVED CERTIFED LETTER BACK AS
UNCLAIMED, DID NOT RECEIVE UNCERTIFIED LETTER BACK. POSTED
LETTER ON DOOR, TOOK PICTURE OF POSTING 1:7/04. file given tn tiua for
citatlon etter 1/721/04

COS10, A

CEQ30240

SINGLE CAR GARAGE HAS BEEN
CONVERTED TO LIVING SPACF.
A KITCHEN, BATH AND
BEDROOA NOW OCCUPY THE

119.212-011-00D

01092604

BP040062 ISSUED 1/944, CASE CAN NOT BE CLOSED TILL BP FINALED,
HOUSING CODE VIOLATION

UNITY CARE GROUP IN

CE03043)

CONYERTED BARN W/O PERMITS

113-271-008-000

01/20:2004

citation letter sent 1/20/04, CITATION DEADLINE DATE 2/3/04

ACEVEDO, R

CrO3D436

POURED FOUNDATION AND
MOVYED FENCE

119-241-029-600

12/18/2003

Dpencd case gave paperwork (o Tom to scheduole an inspector to check out coniplaint ]
No case (ile created yet

CROUCIH, A

CEDID43T

CONSTRUCTION OF 2 RETAINING
WALLS (ONE IN FRONT YARD
AND ONE IN BACK YARD,
REMOVYAL OF MORE THAN 100 CU
YARDS OF EXCAVATED SOIL
FROAM HILLSIDE AND
REDISTRIBUTING TO ADJACENT
HILLSIDE

139-424-064-000

12/18/2002

Openet case gave paperwork to Tom to schedule an inspettor to check ont complalnt]
Mo case (le created yet

NICKERSON, M

CE030439

STUDIO APARTMENT SELF
CONTAINED WITH BATHROOM
AND KITCHEN ABOYE GARAGE
W/O PERMITS

127-301-031-000

01/16/2004

NOY SENT 1/16/04

ZAMORA, R

CEG30440

CORVERTED GARAGE W/O
PERMITS OR CLEARANCES

119-162-016-080&
119-162-017-000

0372072004

NOV Sent 1%/

BLANK, J

CEG00279

T REPLXCENENT OF EXISTING
HORSE STALLS \WITH 36X 60 HAY
BARN ON NORTHERN PORTION
OF PROPERTY NEAR UPPER
MOBILE HOME (MHS$1) 2. BUILT
26 X 24 GARAGE NEAR UPPER
AOBILE HOME (MW S 1) X, 14X 25
ADDITION TO REAR OF UPPER
MOBILE 1HHOME (MHSI) 4, 12 X136
TACH ROOM WITH 12 X 12
ATTACHED CARFORT NEAR
UPPER MOBILEHOME (MHF1) 5.
BUILT 60 X 36 POLE BARN ON S\
PORTION OF 'ROPERTY NEAR
RIDING AREA.

129-021-051-000

0112072004

NOV sent 1231703

NORTH SEA CORP.

CE039403

BUILT A 320 8Q. FT. BASEMENT
WITHOUT INTERNAL FLOW

424-011-029-080

01/07/2603

NOV letter seal 1/9/04

BLOECHER, E

CE030444

REPLACING ROOF WiO PERMIT

267-151-016-000

Opened case gave paperwark 16 Tom to schedule an inspector to chieck ast complzint]

12/30/2003

No case fle created yet




LIA GIATADTU HHONHIIVY
s ATTNO $171d SLEHNEJ NI 3SVD QANTLO TT1IANTAVYNILSIUHD

FOBTILO/T0

000-300" 167691

I OLHG M DONIANVIS
QUVALL. _w3N'SLILNO
AVOIULIA T 4IHLO 3804X3
OLHOOULAZHS AIN TAONWIY
01 QF3N"SLAUN0 TVOLIANE
AVAN HELAA MOIHI1INI NO

TIVAL NOLLLLYYJ A\IN @304V
L81 XL.E1 HDTA YAANO TVLIOAULS
A00U AVAN' 8T X .{ XOUdJV

H2UOJ ONILSISKT 0FaNFLXA

8000PEAD

W HLINNDY

FO/ELIT 035 1303l AQN

FORTIEIND

00G-£10-171-197

[ETIRTER]

O/\\ dSI0H AHL 40 MOVl

ML 1V .00 XS 4FHS IDVHOLS V
OGNV PT X FTXOUdY 3510H 3HL
4030¥8 dHL 01 A3LIANNOD
HIAG) OILVd ¥V L NE

ZT00POED

ANV IN0D 100 NDAHD,
01 YOLIIISNI NV FINATHIS OL TTIANTM OL NTALD NHOM HAdVd

£oaz 11

000-5C0-150-510

SLnyad
O/ TVIORLD3TE SLHVNAd
O/A FOVHVD ONILUIANOD

69€0£03D

D “ZATVZINOD)

VS

FOSET/1 1838 IR AON

0BT/

000-T00-TS0-LTT

S1HOIT 01 SGU0D

NOISNAINT HLLW LYOJYYD
ADNIAISIY ANT SV A3S INIAE
UANVHUL IILIA0 ¢A1dNDD0

RS

¢ ‘NOaQHor

NON PU3s [l (] AI8II3 o I Timo] @oa] yorq Niosraded FRARNY

rGOL/ETA0

COo-6PG-168°TLH

"MONd

ONIOD S1 GYlN1 V ANV "T/02/21
40 HIIMN THL gLLOTAT THIMN
SAIHS YO SNUVH LIIHS IHVIN T

LIGaredd,

L TRSNTTVDAZ

a2SOT1D ASYD QANSSI T0I0r0dH FOTIZT ‘FO/C 17T 1035 W3] AON

FOOLEI/T0

008-110-16T-T1T

SLINY3d O'AL
ADVHVO ¥ NILLTT X 8) NFHOLDE
¥ NV INOOYLI.YE V AFTTVLISNI

9100F073D

WSYTIISYD

AQN PUIS [IUE 2] I1CIL3 81 P30 WO WoL) xoq HA0msded paalnayg

FIOL/ET/I0

000-£10-16€-571

ALY3JOUd SidTd OLNO ANV
TIVAL ONINIVLIY SHL HFANT
ONIOD ST ALHRA0U SIHL WOoU4
ADVNIVHA "LUNEId LIOHLIM
TIVAV ONINTYLFY LTING

51000230

VY AMIAd

AQN PBOS PUE I|1] 21E313 0 poIu ‘W] W01} pRq yloswiaded pasEiay

FOOZHI/TO

00)-Z00-9r7-060

MOV NI IWOOY ¥ aIaay

£100$03D

W Z3ATVA

FO/9T/1 T3S BN AON

FDOTOT/E0

00C-E00-TFU-TT P!

STINVUVITO

YO SLINUAL ¥3J0Ud

O/A\ VAUV DNIGITA TYININY ANY
FHVUOLS 0334 0T X 01 XOUddY

tloorodd

AVHOVAT

AON [TW35 PEE 3|1} 218213 0F PN w0 | Woi) wieq yiosraded paraday

FOOUCT/T0

069-870-190-187

SINVNIL OL

110 G3INIY ONIZE SONIGTINY
HUALINYLS AAHDVLEVNA

ANY AIHDVLLY TVHIALS

1108704

d AFINIS

$0/91/1 INAS AON

FOOTATID

008-£00-ZZ1-0¢0)|

NI ¥ITIVIL @F141D30
IADATIV SHUNLINULS
LMNG ATTIVOITILE

0100F03D

v LIORM

PO76IT 1895 19131 AON |

YOOUELI0

008-+00-T1£7-6T1

INOILAYD - TTIA

WALYA ONY NOLLIIAY 1¥94TTH
THL YOJ STADAYAS SIHL

STIAA YOLIIISN] - SNOTL ISR
ANV JONIS SAVC 081 HIAO
STROLAUES JWY 00Z ZDVIdTU
TTFIBE0d G envvs v TLONvovesr
‘SAINVHYILD

O SLINUAL YAJOUd LNOHLIM
QAEDD0 §1 ANODTVE 87X

01 HLIA\ X8OLS Z (0¥ X 0€ "XOudv)
NOILIGAY IHLA\ON "TniLd Af
QIL0YULSIA SV AWNOH IO,
*ALH3J0Ud 40 NOILHOI HIddA
1¥ NOLLIGQY ILLLW (1IN0l

10005032

HIINOJ

S3LoN

e VOIS I5ET]

N4V

ad{)y asu)

AVAG S ANFTTAN GN(L')ZS[

FEL Y

asep




Name

Case #

Case Type

APN

Last Action Date

NOTES

FITZGERALD. B

CEA30402

BUILT SECOND STORY DECK,
APPROXIMATELY 40' X 16
SUPPORTED BY 4 CMU COLLNMNS

416-027-005-000

12/03/2003

WENDELL OPENED CASE IN PEMITS PLUS ONLY, NO PAPERWORK
RECEIVED YET

KENNETH, M

CE030357

REPLACING FLOOR JOISTS AND
GIRDERS (2) IN RESTAURANT
(APPROX 200 5Q FT}

189-291-006-000

11/0472093

\WWENDELL OPENED CASE IN PERMITS PLUS ONLY - NO PAFERWORK
RECEIVED YET. ** NOTE IN EVENTS FROM WENDELL TO SEE DF032935 -
THIS PERAIT HAS BEEN ISSUED -BUT ITISONLY FOR REPLACING 12
JOISTS NO METION OF THE GIRDERS??

LEFEBVRE: R

CE03D0385

CONSTRUCTED FENCE DVER 6'
X23' LONG. ELECTRICAL AND
PLUMBING REPAIRS FOR
EXISTING HOT TUB. SOME
FRAMING AROUND HOT TUD
DECK

£019-094-017-000

012372004

file piven to rina for NOV letter 1/23/04

SCHUBERT, J

CE03D387

BUILT EXTERIOR DECK
APPROXIMATELY 12'X 25' @
REAR OF SFD

015-472-014-000

0172377004

FILE GIVEN TO TINA FOR NOV 12384

GREENWAY, P

CE040026

INSTALLED GENERATOR AND
PROPANE TANK WO BUILDING
PERMITS OR CLEARANCES

129-241-012-000

01202004

NO NOV SENT SINCE BP033266 \WAS APPLIED FOR . NOV WOULD BE A
BMOOT POINT.

ROCHAJ

CE040027

ATTACHED GARAGE BEING
OCCUPIED APROX. 20" X 20". HAS
BATHROOM, KITCHEN, AND
BEDROON W/0 PERAITS

119-2§1-021-000

0171672004

NOV SENT 1/16/04

RUZ, R

CE040028

BUILT A GAME ROOM AND
WATERFALL IN BACK PROPERTY
Y/ ELECTRICITY HOOK UP \V/Q
PERMITS

125-452-001-600

0171172004

CASFE CLOSED BP 048150 ISSUED 1721704

HUNSAKER, M

CE040029

TWO TRAILERS ON PROPERTY,
ADDITIONS, MODIFICATIONS &
ADDED ELECTRICAL WiQ
PERMITS

127-331-844-000

6172372004

Received paperwork back from Tom, need 19 create file and send NOV

GERRY, E

CEO4001

74" DRAIN FIPES DRAINING
ONTO NEIGHBORING PROPERTY

125-131-024-000

0171372004

PAPER WORK GIVEN TO NIELS TO CHECK QUT COMPLAINT

PENNY, W

CE04003)

BUILT A WOOD FENCE APPROX.
400 LIN.FT. AND 8' HIGH

189-561-027-000

01/723/2004

Recelved paperwork back from Wendell, need to create file and sesd NOY

MASSON, A

CE040034

COMYERT SFD INTO A DUPLEX

416-024-013-000

01/23/1004

Recclved paperwork back from Wendell, need to create lite and sead NOV

GERRITSEN, H

CE040035

UILDING A BARN (AFPROX 36' X
34'), AN ENTRY (APPROX 10" X 12'),
A LOFT (APPROX 34' X 12') (1752
SQ FT TOTAL) WITH PLUMBING
AND ELECTRICAL, ALL DONE
WITHOUT PLANNING OR
BUILDING APPROVAL.

169-141-020-000

01/23/2004

Received paperwork back (rom Wenddl, need fo create fite and send NOV

GOMEZ, M

CE040036

CONDITIONS LIKELY TO CAUSE
ACCELERATED FROSION,
ALLOWING SEDIMENT TO
ESCAPE THE PROPERTY AND
CONCENTRATED RUNOFF.

181-091-004-000

0152772004

Flle to tina for NOVY 1/27/04

AIOHSSIN, M

CERDOIO?

**case recenstructed’ rolled over (rom
Parkers cases™* R
OCCUTIED TRAYEL TRAILERS
AND AN OCCUTIED BARN WITH
THREE CAR GARAGE /0
PERMITS

{18i-061-021-000

017212004

GAVE FILE TO TINA FOR NOV

TENNIS, L

CE840037

BUILT CARPORT WITH
ELECTRICAL ON PROTERTY LINE

W/ O PERMITS

125-391-012-000

01/22/2004

P.O. came in and cotered into ¢ 1i: agreenent 1122404
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PRELIMINARY GOALS /INITIATIVES FY 2003/2004
{Please update and rank w/in the groudp and share recommendations to Staff)

MAJOR PROJECTS

IPRIORITY CUSTOMER HUMAN RESOURCES COMMUNICATION DATA MGMT RECORD MGT. BUILDING,
SERVICE . - CODE ENFORCEMENT
1 Comgiainis - ensure ihal alReclossificalion studies fori 1|ReqAxr and  conslsleniDala Entry Standards -|Frovide access to all racomds|Developmen! of  grading! General Plan mpiementation [Rancho San Juan
. i are 9 pacth safies 2% teall Focus  on: 1) willlen|stored off-sile within 24-hoursiinspection poficy manual.
o s Umly s DMos  Assitant sedes  3) IT[C (ot requast
, loppeoprinte  manmer  andeeries " goais and siatus fo slafl by|2) smining - small group andy
that racking sysiem is e Division Chlefs & stafl meelings: ard 3
|consizlenly by all slaf. quasity control
Milestorves/ Board report by July 2004  [Held in abayance due o budgel  |%/a have weekly meaiings] in progress, Diall 1/04 %ol yel assigned o lhe{Projecied 0 oo I
{Dstes oeintalf | depariment | d=cision makers 674
'F] Public Records Req P =~ .. 14 Cremyg I [T HFosmalize respossitslites  ofD o - ] e  lracking|{East Gamison
Provide prompt access lo{develcp policies  and  conductconsistent use of Cullook byl 1) Comver( pre-1958 Bulldingl Records Unll fo Include activelreporting  system  usinglsystem  for MM and  ME
pubilc record acl requesis |raining on effeciive al slafl W eoswo Hmely|Pemmil data to Permils Plusjand  naclive  records  and Permil Plys. |=ciects and other pmimch]
enure Act Is camied fov gl and{scheduling of appointmants  12) Corvert Ubrary data Intofimaging hal require Deposits
itvough stafl bralning visors 2) idenlify Frrmits Plus
procederes. cequired  for  promofions  and|
provide lools for achievement 3
Conduct all svplialions in a tmel
fashion.

{iMiteatoness Standard use of ovaluation formeOngoing, gresier vse and) Deryed  due 0 |lalnrdrlmlmy teportng system in Frojecied 0 @9
Dates has been on Oullook | melations Implsment 17105 place 6703 decision nakors T4
3 fploment cusiomer|Evaluate ' use of 360 degee|Polices & P 's -1 rate active files inlo Weh{Develop 20 on %kﬂﬂw systems for iadthpuﬂcurlc Subapdzon

. [eedback  system on i b * |Adh d o Pormits Plss parcel Advantage sylem (Salinas first) irifngy CC and M In Parmils Plus
and at sach Permil Canler tralning for changes mP & P T vl Marina) |program fer Inspeciion staff.
¥ from 5| C
Office. 2) Provde  datal
ragdady lo "Assesor .en
permit sialus  Information!
: from PBI . X
i e targst laget 7704 Being 3 implementec Monihly Iraining on Codas|To be Comolete 74
iDates 704 ) wichanges as Doy cocur a5 of 503
Virtusl Penmil - Caniers ir = Davalop ghes|Reguiar data gatherdng andlG18 * - Evaluals usoucces{ihu.m-nhﬂemds Retenlon|Develop a-bulding: housingl Analyze and Fnprove - permif] Hantiey/Gran/ia Ming .
Incrnase Heohss Ioftio  improve | recultmen! - andjreportrg  of  patormancelracessany o Include{policy and protedures for PBIT |code - viokiion - eninrcemantapproval - tmea  flor - Admin|
ink, o e Bsp 1) . Buldinplrmasures for each Division . [Assessoy’s books . program. - Hire and ;. iraln Permits f
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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 Terrance R. Duncan
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court
County of Monterey

North Wing, Room 318

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 Jury Report concerning Affordable Housing on the Monterey Peninsula.

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: 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 (including 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 goals.

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 services demanded by such housing; 3) resistance from some
communities to providing a fair share of affordable housing; and 4) higher development
costs.
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3.

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

Response.: The City 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.

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.

Response: The 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.

Affordable housing thresholds in the range 30% to 50% are achievable.
Response: This statement is incomplete.

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 buildings 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, habitat preservation/conservation, and other regional benefits).
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The Economic Analysis of Below Market Rate Housing Report prepared by Bay Area
Economics (BAE) for FORA assumed that a minimum profit of 10 percent of
development 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 inclusionary program within a high cost project would barely be considered
economically feasible, with 10 percent of development costs (or 9 percent 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 (15 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
affordable housing.

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

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 City 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 deed restricted as affordable. All new housing
developments in the former Fort Ord area must provide affordable units so that there will
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be an overall provision of 20% affordable units according to the mix prescribed by
FORA. In addition, the City is looking to require other new development within the
older, developed portion of Seaside to also provide affordable units.

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

Response: The City of Seaside agrees with this Recommendation.

Although there remain very few vacant parcels within the developed area of Seaside, the
City 1s 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.

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 Seaside agrees with this Recommendation.
This regional problem can only be resolved by a regional approach.

Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse Affordable/Workforce
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 Carmel, 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.

Response: The City of Seaside agrees 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 831-899-6701.
Sincerely,

Daniel E. Keen
City Manager



24 March 2004

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

North Wing, rm 318, 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 Monterey County

Prepared by George Rawson, Chief of Police

Very truly yours,
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Sue McCloud, Mayor

c: 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

1. The lack of affordable housing is among the most serious problems facing
Monterey 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 housing/home 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 range 30% to 50% are achievable.

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: 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:

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: This recommendation has been partially implemented 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 inspection services.

« Promotes housing conservation

« Promotes conversion of R-1 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. Continue ways to increase affordable housing levels through increasing the
percentage of Inclusionary Housing requirements, by creating specialized
developer incentives, and by developing funding 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:



Program 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 developers 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.

Program 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 Commercial 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 all
residential developments regardless of the number of units proposed. The Density
Bonus Ordinance has also been improved to allow the rounding up of fractions above
0.5. This will allow more units on some properties.

Program 12. Senior Housing. The Carmel Foundation is a major nonprofit organization
that assists senior citizens in the City. The Foundation owns and operates three senior
housing developments in the City, providing affordable housing to 45 lower-income
scnior households. Norton Court is the only senior development that reccives 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 Carmel 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 households. 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 Housing. Many seniors who would prefer to live independently
resort to institutionalized living arrangements because of housing costs, security
problems, loneliness, or an inability to live 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 clarify that
Class 4 (affordable) subordinate units are allowed as permitted uses. Incentives for the
development of subordinate units include waiver/reduction 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 Parking Requirements. 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 affordable housing in the R4 (multi-family) and
Residential/Limited 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 development 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 Code.

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. 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 Fort Ord Reuse Affordable Workforce
Housing Study by the Clark Group and aggressively pursue the sources of funding
in the recommendations. For example, a regional housing or community trust
Jund could provide a significant opportunity for such communities as Carmel,
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.

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 1s 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
funding 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-
the-Sea, City staff is also able to negotiate with private for-profit developers to provide
affordable units as a component of and/or in addition to the primary project the
developer is proposing. The City will offer incentives, such as reduced fees or parking
standards, and/or 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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Haseltine
Court 5572, 4 12
Trevvett Court 51/10, 12 9
San Carlos
Lodge 50/10,12 2
Norton Court 51/20 24
Oliver White 96/10,12 X 1
Hasegawa 91/16 X 1
Viejo Carmel 36/17-26 X 2
Carl 49/4 X 1 |
Mandurrago 92/3 X
Mandurrago 89/13, 15 X
Gonzales MA/8 X 1
Ravel
Corporation 36/18, 20 X 1
Trini Iye 57/12, 14 X 1
Totals 7 15]0]0]0| 0| 2] 45
Grand Total 59
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POLICE SERVICES IN MONTEREY COUNTY

RECOMMENDATIONS

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

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

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

Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be
implemented with the adoption of Fiscal Year 2004/05 budget (approx. July
2004).

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

Response: The recommendation has not been implemented, but will be implemented
with the adoption of Fiscal Year 2004/05 Budget (approx. July 2004).
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The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court
Monterey County

240 Church Street

Salinas, CA 93901

Dear Judge Duncan,

At their meeting on March 2, 2004, the City Council 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:

Tab 9 Affordable Housing on the Monterey Peninsula
Tab 11 Police Services in Monterey County

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 reviewing 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.

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.

D Ly I

David K. Pendergrass [

Mayor

cc: Monterey Peninsula Cities
County of Monterey



Grand Jury 2003 Findings & Recommendations* Re: Housing Crisis

FINDINGS

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

Sand City Response: We agree. Inrecognition of this fact, the City recently rezoned a major
portion of its industrial and commercial area to “Planned Mix Usc” 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 City Response: We agree. Sometimes nerghborhood groups insist on having the same
type of housing (c.g. single-family, detached market rate housing) built within or adjacent
to their neighborhood.

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

Sand City Response: We agree. Liver 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 (¢.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 City Responsc: 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 arevenue-sharing agreement between the two redevelopment agencies. Therefore,
we are “ahead of the curve” on this concept.

* Grand -jdf;ﬁrﬁiﬁ_égé_lia_f-{écommcndations are in bold priﬁl.



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

Sand City Response: We will Iet 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 portion 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
centribute to fostering cooperation between cities with different economic makeup, and
help make affordable housing available to those increasingly priced out of the market.

Sand City Response: 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,
provided the fund were equitable among all cities, and that citics would get “credit” for
contributing to the fund in accordance with state housing clement law (the law would need
to be amended), Sand City would be amenablc to considering participation.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Each of the Monterey Peninsula cities and the County should continue their individual
cfforts 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 Responsc: Agreed. We have a state certified housing element, but we need an
adequatc water supply. Therefore, we arc in the process of planning and building a
municipally 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 Monterey 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 City Response: The City of Sand City is entirely within a redevelopment project area,
which, under statc law, is required to have at lcast 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 redevelopment agency contribution.




In recognition of the regional nature of the problem, a mechanism must be established
to spread the cconomic 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 City Response: 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 law 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 {inancial house in order and not continue to take money
away from cities in times of financial mismanagement.

Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse Affordable/Workfoerce Housing
Study by the Clark Group and aggressively pursue the sources of funding in the
recommendations.

Sand City Response: See responsc 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 terms of revising state housing law and revising its current
policy of taking money away from cities in times of financial stress.

It is intercsting 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 agencics, making
them less effective toward that goal.



January 22, 2004

To: Mayor Pendergrass and Members of the City Council
Kelly Morgan --- City Administrator

From: Michael Klein

Subject: Response to the 2003 Grand Jury Report

“Police Services in Monterey County”

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 were 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 Soledad 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 cvery police officer.

These statistics are however deceiving as it pertains to Sand City. Since this city is the
shopping and business center for the entirc Monterey Peninsula, 1t draws a lot of people
to Sand City. Our policing responsibilitics are no different for residents than they are for
those who may be conducting business in this community.

In 1994 atraffic count survey was conducted (see attached memorandum) by the city
with vehicle counters being placed at every entrance into the city. This survey was done
for a 7-day period, which gave us a weekly total of 148,530 vchicles entering Sand City.
This equates to a daily average of 21,219 vehicles. If we factor 1.5 people per vehicle
entering our jurisdiction, than our daily average service population is 31,828 visitors/
shoppers plus an additional 4,000 workers in Sand City (total 35,828+). This would
make the service population to officer 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 ablc to maintain a safe cnvironment for both our residential and our service
population. If we excecd our abilities o respond, we have a contractual agreement for
policing support from the City of Seaside and an excellent police mutual aid response
protocol.
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MARINA, CA 93933
TELEPHONE (831) 884-1278
FAX (831) 384-9148 1975

March 4, 2004

THE HONORABLE TERRANCE R. DUNCAN
PRESIDING JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR
COURT OF MONTEREY COUNTY

240 CHURCH STREET, ROOM 318
SALINAS CA 93901

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

Dear Judge Duncan:

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

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

Sincerely,
ﬂ \

lla Mettde-McCutchon
Mayor



Sity of Marina

211 HILLCREST AVENUE
MARINA, CA 93933
TELEPHONE (831) 884-1278
FAX (831) 384-9148

CERTIFICATE OF THE CITY CLERK

I, JOY P. JUNSAY, CITY CLERK OF THE CITY OF MARINA, CALIFORNIA, do hereby
certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of RESOLUTION NO. 2004-39
ACCEPTING RESPONSES TO 2003 FINAL REPORT — MONTEREY COUNTY GRAND
JURY FOR THE CITY OF MARINA AND DIRECTING THAT THE RESPONSES BE
FORWARDED TO THE PRESIDING JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT TERRANCE
DUNCAN NO LATER THAN 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 - MONTEREY COUNTY
GRAND JURY FOR THE CITY OF MARINA AND DIRECTING THAT THE
RESPONSES BE FORWARDED TO THE 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 Final Report contained two items requiring attention by the City of Marina
consisting of review and written response. These items were “Affordable Housing on the Monterey
Peninsula” (“EXHIBIT A”) and “Police Services in Monterey County” (“EXHIBIT 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 Terrance 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 Final Report — Monterey County Grand Jury for the City of
Marina (“EXHIBIT C” & EXHIBIT D”), and;

2. Direct that the responses be forwarded 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 duly
held on March 3, 2004 by the following vote:

AYES, COUNCIL MEMBERS: Delgado, Gray, Morrison, Mayor Pro Tem McCall and Mayor
Mettee-McCutchon

NOES, COUNCIL MEMBERS: None

ABSENT, COUNCIL MEMBERS: None

ABSTAIN, COUNCIL MEMBERS: None /) M
Tte-Mettee-McCutchon, Mayor

ATTEST:

o

JWun@ay, ity Clefk
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Exhibit

AFFORDABLE HOUSING ON THE MONTEREY 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 elements/plans 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 Monterey 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 Governments (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, Carmel, 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

! [The Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) in accordance with Stale requirements
establishes regional housing needs determination (RHND) for each jurisdiction in Monterey and Santa Cruz
Counties. The future housing needs/goals (RNHD *fair share™) are used by each jurisdiction (Cities and
County) in updating their 5 year housing element plans. Membership in AMBAG is voluntary and
AMBAG has no enforcement power Lo 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
development 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, all 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 workforce/affordable housing issues.
The Clark Group Report, March 2003, concluded that many communities outside
Monterey 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 trust/community trust fund” is an important mechanism
available for administering a regional solution in providing affordable housing. These
trust funds are funded and supported by a vanety of public and private enterprises and
interests that transcend local political boundaries. For example, with the support of the
Housing Trust Fund of Santa Clara, the well planned efforts in the Los Arroyos 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.¢., 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 Salinas 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 resolution to receive
public reserves, which can only be used for housing. Community Land Trust funds are typically private,
non-profit corporations set up o acquire and hold land for the benefit of the community and provide access
to land and housing.
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The Grand Jury reviewed the following documents:

I.

[§ )

9.

Inclusionary Housing Plans for Monterey County, City of Salinas, and City of
Monterey;

Mayor’s Ad Hoc Committee recommendations;

South County Housing “Los Arroyos™ affordable housing approach;

21% Century Monterey County General Plan and revisions;

Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) documents;
LandWatch Land Use and General Plan;

Fort Ord Authority Affordable/Workforce Housing Study performed by The
Clark Group Report;

Salinas Inclusionary Housing Feasibility Study performed by Bay Area
Economics (BAE); and

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 Hou;ing development, Gilroy.

FINDINGS

1. The lack of affordable housing is among the most serious problems facing
Monterey 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 housing/home ownership is critical to the economic and social health

of Monterey County.
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4. The amount of revenue cities receive from residential and commercial real estate

18 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.

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

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.

CONCLUSIONS

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

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.

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

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

Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse Affordable/Workforce
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
Carmel, 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 REQUIRED

Monterey County Board of Supervisors

Findings 1 through 6
Recommendations 1 through 4
Date due: Aprl 1, 2004
City of Carmel
Findings 1 through 6
Recommendations 1 through 4
Date due: April 1, 2004
City of Del Rey Oaks
Findings I through 6
Recormnmendations | through 4
Date due: Apnl 1, 2004
City of Marina
Findings | through 6
Recommendations 1 through 4

Date due: April 1, 2004
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City of Monterey

Findings 1 through 6
Recommendations 1 through 4
Date due: April; 1, 2004

City of Pacific Grove
Findings | through 6
Recommendations 1 through 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: Apnl 1, 2004

Responses to the Findings and Recommendations shall be addressed to the Presiding
Judge of the Superior Court of Monterey County as noted on page 1v of this report.
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Exhibit

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 for 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 11 police jurisdictions
* Federal Bureau of Investigation Statistics
e Citizen Complaints

e California Crime Index Statistics
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The comparative data is recorded in the chart below:

Junsdiction Population
Carmel 4080
Del Rey Oaks 1.650
Gonzales 8.050
Greenfield 12,700
King City 11,250
Marina 21.000
Monterey 29,800
Pacific Grove 15,500
Salinas 148.000
Sand City 270
Seaside 32,200
Soledad 21,950

Understaffing of police departments adverscly effects police services throughout
Monterey County. The statistical chart above, which reviews the staffing and base pay
within the various jurisdictions illustrates the need for 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. Itis
therefore necessary that all jurisdictions review their police service needs in light of the

FB! Reports

109
29
155
223
470
472
1,393
305
7,032
153
1,005
276

Officers

19
6
11
16
17
33
56
28
165
10
43
13

above data prior to establishing their budgets.

RECOMMENDATIONS

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

2. The Grand Jury recommends that the councils of the various incorporated cities
review the statistical dara charts produced by their respective police departments

Citizens
Per Officer

2141
2751
818/1
79441
661/1
636/1
53071
607/
899/1
2771
74811
1,684/1

(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

Monterey.

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.

RESPONSES REQUIRED

City of Carmel

Recommendations | through 4

Base Pay

4.134.00
2,991.00
3.600.00
3,162.00
2,571.00
3.295.00
4,658.00
4.957.00
4.343.00
3.651.00
4,500.00
3.,900.00



Date due: April 1, 2004

City of Del Rey Qaks
Recommendations 1 through 4
Date due: Apnl 1, 2004

City of Gonzales
Recommendations | through 4
Date duc: April 1, 2004

City of Greenfield
Recommendations | through 4
Date due: Apnl 1, 2004

City of King City
Recommendations 1 through 4
Date due: Apnil 1, 2004

City of Marina
Recommendations 1 through 4
Date due: Apnl 1, 2004

City of Monterey
Recommendations 1 through 4
Date due: Apdl I, 2004

City of Pacific Grove
Recommendations 1 through 4
Date due: April 1, 2004

City of Salinas

Recommendations 1 through 4
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Date due: April 1, 2004

City of Sand City
Recommendations 1 through 4
Date due: April 1, 2004

City of Seaside
Recommendations 1 through 4
Date due: April 1, 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
Judge of the Superior Court of Monterey County as noted on page iv of this report.
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EXHIBIT C

Response to Recommendations — 2003 Grand Jury Report on
Affordable Housing in Monterey County

FINDINGS:

1.

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

Yes, affordable 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 affordable 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. 1t has only become an issue for the City of
Marina in recent years. Prior to the late 1990’s, the City of Marina, 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 1990’s, housing prices in
Monterey County also increased in parallel although to a lesser degree.

Despite the significant increase in residential property 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 total 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 total 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 multi-family housing,
approximately 191 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 affordable 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.
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Having said this, the City does acknowledge that a substantial proportion of its
residents are experiencing difficulty 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-term 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 considerations often interfere with
the achievement of reasonable affordable housing goals.

It 1s not unreasonable to balance affordable housing goals with other identified
goals such as local fiscal health or protection of sensitive biological resources.
State laws and regulations such as the Coastal Act and CEQA require such
balancing in California.

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

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 find
affordable housing in this County, ideally in those jurisdictions providing the
jobs. 1f, 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 and/or stipulated cost-sharing formula that has yet to be determined
and implemented.

The City of Marina 1s currently providing a substantial portion of the housing for
the workers employed elsewhere on the Monterey Peninsula (See Response to
Finding #1). Along with the Salinas Valley communities and County of
Monterey, it will also be accommodating much of the projected new housing
development over the next 15 years. One of Marina’s 2000 General Plan goals is
to have a more diverse and balanced 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
inclusionary 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.
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The other side of this housing atfordability 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 California MBEST Center, located in Marina, is the Education-
Research Crescent extending from U.C. Santa Cruz to Moss Landing to CSUMB
to the Hopkins Marine 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 well as housing, Marina has been and will continue to be proactive.

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 in order to insure that
there is sufficient continuing income to provide essential infrastructure and
ongoing public services to both old and new development.

The City of Marina certainly 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.

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

Whether or not such thresholds are achievable depends on at least 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 developer
may be able to provide a greater proportion of housing affordable to moderate
income households than to lower income households i.e., households with
incomes 80 percent or less of the 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.
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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 2003), “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 likely 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 providing moderate and below-
market-rate housing, the latter defined by this study as housing affordable to
households with incomes of 120 to 170 percent of Area Median Income, on
former Fort Ord (Bay Area Economics, November 2003) found that below-
market-rate inclusionary housing on former 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 AMI levels within otherwise market rate
developments.” This recent analysis accounted for the developer’s desired rate of
return or profit. It suggests that housing affordable to those earning less than 80
percent AMI could be provided through other mechanisms than inclusionary.

Because a portion of Marina’s housing on former Fort Ord is likely to remain in
public ownership indefinitely, Marina will be able to approach a 30 percent
affordable threshold 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 as housing affordable to households
with incomes ranging between 120 percent and 150 percent of the current County
Median Income). With inclusion of the approximately 145 existing and planned
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 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.

The trust fund mechanism along with establishment of a community land trust are
two potentially viable mechanisms that have been effective elsewhere in
providing housing affordable to workforce and lower income households. The
FORA 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

4



may experience difficulty in achieving political 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:

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.

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.

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

Through its recently adopted Housing Element, Marina increased its affordable
Inclusionary 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 inclusionary requirement but this applied to
lower to below-market-rate income households. The Marina Housing Element’s
Inclusionary Program requirement also provides for an additional 10 percent,
voluntary/incentive-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
65915 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 1.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 regional nature of the problem, a mechanism must be
established to spread the economic costs of developing affordable housing in
those areas where land for such development is available. If cities with growth
opportunitly 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.

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-rich/housing 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 and/or worsens.

Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse Affordable/Workforce
Housing Study by the Clark Group and aggressively pursue the sources of funding
in the recommendations.

The City of Marina has reviewed the Clark Group’s report and notes 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 and/or increasing the
Housing Set-aside Fund to enable adequate funding if this FORA and countywide
organization is established and if Marina ultimately agrees to participate in this
organization. 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 fund
the establishment of its own local housing trust fund and housing/land trust.



EXHIBIT D

Response to Recommendations — 2003 Grand Jury Report on
Police Services in Monterey County

Grand Jury 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.

City of Marina Response:

The City of Marina Department of Public Safety has utilized a similar criminal statistics chart for
several years (“EXHIBIT 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
discussion/consideration by the Monterey County Chief Law Enforcement Officers Association
(MCCLEOA).

Grand Jurvy 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 of Marina Response:

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 Jury 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.

City 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 all 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 Jurvy Recommendation:

4. 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.

City of Marina Response:

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

the County of Monterey.



Marina Department of Public Safety )
Calendar Year 2003 EXhlb lt A

Part | Crime Statistics

CRIME HOMICIDE RAPE ROBBERY ASSAULT BURGLARY THEFT MV THEFT ARSON
MONTH Reported Cleared Reported Cleared Reported Cleared Reported Cleared Reported Clearad Reported | Cleared | Reported | Clearad Reported | Cleared
January 0 0 0 0 2 1 | 16 16 13 4 19 5 0 2 0 0
February 0 0 0 0 4 1 13 11 5 0 21 5 0 0 0 0
March 0 0 1 0 1 1 15 14 17 5 33 1 0 0 0 0
April 0 0 0 0 5 4 14 9 12 4 32 7 1 0 0 0
May 0 0 1 0 3 3 7 7 7 1 25 2 0 1 0 0
June 0 0 0 0 3 1 14 6 8 3 23 5 2 0 0 0
July 0 0 0 0 2 1 19 14 14 3 31 5 5 1 1 1
August 0 0 0 0 1 2 15 7 10 1 12 -2 1 3 1 1
September 0 0 1 0 7 5] 11 8 13 3 35 2 0 0 1 1
October 0 0 0 -0 2 2 11 10 15 2 26 5 0 0 0 0
November 0 0 3 2 3 3 13 10 12 0 30 5 0 0 2 1
December 0 0 1 1 5 1 15 9 21 7 22 2 - 5 4 1 1
TOTAL 0 0 7 3 38 26 163 121 147 33 309 46 14 11 6 5
% Cleared 0 42.8 68.4 74.2 22.4 14.8 78.6 83.3

rev 1 msm 1/29/04



Marina Department of Public Safety

Calendar Year 2003
Part | Crime Statistics

Exhibit A

RAPE ROBBERY ASSAULT BURGLARY THEFT MV THEFT ARSON
Reported Cleared Reported Cleared Reported Cleared Reported Cleared Reported Cleared Reported Cleared Reported Cleared
0 0 2 1 16 16 13 4 19 5 0 2 0 0
0 0 4 1 13 11 5 0 21 5 0 0 0 0
1 0 1 1 15 14 17 5 33 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 5 4 14 9 12 4 32 7 1 0 0 0
1 0 3 3 7 7 7 1 25 2 0 1 0 0
0 0 3 1 14 6 8 3 23 5 2 0 0 0
0 0 2 1 19 14 14 3 31 5 5 1 1 1
0 0 1 2 15 7 10 1 12 2 1 3 1 1
1 0 7 6 11 8 13 3 35 2 0 0 1 1
0 0 2 2 11 10 15 2 26 5 0 0 0 0
3 2 3 3 13 10 12 0 30 5 0 0 2 1
1 1 5 1 15 9 21 7 22 2 5 4 1 1
7 3 38 26 163 121 147 33 309 46 14 11 6 5
42.8 68.4 74.2 22.4 14.8 78.6 83.3

rev 1 msm 1/29/04



CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
300 FOREST AVENUE
PACIFIC GROVE, CALIFORNIA 83950
TELEPHONE (831) 648-3100
FAX (B831) 657-9361

March 20, 2004

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

North Wing, Room 318

240 Church Street

Salinas, CA 93901

Dear 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.

AFFORDABLE HOUSE ON THE MONTEREY PENINSULA
The following are the grand jury’s findings and the city’s responses.

1. The lack of affordable housing is among the most serious problems facing Monterey
County and the Monterey 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 respondent agrees with the finding.

3. Affordable housing/home ownership is critical to the economic and social health of
Monterey County.
RESPONSE — The respondent agrees with the finding.

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
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The Honorable Terrance R. Duncan
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court
March 20, 2004

Page 2 of 6

infrastructure and ongoing public services to both old and new development.
RESPONSE — The respondent disagrees with the finding in part. The Cities of Marina
and Seaside may be forced to choose market-rate housing and commercial development
over affordable housing opportunities. However, revenue sharing should not be looked
to as the only incentive or funding source for the creation of affordable housing. Other
opportunities for funding and encouraging affordable housing, such as housing trust
Junds, regulatory incentives, and employer contributions, should be given careful
consideration.

5. Affordable housing thresholds in the range 30% to 50% are achievable.
RESPONSE — Respondent agrees with the 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 available to those increasingly priced out of the market.
RESPONSE — Respondent agrees with the finding.

RECOMMENDATIONS WITH 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 current housing element plans to
provide their “fair share” of the countywide need for additional affordable housing.
RESPONSE — The recommendation has been implemented. Pacific Grove’s “fair share”
of regional housing needs was calculated to be 246 units. Between the years 2000 and
2002 there were 55 units approved leaving a balance of 191 “fair share” units. Elements
of the Pacific Grove General Plan continue to be implemented so that the remaining
“fair share” units can be realized.

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

RESPONSE — The recommendation has been implemented. Pacific Grove has provided
and made possible affordable housing opportunities. Density bonuses and exceptions 1o
land use regulations are incentives that have resulted in the creation of affordable
housing units. Examples of projects that have been recently approved and received
density bonus approval and exceptions to zoning requirements include the Pacific Grove
Senior Housing project (with 49 affordable units) and approval of a ten-unit multi family
project (with 2 affordable units). Recent changes to the municipal code allow for the
administrative approval of secondary housing units and a new program adopted by the
City Council will allow for the recognition of certain illegal housing units. Each of these
is expected to increase affordable housing levels

3. In recognition of the regional nature of the problem, a mechanism must be established
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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 recommendation will not be implemented. Shifting limited revenues
Jrom the City of Pacific Grove to other areas will impact the ability of the city to provide
currently provided essential services to its citizens and its ability to attract and retain the
businesses that provide a sustainable tax base. A limited supply of developable land in
the commercial zones restricts opportunities for new revenue generaiing sources. Land
Jor affordable housing opportunities is equally limited. Due to this, other ways of
providing housing, such as incentives in the form of exceptions to zoning

requirements, density bonuses, and recognition of illegal housing units, have been
developed. All potential solutions for the creation of housing need to be explored.

4. Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse Affordable/Workforce
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 Carmel, 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.
RESPONSE — The recommendation has been implemented and the recommendations
from the Fort Ord Reuse Affordable/ Workforce Housing Study by the Clark Group have
been reviewed and considered. The City is a member of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority
and contributes to the ongoing discussions on affordable housing. Given the economic
realities of the current budget of Pacific Grove, revenue sharing would be problematic.
The City will continue to be supportive of regional solutions for the production of
affordable housing so long as these do not create a financial impact or burden on the
City.

POLICE SERVICES IN MONTEREY COUNTY

The following are the grand jury’s findings and the city’s responses.

. 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 various 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
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and retention of police officers in every police jurisdiction in the County of
Monterey.

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.

In reference to recommendation #1 and #2 of the 2003 Grand Jury report the position of
the Pacific Grove Police Department is that we agree with the recommendations in
principle. However, we do believe that this is a simplistic approach that doesn’t take into
account all crime and their dynamics, and all police activity. It makes a further
assumption that only increase police staffing will lower crime rates. Crime is much more
complex. The Pacific Grove Police Department has historically provided the Pacific
Grove City Council with such comparative data and recommendations for police staffing.

The state and federal governments typically track crime rates by comparing what is
called the “part-one crimes.” Part-one crimes are: murders, rapes, robberies, assaults,
burglaries, car thefts, all other thefts, arsons and aitempts of these crimes. Part-one
crimes are the more serious victim crimes, but are only part of the duties of police
departments. Other duties include traffic safety and enforcement, other minor victim
crimes such as vandalism and trespassing, domestic and other disputes, drug and alcohol
use by adults and children, just to name a few.

In 2002 Pacific Grove experienced 387 part-one crimes; in 2003 the number had
dropped just over 3% to 375. Deceases occurred in all categories, except robberies and
other thefts, which saw slight increases, see table 1 below. This downturn occurred even
though the City of Pacific Grove reduced staffing levels from 30 to 28 sworn officers in
2003. Due to budget restraints the police department is currently operating at 25 sworn
positions and at no time during 2003 did we exceed 26 sworn officers.

TABLE 1
PART ONE CRIMES BREAKDOWN (Includes Attempted Crimes)
Murd | Rap | Assaults Burglarie | Car thefts | Thefts | Arsons
er e Robberies S
2002 1 8 69 2 92 15 200 0
2003 0 3 60 5 70 9 228 0

The table 2 below illustrates our total part-one crimes, as well as other police activity 1o
include; traffic accidents, traffic written warnings, traffic citations issued, driving while
under the influence (DUI) arrests, and all other arrests during the past 5 years. As you
can see, the crime rates have fallen; traffic accidents have decreased, while citations,
DUI arrests and all other arrests are on an upward trend, following a sharp downturn in
2001 due to personnel changes.
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1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003
Total Part-One Crimes 377 358 336 387 375
Traffic Accidents 246 272 257 178 V7
Writien Warnings 650 948 614 536 917
Moving Citations 3,703 | 3,189 | 1,526 | 1,583 | 1,768
4,353 | 4,137 | 2,140 | 2,119 | 2,685
Total Citations
DUI Arrests 63 78 61 74 128
Total of All Other Arrests 422 516 342 473 569
TABLE 2

As mentioned earlier, police departments measure their effectiveness by comparing their
part-one crimes not only to past years, but also to surrounding communities per 1,000
population (Population +1,000 = x. Part-one crimes +by x = part-one crime rate per
1,000 population). Table 3 below illustrates Pacific Grove’s crime rate compared to the
other cities on the Monterey peninsula, but does not take into account such factors has
high tourism, transient populations or large retail complexes. As illustrated, Pacific
Grove has the lowest crime rate per 1,000 population, even when compared to cities with

better “citizen per officer” ratios.

TABLE 3

Police OfTicers per | 2000 census 2003 part- | Part-one crime
City Name Citizens Population | onecrimes | rate per-1,000
Sand City 1 officer to 27 citiz. 270% 165 611.11
Monterey 1 officer to 530 citiz. 29,674* 1,416 46.66
Marina 1 officer to 636 citiz. 19,163 691 36.06
Seaside 1 officer to 748 citiz. 33,097 1,211 36.59
Del Rey Oaks 1 officer to 275 citiz. 1,650 55 33.33
Carmel 1 officer to 214 citiz. 4,081 % 112 27.44

1 officer to 607 citiz. 15,522+ 375 24.16
Pacific Grove

Table 3 *City’s population increases due to high tourism and transient (hotel guest)

or store populations.

There are problems in associating some siaffing levels because that does not always take
into account frozen open positions, long-term disability injuries, leave time and transient
population based on either retail complexes or tourism. The average in California is one

officer per 500 population.
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IN regards to Recommendation #3, the City of Pacific Grove has an established Housing
Committee that has worked on affordable housing for many years. Recent results is the
creation of senior housing, approvable of guidelines for second units in residential areas,
recognition of illegal units through conversion to affordable housing, and housing
rehabilitation programs. A separate task force would be redundant.

Further, the salary section of the Grand Report was not a total compensation review.
Pacific Grove had the highest salary, but our reported salary was total compensation 1o
include retirement and health insurance. Other cities were not. Pacific Grove Police
Department will continue to provide the City Council and the general public the above
statistical data, but will try to include comparative staffing levels and salary for the
surrounding cities in accordance with recommendation #4.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this information to the Grand Jury.

Sincerely,

[Hpan s Sk

Morris G. Fisher
Mayor



March 17, 2004

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

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 Monterey County Grand Jury

Report.

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,
4”{/1 L {_"..'( £ ZI.L"J.:‘.Z'J_

Dan Albert

Mayor

Attachments: 1. 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 #1: 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.

Response: The City of Monterey disagrees with these recommendations. These
recommendations 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 to emergency calls from the
community and we are proud of the performance of our police officers in that regard.
During 2003, the average response time of Monterey police officers to emergency
calls was 4.33 minutes.

The City of Monterey uses a variety of data in determining the appropriate 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 that 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 City of Monterey disagrees with this recommendation. The
recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted.

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
that 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 City

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

As with other jurisdictions 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 time. 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 committed 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 targeted specifically toward police office
recruitment or retention.



ATTACHMENT 2

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 Salinas 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 Inclusionary
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 Inclusionary Housing
requirement was recently increased to 20%. Additionally, we would point out that the City of
Monterey was the first Peninsula City to adopt 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 /
public-sector financed 100% permanently-affordable apartment complex for workforce housing.

The City of Monterey recently adopted a policy that any City-owned land used to develop
housing will contain 100% permanently 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 Study” 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 Trust” which caused some confusion. A
Community Land Trust (or land lease model) and a Community 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 Countywide Housing Trust 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
following comments:

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

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

Response: Agree with Findings 1 & 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 13,382 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 low 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
office, and 29 units of permanently-affordable workforce housing. The total cost of the
development was $5,650,000, with the City 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 high-density 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 source.
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.

Finding Number 3- Affordable housing/homeownership is critical to the economic and social
heaith of Monterey County.

Response: Agree with the Finding- 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 City 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 housing
development at 30 dwelling units per acre.

The City has, over the long-range, goals for the Ryan Ranch area that could contain a
substantial number of affordable housing types for all income groups. We have a lot of
experience in that area. For example, in the rnid -1990's, the City developed the Laguna
Grande homeownership project, by contributing the land to a private developer to build nineteen
(19) - 3 bedroom, 2 Y2 bath homes, affordable to low to moderate-income first-time
homebuyers. The units are deed restricted and are 100% permanently affordable. We have a
track record of developing 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 sardine canneries closed, and
there was little work available for the workforce. At that time, the City contained many
substandard housing units that housed the “low-income” working-poor families. The demise of
the canneries called for serious redevelopment and investment which has been accomplished
by the Monterey City Council over decades. Many of the older, substandard homes have been
restored, and are now worth many times their previous value. While these higher home values
are “problematic” now, this effort has already economically empowered 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 housing and jobs, should be approached to
share its revenue streams it worked so hard to develop for its residents.

Finding Number 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.

Response: Disagree Wholly with the Finding- 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 communities 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 service costs for affordable housing in adjacent communities.
We would reiterate that the City of Monterey faced the same challenges in the past that
Seaside and Marina do now. With the use of redevelopment tools and good planning, the

3



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 City 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 Countywide 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.

Finding Number 5- Affordable housing thresholds in the range of 30% to 50% are achievable.
Response: Disagree Partially with the Finding- 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 costs
related to its use are considered.

Finding Number 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: Disagree Partially with the Finding- 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 bonds, 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 supportive of a County-wide Housing
Trust, or a land lease model as powerful tools to address affordable housing needs. But again,
the City of Monterey is not supportive of a revenue sharing system.

Response to Recommendations:

Recommendation Number 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 Recommendation Has Been Implemented- 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
Inclusionary 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.

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

Response: The Recommendation Has Been Implemented-The City of Monterey has recently

developed policies to increase the percentage of Inclusionary Housing requirements. The City
has already created specialized developer incentives, and has engaged in an aggressive grant
writing campaign to fund lower income housing. At this time, the Housing Element contains a
recently increased policy for 20% Inclusionary Housing for all new development, to be restricted
as affordable for the life of the project. The City has also adopted a policy that all new housing
developed on City owned land shall be 100% permanently-affordable workforce housing. 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

Zoning flexibility

Water allocation priority

Funding

Parking adjustments

Cooperative agreements with developers and/or non-profit agencies

® ¢ & & & oo

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 100% permanently 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 Inclusionary 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.

Recommendation Number 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 Recommendation Will Not Be Implemented Because it is Not Reasonable
for the Reasons Previously 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 affordable/workforce 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.

Recommendation Number 4- Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse
Affordable/Workforce 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 Carmel, 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.

Response: The Recommendation Requires Further Analysis Over the Next Six (6)
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 Countywide 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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CITY OF DEL REY OAKS

650 CANYON DEL REY RD. » DEL REY OAKS, CALIFORNIA 93940
PHONE (831) 394-8511 « FAX (831) 394-6421

OFFicEcF  The Mayor
March 24, 2004

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

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 Monterey County & Affordable Housing on the
Monterey Peninsula:

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS
Police Services In Monterey County

RECOMMENDATION #1:

The Grand Jury recommends the various police jurisdictions throughout
Monterey County adopt a similar statistical chart for review of public
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 Councilis 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.
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RECOMMENDATION #2:

The Grand Jury recommends that the councils of the various incorporated
cities review the statistical data charts produced by their respective
police departments (see Recommendation 1) in assessing the city’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 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 #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 this be the first of five annual
reviews of comparative police 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 Monterey Peninsula

FINDING #1:
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
conftribute to the high cost of housing development.

FINDING #2:
Political, economic, social and environmental consideration often
interfere with 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 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.
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RESPONSE #4:

This finding mentions only Seaside and Marina has having land available
for the production of affordable housing (presumably referring to former
Fort Ord) and does not mention the County or the City of Salinas). Any
program to produce affordable housing in the county should not look to
just Seaside and/or Marina (both long time historical producers of the vast
maijority 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 a
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 could 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 could 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 available
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 #1:
Each of the Monterey Peninsula cities and the County should continue
their individual efforts to meet or exceed the objeclives set forth in their
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current housing element plans to provide their “fair share” of the
countywide need for additional affordable housing.

RESPONSE #1:

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
allotment 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 fitle
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 Exclusionary 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 standstill 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 wil 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.

RECOMMENDATION #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 revenuve
streams, they must be compensated by the shifting of funds from other
aredas.
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RESPONSE #3:
The City supports this recommendation.

RECOMMENDATION #4:

Review the recommendations from the Fort Ord Reuse Affordable
Workforce 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 Carmel, Monterey and Pacific Grove to contribute
meaningfully to finding a solution to high priced 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,

/és}‘ 7/\ w&/// (/

JACK D. BARLICH
Mayor
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KING CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT

Jim Copsey, Chief of Police

King City Police Phone (831) 385-4848
415 Bassett St. Fax (831) 385-4927

King City. CA 93930 pdchief@kingcity.com

March 25, 2004

Grand Jury

County of Monterey
P.O. Box 414
Salinas, CA 93902

Monterey County 2003 Grand Jury:

On March 23, 2004, the City Council approved the following responses to the recommendations of
the Monterey County 2003 Grand Jury investigation.

1. Response to Findings:  Respondent agrees with the finding.
The recommendation has been implemented as noted.

The King City Police Department has agreed to adopt the FBI statistical information as one of the
tools for reviewing staffing needs. In addition, each year the King City Police Department looks at all
State and local crime statistics in order to make the best judgment possible to ensure the Cities staffing
needs are met. The King City Police Department realizes that police officer salary directly effects
hiring and retention, however, due to current fiscal constraints the City will not be taking any action at
this time but will consider future salary increases when feasible and if appropriate.

2. Response to Findings:  Respondent agrees with the finding.
The recommendation has been implemented as noted.

The City Council of King City will make every effort possible to review the statistical data presented
to them by the Police Department in order to assess the Police Department’s needs during the budget
process. The City of King realizes there are fiscal constraints being placed on the City and have made
a commitment to ensure that all decisions are made in a fiscally responsible manner when determining
the Police Department staffing needs.

3. Response to Findings:  Respondent agrees with the finding,
The recommendation will not be implemented due to fiscal constraints.

The City of King agrees with and recognizes the importance of establishing an affordable housing
assistance program for employees. The City also agrees that an affordable housing program may help
with the recruitment and retention of police officers. However with the fiscal constraints as they are
today, the City will not be taking any action at this time but will consider such a task force and any
potential affordable housing programs if any funds become available.



4. Response to Findings:  Respondent agrees with the finding.
The recommendation has been implemented as noted.

The City of King agrees that is important to annually look at the police staffing levels and to adjust
staffing accordingly and as appropriate for our communities needs. The Police Department also
agrees to look at staffing as it relates to the specific issues facing King City and not just as a
comparative statistical number with other cities in Monterey County. The Police Department feels
that each city has unique needs and/or problems that may justify more or less staff to meet those needs
and a comparative analysis will not be the only factor used to best determine our needs.

Respectfully submitted:




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

North Wing, Room 318

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 Jury 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.

Response.: The recommendation 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.

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

Response: The recommendation has been implemented.

The City of Seaside currently reviews statistical data charts as part of its budget
development process. 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.
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Page 2

3. Each city organize a task force to establish an affordable housing assistance program
to improve police officer recruitment and retention.

Response: The 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 years of comparative police
staffing levels.

Response: The recommendation 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
| -

Daniel E. Keen
City Manager



March 30, 2004

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

240 Church Street

Salinas, California 93901

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 services that I will
address in the following letter.

Violence, and gang violence in particular, continues to plague our City. The Grand Jury
accurately reports that “(u)nderstaffing 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 Vice-
Narcotics Unit. Because of the vast resources committed to the shooting scenes, forty-eight 911
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 staffing challenges
faced by the City of Salinas

Recommendation 1: The Grand Jury recommends the various police departments adopt a
(comparative) statistical chart for review of public safety services.

On September 16, 2003, Chief of Police Daniel M. Ortega made a presentation to the Salinas
City Council. In 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 from the comparison because their population
relative to the size of their police department creates a statistical anomaly).
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The City of Salinas 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.

Recommendation 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.

In response to the need to provide greater police presence in our community, Council has
rescinded recent reductions in the sworn staffing levels and has in fact authorized an additional
ten police officer positions effective July 1, 2004, bringing our sworn staffing ratio to 1.21
officers per thousand. Furthermore, Council recognizes the need for even more officers 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.

!"T'he Uniform Crime Report (UCR) is compiled annually by the FBI. The FBI collecrs data from mote than 17,000 law
enforcement agencies regarding the occurrences of eight major crimes: murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated
assault, busglary, theft, motor vehicle theft and arson. Reports of increasing or decreasing crime rates are typically in
reference to changes in UCR reportable crimes.
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Recommendation 3: The Grand Jury recommends to each city to organize a task force to
establish an affordable 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 economically
viable.

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.

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.

Respectfully submitted,

%M@mw/

Anna M. Caballero
Mayor
City of Salinas

[\AdminCM\LINDAM\Mayor 2004\Ltr0083 Mar30 Grand Jury 2003 Response.doc
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May 4, 2004

Honorable Terrance Duncan

Presiding Judge of the Supcrior Court of Monterey County
1200 Aguajito Road

Montcrey, CA. 93940

Dcar Judge Duncan,

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

L. Like most municipalitics, the City of Soledad places a priority on public safcty and would
cooperate with any governmental cffort to develop gencral guidelines recommending
staffing levels lor law enforcement.  However, the information provided in the recent
Grand Jury report did not appcar completely accuratc with regards to the number of
officers authorized and the population of the City of Soledad. The chart represented that
the Soledad Policc Department maintains thirtcen sworn positions when in actuality,
seventeen police oflicers, plus onc investigator position funded by grant monics has been
authorized. And it appcared that the population of the inmates at Salinas Valley Prison
and Solcdad’s California Training Facility (11,000) was included in the population
eslimates, even though these individuals arc policed by more than 2,000 Corrcclional

Officers.

2. Over the past scveral ycars the Soledad City Council has consistently approved requcsts
for improvements and additions 1o police staffing. Rccommendations for these additions
arc almost always made by thc Police Chicf and based on the review and cvaluation of
statistical information related to criminal activity, crime trends and population growth, lt
is assumed that the Policc Chief will cvaluate, as part of his strategic plan, the resources
availablc to the policc department and to make recommendations to the City Manager for
the proper increascs.

3. Recruitment and retention of qualified personnel is vital to the success of all law
cnforcement organizations, and certainly affordable housing is an important factor when
candidatcs make their decision whether lo apply in a particular community. The City of
Soledad has provided city cmployees, lo include police officers, with means by which to
obtain affordable housing through two home loan assistance programs. The first is the
City of Solcdad Community Development Block Grant First-Timec Homc Buyer Down-
Payment Assistance Program (CDBG). This program offers discounted loan ratcs on
down-payments for first-time home buyers. To date, although police officers employed
by the City of Soledad qualified for this program, none took advantage of it. In addition.
the City of Soledad coordinated thc Community Housing Improvement Systems and
Planning Association, Inc. (CHISPA) to sct asidc five newly constructed homes

Post Office Box 150 Soledad. California 93960) Phone (831) 678-3963 IFax (831) 6T78-3965 @



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 annual reviews ot police staffing level.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Chief of Police Richard
A. Cox at (831)678-1332 extension 142.

Sincerely, ,

/ vt AG
k/&ﬁmrd V. Ortiz /

Mayor
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THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

FERNANDO ARMENTA, Chair Phone: }831 755-5011
80 West Market Street, Suite 110 7 (831) 647-7991
Salinas, California 93501 e-mail: district1 @ co.monteray.ca.us

LOUIS R. CALCAGNO, Vice Chalr Phone: §831] 755-5022

10681 McDougall 831) 647-7722
Castroville, California 95012 831) 724-8228 EXT. 5022
e-mail:  district2 @ co.monterey.ca.us

W.B. "BUTCH" LINDLEY Phone: (831) 755-5033
522 C Broadway 831) 385-8333
King City, California 93930 _ 831) 647-7733
e-mail:  dIstrict3@ co.monterey.ca.us
EDITH JOHNSEN Phone: }831 883-7570
2616 17 Avenue 831) 755-5044
Marina, CA 93933 e-mail: district4 @ co.monterey.ca.us
DAVE POTTER Phorie: *am 647-7755
1200 Aguajito Road, Suite 001 ) 831) 755-5055
Monterey, Californila 93940 e-mail:  districts @ co.monterey.ca.us
March 30, 2004

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

North Wing, Room 318, 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 to the findings and recommendations 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 30, 2004.

Sincerel%,
Louis Calcagno 4&7(‘4"
Chair, Monterey County Board ol Supervisors

LC/ad

Attachment:  Response to I'indings & Recommendations



MONTEREY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

MEETING: March 30,2004 AGENDA NO.:

SUBJECT:  Approve the proposed response to the 2003 Monterey County Grand Jury Final Report
(filed January 2, 2004) related to the Workforce Investment Board and authorize 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.

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, the 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 WIB 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 22" 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 bylaw modifications (recommendation #5) had to be edited to recognize the
continuation and change the anticipated timeframe for bylaw amendments from April 2004 to June 2004.

While this proposed response is intended to reflect the policy of your Board, the report will not reflect actual
Board policy until it has been reviewed, 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 Monterey 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 WIB Execcutive
Committee unanimously cndorsed the proposed response.

FINANCING

Accepta?dc of the recommended Board response will have no direct financial impact on the General Fund.
Ian [

,/ f’ f' Iij r‘l ¢ .'r If‘/. [ ] .
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YA XL
Elliott Robinson, Dircctor of Social and Employment Services

March 23, 2004

Attachments
Report Preparcd 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
Workforce Investment Board and authorize
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. ......c.ooveeieiiieee

e N N N N

Upon motion of Supervisor , seconded by Supervisor , and
carried by those members present, the Board hereby approves the proposed response to the 2003
Monterey 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
Superior 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 true copy of an original order of said Board Supervisors duly made and entercd 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: By

o béputy



ATTACHMENT
RESPONSE

MONTEREY COUNTY CIVIL GRAND JURY 2003 FINAL REPORT
WORKFORCE INVESTMENT BOARD

RESPONSES TO FINDINGS

FINDING #1:  The present Grand Jury confirmed the previous (2002 Grand Jury) findings that a
conflict existed as a result of common management (the same person was concurrently Executive
Director of both the WIB and OET, and this prevented effective independence between the two
organizations).

RESPONSE: Partially disagree. 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 WIIB,
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 117 (f) 2 of the Workforce Investment
Act (WIA) states:

Core services; intensive services; designation or certification as one-stop
operators.--A local board may provide core services described in section 134 (d) (2)
or intensive services described in section 134 (d) (3) through a one-stop delivery
system described in section 134 (c) or be designated or certified as a onestop
operator only with the agreement of the chief elected official and thc Governor.

Consistent with this section of the WIA, the Board of Supervisors in their role as chief elected official
and the Governor approved Montercy County’s Five Year Strategic plan, which outlined the
organization of the Monterey County WIB and OLT. 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 Office 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 training/education/ OJT contracts to favored private organizations.

RESPONSE: Wholly disagree. 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 Arcas (LWIA) and revicwed 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.

1-



A notice of fund availability was sent to 161 local, statewide, and national vendors. The 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 Cruz 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 WIB meetings. WIB staff was responsive to members of the public
by amending the timeline for the submission of proposals and presentations to the WIB and the BOS.
The process was very open and competition was encouraged.

[t 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
still 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 less
experience would receivc less than the 20% maximum. This was a change made to encourage more
competition, prior REPs simply excluded providers with less than 2 years of documented successful
experience in workforce development service to disadvantaged adults. By opening the field to any
potential provider who has had experience with managing government grants/contracts 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 responsibilitics. 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: Wholly disagree. 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, labor, education, and employment
services to be nominated and participate as WIB members. WIB 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 labor 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.
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RESPONSE: Agree. 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, ete. 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 costs examined by the Grand Jury.

In addition to the 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: Wholly disagree. 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 committec meetings.”

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

Article V.4 - The Executive Director shall have the responsibility of preparing the WIB agenda for
review and approval by the Chairperson prior to WIB meetings.

Article V.6 - The Executive Director shall have the responsibility of preparing the agenda for Commitiee
meetings for approval by the Chairperson prior to Commitlee meetings.

Article VI 1- Regular meetings of the WIB will be held on the first Tuesday of every other month. The
WIB meeting agenda must be approved by the WIB Chair, in writing, and the agenda must note such
endorsement. A WIB Chair approved agenda must be delivered to each WIB member no later than 72
hours prior to 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
-3-



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: Wholly disagree. Inamanagement 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 secks program direction from the Director
of DSES.

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

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

e 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 1 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 WIB develops MOUs 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

RECOMMENDATION #1:  The Board of Supervisors 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 findings and recommendations relating to WIB and OET.

RESPONSE: The recommendation will be partially implemented by
September 30, 2004. 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 31, 2004. Classification reviews are currently being completed.

Bylaws are still being considered and are being redrafted with input from County Counsel. It is expected
that new Bylaws will be adopted by the WIB 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 WIB 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 Employment Services should review and
follow the WIA regulations on the bidding process for vendors.

RESPONSE: The recommendation has been implemented. The Director of DSES
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 WIB
in coordination with County policy and implemented by WIB staff in consultation with County 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 Services should review the necessity for
outsourcing services to private organizations.

RESPONSE: The recommendation will be implemented no later than
September 30, 2004. Through the development and implementation of stratcgic policies the
WIB is responsible for evaluating and determining if a solicitation for services 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 revicws 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 Services should review and monitor spending ratios to conform with the standards
established in the WIA regulations.

RESPONSE: The recommendation has been implemented. OLET and WIB
spending ratios conform to WIA regulatory requirements. The regulations identify a percentage of
spending for administrative costs and out-of-school youth services.

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

e At least 30% of the categorical youth funds must be spent on out-of-school youth. Reports are
submitted to the WIB 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 BOS for policy changes. The BOS has and will continue to approve yearly
planned expenditure rates and performance outcomes.
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RECOMMENDATION #5: The Monterecy 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.

RESPONSE: The recommendation will be implemented by June 30, 2004.
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 nominating process independent of
staff control. Proposed Bylaws as currently drafted cmpower the Executive Committee (chaired by the WIB
Chair) to bring forward and consider nominations for presentation to the full WIB and BOS. However,
recent opinions brought forward 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 proposing new candidates for membership and new committee chairs for approval by
the WIB Board.

RESPONSE: The recommendation requires further analysis. Currently itis the
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 permit the WIB Chair to appoint committee Chairs.
The full WIB votes on the appointment of its Chair, IFirst Chair and Second Chair. These may or may not be
the Chairs of subcommittees.

RECOMMENDATION #7: WIB meeting agenda should not be issued until final written
approval by the WIB Chair is endorsed 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 later 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
WIB Chair-approved agenda to be delivered to each WIB member no later than 72 hours before
the mceting to which the agenda applies.

RESPONSE: The recommendation has been implemented. Thisrecommendation is
the current procedure adopted by the WIB and staft. The procedure will be continued, as it is a key part of
assuring public input and oversight.

RECOMMENDATION #8: The Director of OET should submit the agency’s budget requests
and progress reports directly to the Director of Social and Employment Services.

RESPONSE: No response required. 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
Monterey County

North Wing, Room 318, 420 Church Strect
Salinas, CA 93901

Re: Chualar Union Elementary School District Board of Education’s
Response to the 2003 Grand Jury Report, “School Board Training —
Case Study of a Training Opportunity in the Chualar Union School
District.”

Dear Judge Duncan:

This letter 1s in response to the 2003 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
Final Report dated January 2, 2004. The District appreciates the 2003 Civil
Grand Jury’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, wc
acknowledge the Report’s findings that the District can benefit from further
training on the issue of governance and conflicts of interest. We note that, after
investigating the matter, the Grand Jury found an appearance of conflict rather
than an actual conflict of intcrest. However, we arc always mindful of the
importance of avoiding conflicts or even the appecarance of conflict, and embrace
the recommendation of the Grand Jury to provide further training in this important
arca of governancc. In fact, the Chualar Union School District School Board
(“Board”) and 1 have alrcady attended onc such training which focused on
climinating conflicts of interests in contracting - both real and apparent. Attached
is a copy of the training materials which were provided at that training.

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

Lastly, we do note a factual inaccuracy or ambiguity contained within the
report which warrants clarification. On page 60, paragraph 3, the Report states
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March 30, 2004
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“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 cmployment, as interim administrator, to an officer of the company
which had conducted the search.” [cmphasis added] The Report thus
implies that thc company determined there were no qualified candidatcs, and the
Board simply adopted this finding.

In fact, thc Board, after carcfully 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 candidatecs. This Committec consisted of parcnts from the community,
teachers, and other district staff. Thc Committce independently met with
candidates and madc 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. [ hope this
response resolves this matter, allowing the District to effectively move forward
with the business of tcaching our student body in 2004. Should you require any
follow up, plcasc do not hesitate to contact Dr. Robert Aguilar, Superintendent, or
District counscl Damara Moore of Ruiz & Sperow, LLP, at 510-594-7980.

Very truly yours,

Dr. Repert Aguilar, Supawhtendent
Chualar Union Elementary School District

(R Roger Hatch, President, Board of Trustces

Response to Grand Jury Report 02 1804
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INTRODUCTION

The California Government Code controls conflict of interest law. These three main
sections of the Government Code are 1090 ef seq., 87100 ef seq., and 1125 et seq.

Sections 1090 ef seq. was the original codification of common law conflict of interest
doctrine and only applies to contracts made in an official capacity. Later, the Political Reform
Act, Sections 87100 ef seq., was codified to eliminate conflicts by requiring extensive disclosure
and disqualification. Section 87100 is broader than Section 1090; it applies to any decision made
in an official capacity. Sections 1125 ef seq. govern incompatible offices and activities, codifying
common law and expanding the doctrine to include further conflicts.

These areas of California law interact in complex ways, often requiring fact-specific
analysis. 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 these three areas of law and discuss how to avoid creating a
conflict of interest. The discussion is divided into three sections: Section I addresses conflicts of
interest under Government Code Sections 1090-1097; Section 1 discusses conflicts of interest
under the Political Reform Act; and Section Il explains incompatible activities and offices under
Sections 1125-1129.

Ruiz & SPEROW, LLP -1-



L Conilicts of Interest Under Government Code Sections 1090-1098

" California Government Code Section 1090 provides that public officials “shall not be
financially interested in any 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 members.? 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 of 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
from corruption, inappropriate financial gain, and the improper use of public money. The purpose
of these laws is to remove or limit the possibility of any personal influence, either directly or
indirectly, which might bear on an official’s decision regarding any contract.’> The goal 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 capacity.*

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 through fraud or
dishonesty.” The scope of the statutes is wide, aimed at eliminating temptation, avoiding the
appearance of impropriety, and assuring the government of the offiter’s undivided and un-
compromised allegiance.® The focus is on avoiding even the appearance of impropriety.’

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

A. 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 or without the interested
member’s participation."! The abstention of the interested member will not save the contract.'
Rather, a contract made by a board with an interested member 1s void as a matter of law, even if it
is made without the member’s participation.”® If, however, a member has only a remote interest,
the contract may not be void if the board followed proper procedures in the making of the
contract.(see discussion below)’

1. Material Interests

An interest is matenal if it 1s a personal financial interest in the contract, whether
direct or indirect. The definition of the proscribed interest cannot be interpreted in a restricted
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and technical manner."> A Board Member’s interest need not share in the anticipated profits to
violate the law."® Rather, any interest, other than a remote or non-interest, that might prevent an
official from being absolutely loyal to the public he or she serves is prohibited.'” It is immaterial
that the interest is small or indirect, if it interferes with the loyalty the public is owed by a public
official."®

In People v. Honig, State Superintendent Louis (“Bill”) 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
non-profit corporation. This non-profit corporation paid rent to the defendant and a substantial
salary to his wife.® The court determined that the financial interest did not need to be direct in
order to be material.' It was enough that he made a contract in his official capacity that affected
his financial interests.” Superintendent Honig was convicted and served probation.

2. Remote Interests

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

Government Code Section 1091 defines a remote interest as:

1. that of an officer or employee of a nonprofit entity exempt from taxation
pursuant to Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code (26 U.S.C.
Sec. 510(c)(3)) or a nonprofit corporation, except as provided in paragraph
8 of subdivision (a) of Section 1091.5 %

2. that of an employee or agent of the contracting party, if the contracting
party has 10 or more other employees and if the officer was an employee or
agent of that contracting party for at least three years 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 contracting party; and the employee or
agent is not an officer or director of the contracting party and did not
directly participate in formulating the bid of the contracting party.

For the purposes of this paragraph, time of employment with the
contracting party by the officer shall be counted 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 different
form of business organization within three years of the initial taking of
office by the officer. Time of employment in that case shall be counted
only if, after the transfer or change in organization, the real or ultimate
ownership of the contracting party is the same or substantially similar to
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that which existed before the transfer or change in organization. For
purposes of this paragraph, stockholders, bondholders, partners, or other
persons holding an interest in the contracting party are regarded as having
the “real or ultimate ownership” of the contracting party.

that of an employee or agent of the contracting party, if all of the following
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 management capacity
with the contracting party, is not an officer or director of the
contracting party, and holds no ownership interest in the
contracting party. '

(D)  the contracting party has 10 or more other employees.

(E)  the employee or agent did not directly participate in formulating the
bid of the contracting party.

(F)  the contracting party 1s the lowest possible bidder.

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

that of a landlord or tenant of the contracting party.

that of an attomney of the contracting party or that of an owner, officer,
employee, or agent of a firm which renders, or has rendered, service to the
contracting party in the capacity of stockbroker, insurance agent, insurance
broker, real estate agent, or real estate broker, if these individuals have not
received and will not receive remuneration, consideration, or a commission
as a result of the contract and if these individuals have an ownership
interest of 10 percent or more in the law practice or firm, stock brokerage
firm, insurance firm, or real estate firm.

that of a member of a nonprofit corporation formed under the Food and
Agricultural Code or a nonprofit corporation formed under the
Corporations Code for the sole purpose of engaging in the merchandising
of agricultural products or the supplying of water.

4



10.

11.

12.

13.

that of a supplier of goods or services when those goods or services have

been supplied to the contracting party by the officer for at least five years

prior to his or her election or appointment to office.

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

except as provided in subdivision (b) of Section 1091.5, that of a director
of or a person having an ownership interest of 10 percent or more in a
bank, bank holding company, or savings and loan association with which a
party to the contract has a relationship of borrower or depositor, debtor or
creditor.

that of an engineer, geologist, or architect employed by a consulting
engineering or architectural firm. 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 officer 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. Sec. 1437f) as amended,
provided that the housing assistance payment contract was in existence
before Section 1090 became applicable to the officer and will be renewed
ar extended only as to 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 any person
who became a public official on or after November 1, 1986,

that of a person receiving salary, per diem, or reimbursement for expenses
from a government entity.

Once an interest 1s determined to be remote, it must be disclosed to the board and noted in
the official minutes.” Board action may then be taken on the contract, but only without the
participation of the remotely interested member; this requires complete disqualification and total
absence of influence on other members.” Many Boards adopt policies requiring the interested
party to leave the room for the duration of the discussion and vote, if action is taken.

However, if a board member influences or attempts to influence another member of the
board regarding a contract in which he 1s remotely interested, the interest will no longer be
deemed remote. Additionally, the willful failure of a member to disclose an interest has serious
consequences, including a fine of up to one thousand dollars, criminal prosecution and
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incarceration, and a lifetime ban from holding office in the state of California.
B. Consequences and Effects of a Section 1090 Violation

Government Code Section 1092 provides that every contract made in violation of Section
1090 may be avoided by any party except the official with the conflict of interests.”” However,
despite the specific language “may be avoided,” case law has made it clear that these violative
contracts are not merely voidable, but are void as a matter of law.?®

A void contract, from a legal standpoint, does not exist. It is unenforceable, as illustrated
by Finnegan v. Schrader:®

West Bay Sanitary District (WBSD) was a local sanitary district with a five-member
board. Upon the resignation of the district manager, the board appointed its Director, Carl
Schrader, interim district manager. Schrader accepted the appointment effective with his
resignation.

Shortly thereafier, a local rate-payer filed a complaint in court, alleging conflict of interest
because Schrader’s employment contract was negotiated while he was still on the Board. The
Board responded by holding a special meeting where it voted to release Schrader and then rehire
hum immediately with all the same conditions of employment.

The Court of Appeals upheld the trial court’s finding that Schrader 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 found Government Code 1090 prevented state officers from
financial interests “in any coatract made by them in their official capacity, or any body or board of
which they are members.” The fact that this was an employment contract was of no consequence
to the Court.

However, if a board member holds only a remote 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 formed.*®

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

In conclusion, 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. If he wilfully fails to disclose his interest, or
attempts to participate or influence other votes, the interested member may be individually subject
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to prosecution. If there was knowledge by the contracting parties of the undisclosed interest, the
contract is void.

For example, In Thomson v. Call, the Supreme Court of California decided that a city
council member had violated Government Code Section 1090.* The council member had
participated in a plan to have the city purchase a parcel of land he owned.” As a remedy for the
harm, the council member was forced to pay the city back the purchase price of the land with
interest* In addition, the city was allowed to keep the land.>* So, for participating in making a
contract in which he had a matenial financial interest, the council member ended up without the
land or the money, and was forced to pay interest.*®

C. Exceptions to the Provisions of Section 1090
1. Non-Interests

According to California Government Code Section 1091.5, a member will not be
considered interested in a contract where certain interests exist.’” These include:

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

2. an officer being reimbursed for actual and necessary expenses incurred in
the performance of official duty.

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

4. 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 (but see discussion of Thorpe below).*®

5. compensation from a governmental agency 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 official record.

Further situations where members are deemed not interested are enumerated in the statute.
A member or board should consult an attorney to determine whether a non-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 Reform Act, discussed below.

In Thorpe v. Long Beach Community College District, the court held that a board member
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had an interest in a proposed change of employment for his wife.* While his wife’s continued
employment was a non-interest, any decisions made by the board to affect her future employment
were deemed to affect his financial interests, based on his community property interest in her
earnings.*’

Most recently, on February 26, 2004, the Attorney General of California issued an opinion
stating that “[t}he governing board of a school district may employ a teacher as a permanent
employee if she has been a probationary teacher for more than a year before her spouse became a
member of the governing board ”* The Attorney General’s Opinion explained that “a
probationary teacher’s transition to permanent status” falls within the scope of section 1091.5's
definition of a non- interest.* The Attorney General emphasized that “significantly, the initial
hiring was made by a disinterested governing board with the presumed expectation that the
employee would attain tenure after two vears of satisfactory service. . . . Under these unique
circumstances, requiring the termination of the employment relationship would not serve the
purposes of section 1091.5.”*

2. Doctrine of Necessity: Legally Required Decisions

The common law doctrine of necessity allows public officials to participate in
governmental decisions they would otherwise be disqualified from by conflicts of interest if their
disqualification would make it impossible for the agency to accomplish one of 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 of the board. This burden is high.

In one Attorney General opinion, a city council acted as the redevelopment agency. Three
of the five members were interested in a governmental decision before the city council.** In order
to establish a quorum one interested member had to be present with the two uninterested
members at the meeting. However, the interested member was still prevented from voting.*® The
two non-interested members established a majority of a quorum, and therefore their two votes
were sufficient.*’

. Conflicts of Interest Under Government Code Section 87100 et seq., The Political
Reform Act

California Government Code Sections 87100-87350 expressly address conflicts of
mterests by barring public officials of state and local government from making, participating in
making, or in any way attempting to use his or her official capacity to influence a governmental
decision in which he has a financial interest.*®* Statute also requires public officials to disclose
assets and income that may be materially affected by their official actions and that materially
interested members be disclosed and precluded from acting, in order to avoid all conflicts of
interest.*

The Political Reform Act also carries a burden to disclose all interests that MAY be
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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 personal
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 officiai
capacity, will have a material financial effect on the member’s interests.

A. Determining the Presence of a Conflict Under Section 87100

Government Code Section 87100 applies to public officials. Public officials include
members, officers, employees or consultants of a state or local agency.*® School board members
are public officials within that definition. Therefore, when a school board member will be making,
participating in making, or using or attempting to use his or her official position to influence a
government decision, a conflict of interest analysis is necessary.*?

First, it must be determined 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 financial interest:

A public official has a financial interest where it 1s reasonably foreseeable that a decision
will have a material financial effect on the public official or a member of his or her
immediate family, distinguishable from its effect on the public generally.** Additionally, a
financial interest exists where there is a reasonably foreseeable matenal financial effect on:

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

2. Any real property in which the public official has a direct or indirect interest worth
two-thousand dollars or more.

3. Any source of income, other than gifts and other than loans by a commercial
lending institution in the regular course of business on terms available to the public
without regard to official status, aggregating five hundred 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.

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

5. Any donor of] or any intermediary or agent for a donor of, a gift or gifts
aggregating two hundred fifty 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 1s made.
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For purposes of this Section, indirect investment or interest means any investment
or interest owned by the spouse or dependent child of a public official, or by a
business entity or trust in which the official, the official’s agents, spouse, and
dependent children own directly, indirectly, or beneficially a 10-percent interest or
greater,”

Next, for each economic interest, a determination must be made as to 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.*

It is important to note that while gifts of two hundred and fifty dollars or more in a twelve
month period create an interest that must be disciosed, gifts of more than three hundred and forty
dollars from any single source in a calendar year are absolutely prohibited. The Ethics Section of
the Political Reform Act prohibits gifts above the set threshold, which is increased in odd
numbered years for inflation.” For local public officials, the gift limitation applies only to donors
who would otherwise be disclosable on a member’s annual filing regarding personal financial
nterests.

1. Direct and Indirect Interests

A public official’s, including any board member’s, interest is directly involved in any
decision which has any effect on his or her personal finances or the finances of his or her
immediate family.”*" In addition, the administrative regulations address when interests are directly
involved in the areas of business entities, sources of income, sources of gifis, real property,
personal expenses, income, assets and liabilities.*

2. Material Financial Effect

The “financial effect of a governmental decision 1s material if the decision will have a
significant effect on the official or 2 member of the official’s immediate family, or on the source of
income, the source of gifts, the business entity, or the real property which is an economic interest
of the official "%

However, when the governmental decision will affect business entities, real property,
sources of income, sources of gifts, or personal expenses, income, assets or liabilities of the public
official or his immediate family, a more thorough analysis is necessary.® When questions arise
regarding material effect on these interests, a member or board should consult an attorney for
advice.

If, after completing the material interest and direct involvement analysis, it is not
reasonably foreseeable that there will be a material financial effect to the board member, then no
conflict exists under the Political Reform Act.® If it is reasonably foreseeable that the
governmental decision will have a material financial effect on the Board member, it must be
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determined whether that effect can be distinguished from the effect the decision would have on
the public generally.®® If the effects cannot be distinguished, there is no conflict under the Political
Reform Act.®

Additionally, the Political Reform Act provides a conflict of interest exception for legally
necessary participation.** 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 codes. These codes set forth which designated
employees and member must annually report their financial interests, where that reporting is
handled, and what interests are disclosable. The Political Reform Act gives these local codes the
authority of statute and punishes a violation of a local code with the same consequences as a
violation of the Act itself.

B.  Consequences for Violating the Political 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 lawful.

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 Political Reform Act. The FPPC does not have the authority to bring
criminal charges, but can refer cases to other law enforcement agencies, such as district attorneys.
A willful violation is a misdemeanor.

III. Incompatible Activities and Offices Under California Government Code Sections
1125-1129

California Government Code Section 1126(a) provides:

a “local agency officer or employee shall not engage in any employment, activity, or
enterprise for compensation which is inconsistent, incompatible, in conflict with, or
inimical to his or her duties as a local agency officer or with the duties, functions, or
responsibilities of his or her appointing power or the agency by which he or she is
employed. The officer or employee shall not perform any work, service, or counsel for
compensation outside of his or her local agency employment where any part of his or her
efforts will be subject to approval by any other officer, employee, board, or commission of
his employing body, unless otherwise approved in the manner specified in subdivision
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If the duties or loyalties of two offices are at odds, or if for reasons, such as public policy,
holding both offices would be improper, the offices are incompatible.®® Additionally, if either
position supervises or has authority or removal power over the other, a conflict exists and the
positions are incompatible %

An incompatible activity, even if not an office, can create conflicts which trigger Section
1090 and Political Reform Act concerns. For example, employment can trigger split loyalty and
therefore create a conflict under the general conflict codes.

By statute, being employed by a district and on the school board is incompatible.” “An
employee of a school district may not be swormn 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. If the
employee does not resign, the employment will automatically terminate upon being sworn into
office.””

CONCLUSION
It is important to remember that the appearance of impropriety is enough to trigger
conflict of interest laws. Accordingly, it is wise to err on the side of caution. There is no penalty
for disclosing an interest that is not required to be disclosed, though the consequences for

neglecting to disclose a conflict are severe. When there is a question, the potential conflict should
be disclosed, the potentially interested member disqualified, and the advice of counsel sought.

S\CompanyData\WPDBOCSWON-BILL93 [ 3\Conilict of Interest\COl training Chualar 012804, wpd
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Monterey County Dr. Wil D. Bar

Monterey County

L] [ ]
Office of Education Superintendent of School
901 Blanco Circle Post Office Box 80851 Salinas, California 93912-0851
Salinas (831) 755-0300 Monterey (831) 373-2955 Facsimile (831) 753-7888 www.monterey.k12.ca.us

March 3 2004

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

P. O. Box 1819

Salinas, CA 93902

SUBJECT:  Response to the 2003 Monterey County Grand Jury Report
Dear Judge Duncan:

As required by Penal Code Section 933(b), 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 1s
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 trainings by members of the school boards of Monterey County. Included as Appendix B
are copies of flyers of various trainings offered to the school boards of Monterey County.

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

Sincerely,

_/’ L, — :
St Oy
William D. Barr, 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 mandatory. It must remain a voluntary option for the School Board
member.

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

c. May be offered 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 any 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.



FINDING # TWO: Subject Matter is at a Professional Level:
The “Masters in Governance” program consists of nine modules. The subjects are:
a. Foundations of Effective Governance;
b. Setting Direction;
¢. Human Resources,
d. Policy;
e. Student Learning and Achievement,
/. Finance,
g. Collective Bargaining;
h. 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 Flexibility:

Module #1 must be taken first; 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 #1 was offered at the MCOE in November 2002. Module #9 will be offered
in May 2004. That will complete one cycle.

No modules will be repeated at the MCOE prior to completion of the present cycle. The same
program is offered in the following venues: Sacramento, Eureka, El Centro, Novato, San Jose,
Costa Mesa, and San Diego. In some of these venues, one may take two modules on successive
days, Saturday and Sunday. After October 2003, module #1 will not be offered again anywhere
until April 2004. Any module may be taken at any venue. The present fee for the “Masters In
Governance” program is 81,350 per person. This charge covers the entire course and
materials, regardless of where the modules are taken, it does not cover travel, lodging, or meals.



RESPONSE:
The Monterey County Superintendent of Schools AGREES with this Finding.

The Monterey County Office of Education is sponsoring the “Masters In Governance” 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 current session
anticipates that it will continue to be made locally available.

FINDING # FOUR: Current Level of School Board Participation is Comparatively Low:

For the first four modules offered at the MCOE offices, School Board members numbered 28
(counting some more than once for attending more than one session), superintendents numbered
seven (different persons), and there were seven others. There are at present 117 District School
Board members in Monterey County.

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 Boards utilize many other sources for training, besides the MCOE
and CSBA. Among these are:

Monterey County Leadership Institute;

National School Boards Association;

Small School District Association;

The California Latino School Boards Association, and

Coalition For Adequate School Housing, consultants, and legal counsels.

Many School Boards hold Training retreats for their members, and many rely heavily on their
own superintendents for periodic instruction. Some use other professionals.



RESPONSE:

The Monterey County Superintendent of Schools AGREES with this Finding.

FINDING # SIX:

Although some School Boards have not sent members to any “Masters in Governance” modules,
this doesn’t imply that the members have not received training. Some of the smaller School
Districts, with modest budgets, provide their own Training Programs, albeit infrequently. There
appears to be no standard criteria for evaluating Training Programs. Some School Districts
often offer their own School Board Training programs, and others sometime purchase expensive
professional outside training.

RESPONSE:

The Monterey 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 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury recommends that:

RECOMMENDATION # 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 after all the
candidates have registered as candidates and before Election Day. Upon completion of this
course, each candidate should be awarded a Completion Certificate and the candidate’s listing
on the ballot should be permitted to reflect award of this certificate.

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 # TWO:

The MCOE should provide an intensive short basic training course for newly elected school
board members which would be required of them, and provided to them, within the first 100 days
after their assumption of office. 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 continuing education refresher training courses for experienced
school board members. These continuing education courses should be offered at numerous and
convenient times and places and should be made available to all school board members, after
their first year in office, to facilitate the member’s fulfilling the Minimum Continuing Education
Requirements (MCER).

RESPONSE:

The Recommendation for “refresher 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 Monterey County Minimum Continuing
Education Requirements (MCER) for all school board members. These requirements should
include an emphasis on the Brown Act.

RESPONSE:

At the completion of the “Masters in Governance” 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 Governance 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 all 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 # SIX:

The MCOE should assign specific staff members to meet frequently with individual school
boards at the school board site. These meetings should appropriately alternate between regular
school board meeting dates and other school board meeting dates such as retreat dates and
locations. The subjects for these meetings should include evaluation of current local, county,
and statewide problems and trends, and MCOE staff should seek to create a shared sense of goal
achievement partnership and 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 i1s
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 to 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 the 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 MCOEF should consider appointment of one of its specialist professionals to serve as a
liaison between the MCOE and all 24 District School Boards. This specialist professional would
be available as a specific initial point of contact to offer the assistance of the MCOE in dealing
with the variety 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 -
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CHUALAR UNION ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT
2002 Workshops/trammings/Conferences Board Members Attended

BOARD RETREAT
Chualar Union Elementary School District

March 14, 2002
Roger Hatch, John Guereque, Elida Gonzales, Elizabeth Ochoa, and Rosa Manriquez

2-YEAR MASTER GOVERNANCE PROGRAM
Starting October 2002
Roger Hatch

CALIFORNIA LATINO SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER ASSOCIATION
San Jose, California

October 4 & 5 2002

Roger Hatch, John Guereque, and Elida Gonzales

CALIFORNIA SCHOOL BOARD ASSOCIATION ANNUAL CONFERENCE

December 5-7, 2002
Roger Hatch, John Gucreque, Elizabeth F. Ochoa, and Rosa Manriquez

BOARD RETREAT
October 2, 2002

Chualar Union Elementary School Distrnict
Roger Hatch, John Guereque, Elizabcth F. Ochoa, and Rosa Manriquez

2003 Workshops/trainings/Conferences Board Members Attended

CABE ANNUAL CONRERENCE
February 12-15, 2003
Roger Hatch

CALIFORNIA SCHOOL BOARD ASSOCIATION Celebrating Educational Opportunities
Albuquergque, New Mexico

March 21-23, 2003

Roger Hatch, John Guereque, and Elida Gonzales

CALIFORNTA LATINO SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER ASSOCIATION

October 2 & 3, 2003
Mr. Roger F. Hatch, John Gucreque

NATIONAL SCHOOL BOARD ASSOCIATION
April 5-8, 2003
Roger Hatch, Joha Guereque. Elida Gonzales, Elizabeth F. Ochoa, and Rosa Manriquez

CALIFORNIA SCHOOL BOARD ASSOCIATION Annual Conference

December 11-13, 2003
Roger Hatch, John Guereque and Elida Gonzales
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2004 Workshops/trainings/Confercnces Board Members Attended or will Attend

BOARD RETREAT

Chualar Union Elementary School District

Fcbruary 24, 2004

Roger F. Hatch, Elizabeth F. Ochoa, and Rosa Manriquez

CABE San Jose, California
March, 4 - 17,2004
Elida Gonzales

BOARD RETREAT
Chualar Union Elcmcntary School District

March 13, 2004
Roger F. Hatch, Elida Gonzales, Elizabeth F. Ochoa, Rosa Manriquez and John Guereque

NATIONAL SCHOOL BOARD ASSOCIATION ANNUAL CONFERENCE

March 27-30, 2004
Roger Hatch, John Guereque and Elida Gonzales, AND Elizabeth Ochoa




GONZALES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

2002 Workshops/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
April 19, 2002
Tim Handley

CSBA 2002 Masters in Governance Program — 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 Workshops/Trainings/Conferences 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
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2004 Workshops/Trainings/Conferences 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 Jaramillo, Barbara Robinson

CSBA Annual Education Conference

December 2-4, 2004
Wendy Franscioni, Barbara Robinson, Tim Handley, Sonia Jaramillo, Eva Rios
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Tammi Tognetti, 2/20/04 11:55 AM -0800, Board Member Trainings for Grand Jury

From: "Tammi Tognetti" <ttognett@monterey.kl2.ca.us>
To: "Ron Eastwood" <eastwood@monterey.kl2.ca.us>

Cc: <lwbrown€monterey.kl2.ca.us>

Subject: Board Member Trainings for Grand Jury

Ron,

| 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.

00-01

CSBA Annual Educational Conference
SSDA Annual Conference

Board Retreat (1 for each district)
CSBA Curriculum Institute

01-02

CSBA Annual Educational Conference
SSDA Annual Conference

Board Retreat (1 for each district)
CSBA Curriculum Institute

02-03

CSBA Annual Educational Conference

SSDA Annual Conference

Joint Board Retreats (2 were held with both boards participating to discuss K-12 visions/goals)
CSBA Curriculum Institute

03-04

CSBA Annual Educational Conference

SSDA Annual Conference {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

| hope this gives you the information you need. If not please let me know.

Printed for Ron Eastwood <eastwood @mail.monterey.k12.ca.us>



Tammi Tognetti, 2/20/04 12:02 PM -0800, More Grand Jury Info

From: "Tammi Tognetti" <ttognett@monterey.kl2.ca.us>
To: “"Ron Eastwood" <eastwood@monterey.kl2.ca.us>
Cc: <lwbrown@monterey.kl2.ca.us>

Subject: More Grand Jury Info

Ron,

In addition to the information | send in my previous e-mail, the board president of the KCUSD also completed the full
Masters in Governance Program last year.

Sorry | forgot to include this!

Printed for Ron Eastwood <eastwood @mail.monterey.k12.ca.us>



NORTH MONTEREY COUNTY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

2001 Worshops/Trainings/Conferenes Board Members Attended

Two-Year Masters Ina Governance Program (2000-2002)
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis

Negotiations Training
March 2001
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis

Board /Managers Communication Workshop
April 2001
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis, Larry Calhoun, Diana Jimenez, Samuel Laage

MCOE Annual School Boards Organizational Meeting
April 2001
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis

Special Institutes—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 Worshops/Trainings/Conferenes Board Members Attended

Two-Year Masters in Governance Program (2002-2004)
Robert Taniguchi, Samuel Laage

California Association for Bilingual Education (CABE) Conference
January 2002
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis

School Board Retreat
February 2002
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis, Larry Calhoun, Samuel Laage, Diana Jimenez, Robert Taniguchi

Board/Management Communication Workshop
March 2002
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis, Larry Calhoun, Samuel Laage, Robert Taniguchi



MCOE Annual School Boards Organizational Meeting
April 2002
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis

CSBA Annual Conference
December, 2002
Diana Jimenez, Larry Calhoun, Rachelle Morgan-Lewis, Samuel Laage, Robert Taniguchi

Regional Occupational Program Executive Board Meetings
Throughout 2002
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis

Selecting, Hiring, Firing Superintendents
2002
Diana Jimenez

2003 Worshops/Trainings/Conferenes Board Members Attended

Board/Senior Management Retreat
February 2003
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis, Diana Jimenez, Larry Calhoun, Samuel Laage, Robert Taniguchi

Board/General Management Workshop
April 2003
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis, Diana Jimenez, Larry Calhoun, Samuel Laage, Robert Taniguchi

MCOE Annual School Boards Organizational Meeting
April 2003
Rachelle Morgan-Lewis

2004 Worshops/Trainings/Conferenes 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 Worshops/Trainings/Conferenes Board Members Attended

Rachelle Morgan-Lewis
* Beginning Teacher Support & Assessment Traiming (BTSA) 2001-2003
* Peer Assistance & Review (PAR) Training
* Masters in Educational Administration 2001-2003
¢ Student Study Team (SST) Training 2001-2002
¢ CRLP Training 2001-2003

Diana Jimenez
¢ Packard 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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Memo

To:  Ron Eastwood, Communications Officer

From.:Brad Bailey, Supsrintendent

CC: Board of Trustess ét
Date: February 17, 2004

Re:  School Board Trainings

Our Trainings are as Follaws:

February 7-8, 2003 Institute for New and First ~Term Board Members
Mllbras, Westin. SFO Airport

February 8 2003 Board Presidents” Werkshop, Milbrae, Westin SFO
Airport

August 5, 2003 School Board Workshap Presended by Ray Tollesn

Tharks/!



Lydia Miranda, 1/29/04 11:49 AM -0800, SCSED Board Members List of wkshps/trainin

SALINAS (ITY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT

2002 Warkshops Traumne o/ Conferences Beard Membery Agended

2-year Master Governance Program
starting October 2002

CSBA Annuay] Conference
December 5-7. 212
Skip Lutham. Robert Foster Holfmaen. Steve Malvim

23 Warkshops! Trammnes/Conferences Board Members Attended
Monterey County School Beards Association and Organizational Meeting

April 29, 33
SKig Lutham. Robert Fuster HolTman. Steve Malvine. Tessa Aguila

CUSBA Delegate Assembly = May 2003
Steve Malvoan

California Lating School Board Member Association Unity 2003 Conference
October 2 & 3, 2003
Tessn Aguila

USBA New Trustee Orientation = December 16, 2663
Eeadw cand Mawicnre?, Bobert Evpcrs, Mochae! Hans

CSBA Annual Conference — December 11-£3. 2003
Resbert Fester Hoffman,

California Coalition of Black Schools Board Members - December 12, 2003
Michi! Hurros
20 Workshops Tramings Conterences Board Membery Attended or will Astend
CSBA - Effective Govermnance Workshop for SCESD Board Members
Junuary 19, 2(dd
National Association fer Year-Round Education - February 8. 2004
Robent Eggers

CSBA Celebrating Educational Opportunities: Bridging the Gap - March 19-21, 2004

Robert Eggers

Board trainings 2002-04.pdf

Printed for Ron Eastwood <eastwood @mail.monterey.k12.ca.us>



Salinas Union High 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

Anne Brown

California School Boards Association — Institute for New and First Term Board
Members, February 22-23, 2002
Jeff Muiioz

California School Boards Association — Crisis Communications and the Media and
Board Presidents’ Workshop, February 22-23, 2002
Art Gilbert

California School Boards Association — Essential Elements of Meeting Effectiveness,
March 15, 2002

Jeff Mufioz

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 Office of Education Schoo] Boards Organizational Meeting,
April 30,2002

Art Gilbert

Anne Brown

Rich Foster

California School Boards Association — Legislative Action Conference, May 4-6,
2002

Annec 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
Phillip Tabera

California School Boards Association — Curriculum Institute, July 12-13, 2002
Anne 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 4-5,
2002
Art Gilbert

2003

Governor’s 2003 Budget Workshop, January 14, 2003
Art Gilbert .

Chamber of Commerce Annual Awards, February 20, 2003
‘Anne Brown

California School Boards Association — The Brown Act and Board Presidents’
Workshops, February 7-8, 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 — Teaming For Success: Superintendent
Evaluation Workshop, April 30, 2003
Art Gilbert

California School Boards Association — Legislative Action Mecting, May 19, 2003
Phillip Tabera
Art Gilbert

California School Boards Association — Delegate Assembly Meeting, May 17-18,
2003
Art Gilbert

California School Boards Association - Curriculum Institute, July 11-12, 2003
Anne Brown

National Association of Elected Latino and Appointed Officials (NALEO) Annual
Conference, June 26-28, 2003
Phillip Tabera

California Latino School Board Members Association Unity 2003 Conference,
October 3-4, 2003
Phillip Tabera

Association of Mexican American Educators State Conference, November 13-14,

2003
Anne Brown

Californian School Boards Association Annual Education Conference,
December 11-13, 2003

Anne Brown

Kathryn Ramirez

Phillip Tabera

Art Gilbert

CSBA Delegate Assembly, December 10-11, 2003
Art Gilbert

CSBA — New Trustee Orientation — December 10, 2003
Kathryn Ramirez



2004

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
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SAN ANTONIO UNION ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT

Workshops/Trainings/Conferences for Board Members

2002-2004 School Years

Two Year Master Governance Program (CSBA)
~ Beginning October 2002—Ending May 2004

Board Members attending:  Janeel Welburn
Casey Bowler

Superintendent attending:  Susan L. Gerard
. Modules: (one day training)

Foundations of Effective Governance
Setting Direction

Human Resources

Policy & Judicial Review

Student Learning & Achievement
Collective Bargaining

Finance

Communirty Relations & Advocacy
Govemance Integration

RSSS<REA"



Santa Rita Elementary School District
Workshops/Trainings/Conferences Board Members Attended
2002 - 2004

Professional Educators Who are Board Members:
Elva Arrellano, Teacher
Pat Alexander, Director of Fiscal Services
Jon Sanborn, Retired Teacher
Nita McMurry, Teacher

2-year Master Governance Program
October, 2002 through 2004
Elva Arrelano

SSDA Annual Conference
Summer, 2002
Perry Vargas, Tom Spencer
Summer, 2003
Tom Spencer

IBB 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

Monterey 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 Workshop
July, 2002

Elva Arrelano
July, 2003



Elva Arrelano
July, 2004

SRTA District 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 MEMBER TRAINING

1. 2004 — Workshop Training with CSBA
New Board Members Training — February 27, 28
Board member: Lucio Rios

District Training — December 12, 2003

2. 2003 Workshop/Training/Conference
February 7-8, 2003 — Institute for New and First-Term Board Members, Millbrae, CA
Board Member: Marie Berlanga

3. 2002 — Workshop/Trainings/Conferences with CSBA
July 2002 CSBA Summer Institute
Board Member: Marcelene Franscioni

4. Trustee Orientation
October 14, 2002

5. December 5-7, 2002 CSBA Conference in San Francisco
Board Member: Marcelene Franscioni

6. 2001 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:
Marcelene Franscioni

*Please note that recent year’s participation to conferences and trainings have been limited due
to budget constraints.



Harold Kahn, 2/19/04 10:15 AM -0800, SUSD Trustees Board Trainings

From: "Harold Kahn" <hkahn@monterey.kl2.ca.us>
To: "Ron Eastwood" <eastwood@monterey.kl2.ca.us>
Cc: "Harold Kahn" <hkahn@monterey.kl2.ca.us>
Subject: SUSD Trustees Board Trainings

bate: Thu, 19 Feb 2004 10:15:59 -0800
X-Priority: 3 (Normal)

Importance: Normal

SPRECKELS UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT
2001 Workshops/Conferences Board Members Attended

Monterey County School Boards Association and Organizational Meeting
April, 2001
Dan Romero

CSBA Annual Conference- December, 2001
Dianne Byrd

2002 Workshops/Conferences Board Members Attended

Monterey County School Boards Association and Organizational Meeting
April 30, 2002
Dianne Byrd

CSBA Annual Conference- December 5-7, 2002
Dianne Byrd
Lisé Belton

2003 Workshops/Conferences Board Members Attended

Monterey County School Boards Association and Organizational Meeting
April 29, 2003

Lisé Belton,

Katie Andrus

CSBA Annual Conference- December 11-13, 2003
Lisé Belton

2004 Workshops/Conferences Board Members Will Attend

Monterey County School Boards Association and Organizational Meeting
April, 2004

Representatives to Be Determined

CSBA Annual Conference —December, 2004
Representative(s) to Be Determined

Printed for Ron Eastwood <eastwood @mail.monterey.k12.ca.us>
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DESCRIP

SOUNDATIONS OF
: 1 FECTIVE (GOVERNANCE

s moduic must be taken prior to

v

: orher moduie,
2 provides the foundation for all of
i Masters in Govarmance trainings.
pants will learn about the roles and
rsialities of the governance team, with
1004s on the two core concepts of the
5 in Governance program: trusteeship

IIVeImance.

POLICY AND JUDICIAL
»-{1 VIEW

nlicies convey the board's expecta
W provce direction and structure on
roolrelated topic. Attend this session
slore tne board's policy making role,
Nz identifying oolicy issues: developing
255 for developing. communicating, and
vortng sound policies; reviewing. revising

=aluating polices to ensure their effec-
5. and urderstanding the hoard’s role
e edical appeal process.

STUDENT LEARNING AND
ACHIEVEMENT

wule will provide participants with
ot «’--..-"-U-rill-i’, of the board’s differenti
in: setting exnectations for student

Er assessing student achievement and

2t programs through success indicators:

eauirements for ouilding an effective

I allocating appronnate resources:
g processes for curriculum develop-

TTONS

SETTING DIRECTION

Note: C5BA recommends that this module

b taken after the Foundations of Effective
Governance,

The most critical task school trustees have
15 10 set the educational direction for the
school district. Attend and understand how
eslablishing a distnict vision that integrates
the qistrict’s beliefs, prionties, goals ang
success Indicators serves as the driving
force for all distrct efforts. Participants wil
create a vision that refiects their district’s
commitment and understand how it is
imenvoven into every facet of the district’s
education programs.

Co11ECTIVE BARGAINING
An effective collective bargaining process
results in a reasonable employee contract
that assists the district in achieving

its vision. Participants will explore the
governance team’s role in meeting

the needs of its employees as well as
representing the interests of students.
parents and taxpavers. Topics to be covered
include: the histery of collective bargaining
and the legal requirements of negotiating:
collective bargaining methodologies: the
fiscal and programmatic impacts; and
establishing a plan for communicating with
the public.

GOVERNANCE INTEGRATION™
The final module in the senes Integrates the
concepts of trusteeship and the governance
team with the jobs of the board.

and LOCATIONS

HyaTT REGENCY SACRAMENTO

Foundations of Effective GOVErNante .. ....coooeeinvieeiiiniiniiicaneen o Aprit 2
Policy and Judicial REVIEW ......coioeiveeriicieairi et Apri1 2
Student Learning and Achievement . ... April 2
T R T e e TS L e Y e TR AT O T e T LT April 3
S T T 2 LT e us b o ko s L L U U Apnl 2
Governance Integration.........occoocevecciinicineann. i Ak 3o sk April 3

Course Scheduie {for all courses)
8:00 a.m. Registration Cpens
8:30 a.m. — 4:30 p.m. Training Session

WeSTIN SouTH CoAsT Praza, Costa MEsa

Foundations of Effective GOVEIMANCE ...vuvvviemvrierarrrrrnesenreonconees May 14
Policy and Judicia! Review ..........cccoiiviiiiiciivnnnnns e Ma'_,' 14
Student Learning and ACRIBVEMENT .....ooieiiiiivir e | fay 14
S Raln 0 B o] Y o e g i SRR MOSETS b Y - < b
OO Ve B R I s e g st - i ey by v e AR T 4 May 15
GOVernANCe I eEIatiON L o o fvishow e dins dhsii s ok Lo soasi s May 18

Course Schedule (for all courses)
5:00 a.m. Registration Cpens
8:30 a.m. ~ 4:30 p.m, Training Session
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School |

@ervsces I
o alifor nia |f

~Fiscal
OSNLCrisis
anagement
Assistance
Team

SSC, in conjunction with the State’s
Fiscal Crisis and Management
Assistance Team (FCMAT), is pleased
to announce this unique workshop on
a very specific topic. Thanks to legis-
lation enacted in 1998 (Chapter 906/
1998), unification and consolidation
are much more attractive for small- and
medium-sized school districts, and
more districts are now considering
reorganization due in part to budget
WOCs.

This year’s workshop has been
updated to include new case studies,
as well as the consideration of multi-
year planning for the years after the
reorganization is effective. This work-
shop will enable school agencies to
identify and understand the fiscal
impact of unification and the reorgani-
zation process. Using actual case
studies, Michele Huntoon, CPA, and
Jerry Twomey, CPA, will lead discus-
sions on fiscal issues associated with
reorganization through consolidation,
as well as reorganization resulting from
the breakup of existing school districts.

Who Should Attend

+" County Committee on School
District Orgunization Members

«/" Governing Board Members

* Superintendents

" Business Officials

/" Employee Group Representatives

/" Interested Members of the
Community

Highlights of the workshop include:

>

A4

i 7

‘\-‘{’

\%

Evaluating whether the State Board of Education’s 10 criteria for reorgani-
zation would be substantially met

Understanding the petition process, timelines, and the role of key players
An overview of local vote issues and subsequent governance issues

Computing the new base revenue limit for the newly reorganized school
district—including the all-important salary and benefit add-ons

Projecting future revenue limit COLAs, and why the percentage increase
in future base revenue limits will typically be less than the statutory COLA

Negotiating new salary schedules and benefits for the reorganized district
Understanding employee rights and assignments after reorganization

Negotiating and writing an equitable division of assets and liabilities
agreement

Assessing the potential impact of the reorganization proposal on outstand-
ing or pending bonded indebtedness

Mapping out a transition plan for the period following the election

Learning from others’ successes and mistakes [Bring a few of your own
experiences to share-—mistakes will be kept anonymous. |

Plus: Several “‘reality checks”
How long a reorganization effort really takes
Where—and why —opposition may occur

Not just—can the proposed recrganization be successful? But should it
and less controversial-—alternatives?

move forward? Are there better-

h \f‘l.f \@L\mhré 4 4 L
D= &<
&
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March 23, 2004—Sacramento COE = . = . ;:_'E*
March 31, 2004—Rancho Cucamonga — 2 f’_,?' P e l_,;"\



(SBA

California School Boards Association

November 24, 2003

Dear Superintendent/Board Member,

California is facing a budget 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 leaders, as well as private scctor
economic experts, to provide information and insight into the fiscal realities of
the new year. The conference provides the perfect opportunity to gather all the
critical and up-to-date information you'll need as you strive to meet the
challenges of governing your schools in this difficult time.

Attend the 2004 Forecast Conference and learn...
How will the governor's economic recovery package impact schools?
What will the governor’s January budget proposal mean for schools?
What will happen to categorical programs? Will there be block grants?
What policy changes for education are on the horizon for 2004?

Be prepared to lead your schools in the right direction by attending
CSBA’s 2004 Forecast Conference — offered at two locations!

January 15, 2004 January 16, 2004

Sacramento Convention Center San Diego COE

8:00 a.m. Registration opens Joe Rindone Regional Tech. Center
9:00 a.m. — 4:00 p.m. Conference 8:00 a.m. Registration opens

9:00 a.m. - 2:30 p.m. Conference

Register today by faxing the cnclosed registration form, calling (800) 266-
3382, ext. 3275, or online at www.csba.org. The registration fee of $165
includes materials, refreshments and lunch.

Sincerely,

sy Ml

Jeannine Martineau
President

Enclosure

3100 Beacon Boulevard

P.0. Box 1660

West Sacramento, CA 95691
(916) 371-4691

FAX (916) 371-3407



CSBA www.csba.org

REGISTRATION FORM

Register online: Register by mail: Register by phone: Register by FAX:

www.csba.org CSBA, c¢/o Westamerica  with purchase order with purchase order
Bank, PO. Box 1450 or Visa/Mastercard/ or Visa/Mastercard/
Suisun City, CA American Express American Express
94585-4450 (800) 266-3382,ex1.3314 (916) 371-3407

Registrant Information:

NAME - TITLE
DISTRICT/COUNTY OFFICE —
|
ADDRESS e e = =
PHONE E-MAIL =

E Please indicate the workshop you’ll be attending:

O January 15, 2004 O January 16, 2004

Sacramento Convention Center San Diego COE

1400 J Street, Sacramento Joe Rindone Regional Techonology Center
6401 Linda Vista Road, San Diego

Schedule

Registration opens Schedule

8:30 am Registration opens

Workshop session 8:30 am

9:00 am — 4:00 pm Workshop session

9:00 am — 2:30 Pm

megstration Fee: $165 CSBA Members®. (Includes materials, refreshments and lunch)

AMOUNT ENCLOSED P.0./VISA/MASTERCARD/AMERICAN EXPRESS/CHECK # EXP. DATE
* Individual board members and district/county office NOTE: There will be a $10 fee for all on-site registrations.
employees are considered members of CSBA if their The pre-registration fee is effective 10 days prior to the confer-
district/county office is a member of CSBA. ence. Due to our accounting procedures, it will be necessary

to process any registration received after that time as an on-
site registration. Cancellations must be received in writing one
week prior to the date of the conference. There will be a $40
cancellation fee after the one-week deadline.

PURCHASE ORDER PAYMENT TERMS ARE NET 30 DAYS
No refunds for no-shows.



8 Institute

C\l/or new and first-term

——— — —Board Members
Faculty

Del J. Alberti, Ph.D.
Executive Search and Governance
Consultant, CSBA

Ron Bennett, President
Schoot Services of California, Inc.

Carol Berg, Ph.D., Executive Vice President
School Services of California. Inc.

Lynn Bogart, Ed.D., Director of Curriculum
and Instruction Huntington Beach City
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 California Schoot
Boards Foundation, the CSBA Continuing
Education Department and Kelling,
Northcross & Nobriga ebruary H?i'i‘ol‘ ‘-
DSd, LOT <

ruary
ia, Tulare County O of Education

march 12-13

d Lion Hotel .




Institute

'Board Members

The California School Boards Foundation proudly presents this
innovative training program designed espectally for new school

board members. A

As a member of the governance team, your effective and

knowledgeable leadership is crucial. This Institute will mm&.u_mmm..

attain the high level of competency and understanding needed

to do your job well.

We strongly encourage attendance by superintendents.

1111
PLLd

4..“ ! w.u

7 1 > At
i L 11S L An exciting and
comprehensive training program especially for new school

board members...

Jr—
ot
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In interactive sesslens incorporating role playing exercises and
simulations, the Institute emphasizes teamwork, an esseritial
component among the board, superintendsnt and staff in order

10 keep efforts focused on student learning and achievement.

Training Program

The Institute provides training in three major areas of board responsibility and authori

budget, personnel and curriculum. Interwoven throughout the training program are the

" tools you need to become an effective member of a governance team.

Participants at the Institute for New and First-Term Board Members will come away

Effective Governance Personnel
*  Greater insight into the role and = How, when and where the board ca
critical aspects of school board impact personnel decisions
governance Ways to create and maintain a
An understanding of the attributes of positive, supportive personnel clima
a highly effective governance team How to establish prudent guidelines]
and policies for contract negotiation$

Budget

«  Methods for setting budget priorities E

- An understanding of the relationship
among district goals, budget, ~
personnel policies, curriculum, I
standards, assessment and mEnmi_
performance o
What the board can do to ensure |
appropriate processes for curriculurn
development review and adoption |

Training Schedule

January 30-31, 2004|Sacramenta, Hyatt Regency Sacramento
February 6-7 , 2004 | Riverside, Mission Inn

February 20-21, 2004 | Santa Rosa, Hilton Sonoma County
February 27-28, 2004 | Visalia, Tulare County Office of Education
March 12-13, 2004 | Redding, Red Lion Hotel

that refiect the goals of the district
Tools for adopting and monitoring the
district budget

An overview of the effect of collective
bargaining contract decisions on the
district budget

Hours

Friday: 9:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.

Saturday: 9:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.
Regijstration opens at 8:00 a.m. on Friday




“ Parinerships for Success.

C‘D California State 6)
everychild. onevoice. CCSESA

March 12-14, 2004

Hyatt 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



Welcome

Dear Friends and Colleagues,

As members of the 2004 Annual Spring Conference Planning Committee, we
invite you to attend the “Partnerships for Success” Annual Spring Conference
presented by the California County Boards of Education (CCBE), the California
State Parent Teachers Association (PTA), and the California County Superinten-
dents Educational Services Association (CCSESA). These three associations, whose
members provide a vital link between educators, parents and children, and the
broader local community, have organized this conference for attendees to become
more informed of current issues in education, and to share new ideas with one another. We promise you thought-provolk-
ing discussions, guidance and direction through the changes and challenges facing public education.

“Partnerships for Success” represents the partnerships generated between the County Boards, parents, teachers and
County Superintendents. This annual conference focuses on bringing all aspects of public education together for an
informative array of presentations and discussions.

We are honored to feature several outstanding speakers throughout the weekend including State Superintendent of
Public Instruction Jack O’Connell, speaker and author John Merrow, and humorist and education activist Angie
Papadakis. County Office Showcase Sessions are designed as an opportunity for county offices to highlight exemplary
model programs and share strategies. The Critical Issues Sessions address some of the major issues in California educa-
tion policy that affect county offices. You will find details about these great sessions in this packet.

Once again, the beautiful Hyatr Regency Monterey will be the site of this event. During the conference, you will be
dazzled by performances from students around the state, and you won't want to miss our Friday evening South of the
Border dinner at the Hyatt Regency complete with a mariachi band!

We look forward to sceing you in Monterey on March 12-14, 2004 for our Annual Spring Conference.

Sincerely,

Nick Aguilar
President, California County Boards of Education
(CCBE)

Sara Wilkins

Past President, California County Boards of Education
(CCBE)

Pat McManus

Executive Assistant, California County Board of
Education (CCBE)

Carla Nifio
President, California State Parent leachers Association
(P1A)

Brenda Davis
President-Elect, California State Parent Teachers
Assoctarion (PTA)

Jan Harp Domene
Secretary-Treasurer, National Parent Teachers Association

(PTA)

John D. Anderson
President, California County Superintendents
Educational Services Association (CCSESA)

Glen W. Thomas
Executive Director, California County Superintendents
Educational Services Association (CCSESA)

Heather Edwards
Assistant Executive Director, California County
Superintendents Fducational Services Association

(CCSESA)

Kate Osborn
Executive Assistant, California County Superintendents
Educational Services Association (CCSESA)
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CCBE/PTA /CCSESA

Annual Spring Conference

“Partnerships for Success”
March 12-14, 2004

Thursday, March 11, 2004 (Pre-Conference Activities)

11:00 a.m.— 12:00 p.m. CCSESA Executive Committee Meeting
12:00 p.m. — 2:00 p.m. Timber Coalition Meeting

1:00 p.m. —4:00 p.m. FCMAT Board of Directors Meeting

2:00 p.m.—4:00 p.m. CCSESA Legislative Committee Meeting
4:00 p.m.—6:00 p.m. CCSESA Board of Directors Meeting
6:00 p.m. - 11:00 p.m. CCBE Legislative Committee Meeting
6:00 p.m. - 11:00 p.m. CCBE Executive Committee Meeting
6:30 p.m. - 7:30 p.m. CCSESA President’s Reception

Friday, March 12, 2004

REGISTRATION begins at 9:00 a.m. in the Regency Foyer

8:30 a.m. - 11:30 a.m. CCSESA General Membership Meeting
9:30 a.m.—-11:30 a.m. CCBE Board of Directors Meeting
12:00 p.m. — 1:50 p.m. Opening General Session/Luncheon

e Keynote Speaker: Jack O'Connell, State Superintendent of
Public Instruction



4 Friday, Marchi12; 2004 (Continued)

2:00 p.m. -~ 3:00 p.m. County Office Showcase | (Concurrent Sessions)
3:00 p.m.—~3:15 p.m. Break

3:15 p.m.~4:15 p.m. County Office Showcase Il (Concurrent Sessions)
6:00 p.m.-9:00 p.m. South of the Border reception and dinner at the Hyatt

Saturday, March 13, 2004

8:00 a.m. ~ 10:00 a.m. General Session/Continental Breakfast
* Keynote Speaker: Angie Papadakis
* Presentation of “Mock” County Board Meeting Featuring
County Board Members and County Superintendents

10:10 a.m.—11:55 p.m. Critical Issues Session | (Concurrent Sessions)

12:00 p.m.—1:50 p.m. General Session/ Luncheon
* Keynote Speaker: John Merrow
» CCBE Exemplary Awards Program

2:00 p.m. - 3:45 p.m. Critical Issues Session Il (Concurrent Sessions)
3:45 p.m. - 4:00 p.m. Break

4:00 p.m. - 5:30 p.m. PTA Business Meeting

4:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. CCBE General Membership Meeting

6:00 p.m. “Dining Together”

Groups of attendees are encouraged to make reservations at local
restaurants in advance.

Sunday, March 14, 2004

8:00 a.m. ~ 10:30 a.m. Closing General Session/Breakfast
* The Right to Dream, Performance by Living Voices



Keynote Speakers and Presentations

Jack O’Connell

State Superintendent of
Public Instruction

Friday, March 12, 2004
12:00 p.m. to 1:50 p.m.

Jack O’Connell was clected to serve as California’s 26th State
Superintendent of Public Instruction on November 5, 2002,
garnering more votes than any other contested candidarte in
the country. Previously, he served for two decades in the
California State Legislature representing the Central Coast.

Throughout his carcer, Superintendent O’Connell has
stressed education improvement. As the author of numer-
ous landmark education bills in both the Assembly and the
State Senate, he made quality education in California his
number one priority. This commitment to the children of
California earned Superintendent O’Connell the praise and
the respect of colleagues and educators.

At the helm of the California Department of Education,
superintendent O’Connell will focus on accountability, ac-
cess, and opportunity. As a proven team builder with the
ability to forge consensus on thorny issues, especially where

Angie Papadakis

Saturday, March 13, 2004
8:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.

Angic Papadakis is a woman of many
talents. An accomplished humorist,
writer, speaker, businesswoman, activ-

ist, and volunteer, Angic’s main focus
in life has been 1o help the community and improve educa-
Lion.

From 1983 to 1988, Angie served on the California State Board
of Education. She was then appointed to the Liude Hoover
Commission where her main focus was education and chil-
dren. Presendy, Angie is in her third term as a member of the
Los Angeles County Board of Education.

challenges are strongest, Superintendent O’Connell will con-
tinue efforts to fortify California’s world-class academic stan-
dards, strengthen California’s assessment system, and bol-
ster support for the state’s classrooms. He is a long-time
advocate for smaller class sizes, improved teacher recruit-
ment and retention, comprehensive diagnostic test ng, and
up-to-date school facilities.

Jack O’Connell was born in 1951 in Glen Cove, New York.
In 1958, his family moved to Southern California, where he
attended local public schools. He reccived his Bachelor of
Arts degree in history from California State University, Ful-
lerton and earned his Secondary Teaching Credential from
CSU, Long Beach in 1975. He returned to his high school
alma mater to teach for several years and later served on the
Santa Barbara County School Board.

He was elected to the 35th State Assembly District in 1982
and was reclected by wide margins thereafter, once garner-
ing both the Republican and the Democratic nominations.
In 1994, O'Connell was clected to the 18th State Senate
District and easily won reelection in 1998.

Superintendent O’Connell and his wife, Doree, have been
married for more than 25 years and have a daughter, Jenni-
fer, attending public high school. Doree OO'Connell recently
carned her teaching credential at Cal Poly San Luis Obispo.

Angie has been an activist for children’s education for many
years. Having served on the Los Angeles Area Council Boy
Scouts of America, United Way, Harbor Round Table Against
Youth Violence, and the Gang Alternative Program in Los
Angeles, Angie has been successful in improving the lives of
children. As a founder of the Gang Alternative Program,
her work is credited with the reduction of gang activity by
teaching children in the fourth grade to stay out of gangs.

As a gag-writer, Angic’s work has appeared in 39 national
publications and she is currently a special freelance writer

for Reader’s Digest.

In her “spare time,” Angic shares her special gift of wit and
wisdom, experiences and expertise, with her audiences by
giving them not only something to laugh about, but some-
thing to think about.



Keynote Speakers and Presentafions (continued)

Meeting Conduct — Mock Board Meeting

Saturday, March 13, 2004
8:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.

Conducting a Board meeting of any kind can be challeng-
ing and may include complicated legal issues. Attendees
have an opportunity to observe the conduct of a “mock”
County Board of Education meeting. During this session,
taxing issues and situations will arise and be analyzed by
pancl Board members, superintendents and legal counsel.

John Merrow

Saturday, March 13, 2004
12:00 p.m. to 1:50 p.m.

Dr. John Merrow is the host and Lx-
ecutive Producer of The Merrow Report
a television documentary series on PBS
and National Public Radio (NPR) chat
discusses critical issues for education including: Are we pre-
paring our young people for the future?; Are schools and
teachers working to recognize the ability and develop the
potential of each child?; and What does the future hold for

education in America?

Living Voices: The Right to Dream

Sunday, March 14, 2004
8:00 a.m. to 10:30 a.m.

Living Voices is a non-profit educational theatre arts organiza-
tion dedicated to presenting programs using a combination of
theatre and media to bring critical moments in history to life.

The Right to Dream is the story of Raymond Hollis, a Missis-
sippi child of a World War II African American soldier. His
mother is a domestic worker who is respected in their small
Mississippi town. As a child, Raymond befriends a white child
and the two become good friends, only to learn that their
friendship was forbidden in a segregated society.

Issues will include the Brown Act, addressing public com-
ments, dealing with the media, and how in general, to con-
duct an effective, civil meeting. Content will be useful and
insightful to anyone involved in Board meetings.

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” and™Your
Children, our Children” on NPR,"“Learning in America’
on PBS, and”“Learning Matters” on The Learning Chan-
nel. Merrow is also the author of Choosing Excellence:

h” Schools Are Not Good Enough.

“Good Enou

Dr. John Merrow is a popular public speaker on education
and family issues. He is a Trustee of Teachers College, Co-
Jumbia University and former Chair of the Alumni Counci
of the Harvard Graduate School of Education.

In The Right to Dream, Raymond faces the realitics of segrega-
tion and inequality as he becomes involved in the Student
Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (SNCC) and takes part
in sit-ins and protests during the early 1960’s. The violent
consequences of the civil rights movement test Raymond’s
dedicarion to creating a color blind socicty.

The Right to Dream is inspired by Martin Luther King, Jr.s

fight to raise our community out of the world of intolerance.



County Office Showcase |

Friday, March 12, 2004 2:00 p.m. — 3:00 p.m.

SAIT for Success

* Dee Alarcon, Solano County Superintendent

» Robert Phillips, Director, Educational Services, Solano COE
» Barbara Nemko, Napa County Superintendent

= Jan Sabo, Director of Curriculum & Instruction, Napa COE

Promoting equity and student achievement for all students is a top priority. 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 SAIT 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 Ovick, Contra Costa County Superintendent

* Susan Magnone, Associate Superintendent, Educational
Services, Contra Costa COE

To be a leader 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 : I
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-training model and tools they 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 preparing for the working world. This session
will discuss how four classes of junior high special education students operate “STAR's 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 Collaboratives
= Cyndy Dolph, Division Administrator, Educational Services, Madera COE
» Lorie 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
Soard of Education has been supportive of the program from its inception and continues to support efforts to expand and
sroaden the capacity of the program.



County Office Showcase |

SB 1095 - Youth Partnership Program

= Diego C. Lopez, Director, Alternative Education, Imperial COE
» Anne Mallory, Assistant Superintendent, Imperial COE
Michael Kelley, Chief Probation Officer, Imperial COE

James Semmes, Director, Imperial County Social Services
Monalisa Vitela, Student Services Coordinator, Imperial COE

The SB 1095 Youth Partnership Program is a collaborative effort between the
Imperial County Office of Education and the Imperial County Probation
Department for the purpose of providing service to students enrolled in the
Alternative Education Program. As a result of the collaborative effort, data
collected shows significant improvement in the areas of attendance, at-risk
behavior, and crime recidivism. In addition, there are parenting modules to
improve the parent's ability to supervise children, hold children responsible
for their behaviors and increase the accountability or parents and children.

PTAs and Education Foundations — Natural Partners, Not Competitors
* Brenda Davis, President-Elect, CA State PTA
* Jan Domene, Secretary-Treasurer, National PTA
= California Consortium of Education Foundations

Due to budget cuts to educational programs, more school communities are locking to education foundations to sponsor
fundraising events, apply for grants, and provide funding for school programs. A perception exists that education
foundations compete with PTAs as the main fundraisers and sponsors of programs. This workshop will explore the ways
in which PTAs and education foundations may work cooperatively to benefit students most.

County Office Showcase i

Friday, March 12, 2004 3:15 p.m. - 4:15 p.m.

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 high speed last mile 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. This session will outline the
technology used in Kings County and how the project was funded.

Exploring Ways to Enhance Parent Involvement
* Kay Trotter, Vice President for Parent Involvement, CA State PTA

Thirty years of research have proven the positive connections between parent involvement and student success. When
parents are involved students achieve more, have higher grades, higher test scores, improved attendance, and fewer
behavioral prablems. 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 parent involvement component of No Child Left Behind.



County Office Showcase |I

‘tivating Character in Our Classrooms and Communities

+ Daria Waetjen, Director, Instructional Services, Orange County Department of Education

* Russell Williams, President, Passkeys Foundation/Jefferson Center for Character Education
¢ Ken Williams, President, OCDE Board of Trustees (Workshop Facilitator)

Imagine schools where integrity, academic honesty, respect, and compassion 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 environments 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 school sites and in the community. An advisory board
comprised of county leaders guides the initiative as it partners with 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 Collaboration

« Stephen Sanders, Director, Kern County Network for Children
* Wendy Wayne, Administrator, Kern County Superintendent of Schools

The Kern County Network for Children (KCNC) was created to bring together
schools, communities, nonprofit organizations and community residents to
improve the conditions of children and families. This session will touch on the
development of collaborative efforts and specific ways to involve schools, board
~-~mbers and parents; the development and implementation of First 5's School
diness Initiative in Kern County; lessons learned from early childhood
development programs in Kern County; and the development of the “Target
Reading First” collaborative in an effort to improve literacy in Kern County.

Promotion Via Standards Mastery
» Jeff S.Tilton Sr., Director, Charter Schools, Stanislaus COE
¢ Judie Piscitello, 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 office of education-sponsored charter high school 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 academic content standards before a committee of school and business personnel. This
session will show how project-based methodologies and assessment and accountability interrelate.

District and COE Partnerships for Success
« Judy Maurice, Associate Superintendent, Imperial COE
» Pat Salcido, Principal, Calipatria High School
* David Schoneman, Superintendent, San Pasqual Valley USD
* Michael Fong, Board Member, Calipatria USD

Calipatria and San Pasqual Valley Unified School Districts are partnering with the Imperial County Office of Education to
varound their low performing schools. A four year commitment by the Calipatria 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.



Critical Issues Session |

Saturday, March 13, 2004 10:10 a.m. - 11:55 a.m.

The Numeracy Project: A Mathematics Curriculum for the Court and Community
Schools

» Victor Gee, Former Secondary Math Coordinator, Alameda COE

« Paul Pechin, Program Manager, Secondary Mathematics, Sacramento COE

« Garry Potten, Director of Mathematics, San Joaquin 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. Participants 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 Low Performing Schools
Joyce Wright, Assistant Superintendent, Sacramento COE

Bill Palmer, Director of Regional System of District & School Support, Sacramento COE
Vicki Alterwitz, Director, K-12 Reading/Language Arts, Sacramento COE

Pat Duckhorn, Director, K-12 Mathematics, Sacramento COE

The Sacramento County Office of Education in collaboration with nine other counties (Alpine, Colusa, El Dorado,
Nevada, Placer, Sierra, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba) have established a consortium which uses the School Assistance and
Intervention Team (SAIT) process as a model to prevent program improvement schools under No Child Left Behind from
moving into corrective action status. This presentation will highlight how the Regional System of District School Supp.
K-12 Reading/Language Arts, K-12 Mathematics, AB 466 and AB 75 providers work together to provide key support to
the regional consortium to attain its goal.

Expulsion Appeals: Critical Issues Related to County Board Scope of Review

 Phil Kauble, Director, Student Support Services, Los Angeles COE
» Robert Jacobsen, Esq., Consultant, Student Support Services, Los Angeles COE

This session will provide attendees with a comprehensive review of identified critical issues related to the expulsion
appeal process. Issues for discussion will include: evidence standards; other means of correction standards; proof of
continuing danger; and use of sworn declarations and fairness issues. Case scenarios will be used to illustrate and
establish a reasonable standard for each critical issue addressed by the presenters.

Charter Schools Implementation and Oversight

* Terry McAteer, Nevada County Superintendent of Schools
¢ Sue Burr, Director of Governmental Relations, CCSESA

Over the past few years, several major pieces of legislation were enacted which have both expanded the opportunities
for charter school expansion and ratched up oversight responsibilities for county superintendents and county board
members. In addition, Proposition 39 (November 2000) contained major new faciliities provisions for charter schools.
This session will explore these requirements and introduce participants to the new CCSESA web-based Charter School
Clearinghouse which provides high quality resource materials to enhance county offices’ ability to effectively oversee
charter schools.



Critical Issues Session I

Saturday, March 13, 2004 2:00 p.m. —3:45 p.m.

The County Role as a Partner in Education
« Davis Campbell, President, Governance Institute, CA School Boards Association (CSBA)
* Manny Scrofani, Director of Research and Development, CSBA
* Marjorie Peterson, CAO, Governance Institute, CSBA

Explore the challenges of governance in county offices of education. This session addresses the foundations of effective
governance; building a unity of purpose with the board and county superintendent; 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.

Bridging the Achievement Gap
* Susan Magnone, Associate 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 for 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 Middleton, Director, Student Services, San Diego COE
» Sherman Garnett, Child Welfare and Attendance Coordinator, San Bernardino COE
* Robert Jacobsen, 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 South of the Border on
Friday, Mavch 12, 2004 from 6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m.
:‘\.ﬂ as the Hyatt Regency Mouterey is
0 trausformed into a fiesta!

Complete with traditional Mexican cuisine and mariachis,
it will be an eveut you won't waut 10 miss!



Conference Registration

Partnerships for Success

CCBE/PTA/CCSESA
SAVE MONEY! Annual Spring Conference
REGISTER BY FEBRUARY 27, 2004. Hyatt Regency Monterey

March 12-14, 2004

CONFERENCE REGISTRATION FORM

To register additional attendees, please copy this form and submit a separate form for each registrant. If you are a presenter at the
conference, and you plan on attending any other session/event besides your own, you are required to register.
Please type or print clearly.

|
|
|
|
|
I
I
I
I
|
|
Name: :
|
|
|
I
I
|
|
I
I
I
|

(As you want it to appear on your badge)

Title: . e o

County Office/PTA District:

Address:

City; — ol - . Zip. e
Phone: Fax: =
E-mail:

REGISTRATION FEES:

(Includes all meals, except Saturday dinner. Vegetarian meals
are available on request.)

[ Breakfast: $20

PAYMENT:
Please make checks payable to “CCSESA.” Credit cards cannot be accepted.

I
I
|
L1 $245 (before February 27, 2004) Mail or Fax Conference Registration Form To: :
[C1 $275 (after February 27, 2004) CCSESA 1
[] YES, I will be bringing a guest 1121 L Street, Suite 510 |
Sacramento, CA 95814 |
Guest Name:

e FAX: (916) 448-7801 |
| would like to purchase the following guest (additional) I
meals: For additional information please contact |
Friday, March 12, 2004 the CCSESA office at (916) 446-3095. |
] Lunch: $25 [J Vegetarian Meal Please l
[ Dinner: $35 |
|

Saturday, March 13, 2004
T eattanc 615 CANCELLATION POLICY: |
(] Lunch: $25 Requests for cancellation must be received in writing by |
February 27, 2004 in order to receive a full refund. No |
Sunday, March 14, 2004 refunds will be given after February 27, 2004. :
I
|
I
I
|

Check #: __ PO#: Amount: $




Hotel Reservations
Partnerships for Success

Make your hotel reservalions GCBE,PTNBBSESA
by Febueiy 10 2804 i Annual Spring Conference
o receive the discounted Hyatt Regency Monterey
i March 12-14, 2004
HOTEL RESERVATION FORM
Please lype or print clearly.
Name: — e ey
e, == e e
County Office/PTA Distrjet:
Addressy . . .. —
City: L ;-
Phone: Fax: o
Email: . GuestName: __

Arrival Date: - Departure Date: .

Mail or Fax Hotel Reservation Form To:

TYPE OF ACCOMMODATIONS:
Reservations made by February 10, 2004 will receive the _
following conference rates: Hyatt Regency Monterey
, One Golf Course Drive
[ Single - 1 bed, 1 person ($155) Mont _CA 92940
[] Double - 1 bed, 2 people {$155) Fax: (831) 375-3960
[ Double - 2 beds, 2 people ($155) Or you may call the hotel directly to
] Triple - 2 beds, 3 people ($180) ML P 1 (331) e
[] Quad - 2 beds, 4 people ($205) For additional information please
contact the CCSESA office at
[ Smoking ] Non-smoking (916) 446-3095.
[] Require special facilities in accordance with
the Americans with Disabilities Act. CANCELLATION POLICY:
A cancellation must be received by the Hyatt
Special Requests: _~~~ Regency Monterey at [east 72 hours prior to the
arrival to avoid a cancellation fee.
PAYMENT:

Reservations will not be processed without a form of guarantee. Purchase orders will not be accepted.

Type of Credit Card: _ Account #:

Expiration Date: = _NameonCard:
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A Special Thanks to our Sponsors
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"Delivering Quality Used Textbooks to our Children”
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@ The WAVE shullle N *’q% E Quaiitodge | Down driveway fo fraffic light. Continue straight ahead (Sloat). Next
_____ busstops Cormel Golf Courses | Traffic light, turn left (Del Monte). Get into righl hand lane. Confinue
Recreation Trail Mission E in right hand lane as it posses through tunnel and then splits off to
& concomes cﬁﬂw 5 riglhl (Foam). Take nex! right (Cannery Row). Total distance 3172 miles.
ﬂ ——— Drive time 10 -15 minutes.
Shopping To Big Sur
Visitor Cenler & Pt. Lobos To Monterey Bay Aquarium, continue lo the south of Cannery Row.




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 Stanisiaus County
Office of Education as LEA, in partnership with the Humboldt, Kern,
Kings, Sacramento, San Bernardino, and San Diego county offices of
education. There will be an interactive demonstration of CLRN in the
foyer near the registration table throughout the conference. Be sure to
stop by and check it out!
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CCBE / PTA / CCSESA
Annual Spring Conference
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Sacramento, CA 95814





