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Greetings Citizens of Santa Cruz County,

It is with great pride that we present the 2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final
Report. State law charges the Grand Jury with review and oversight of county agencies
and entities that receive county funds. We hope that the information presented, the issues
raised, and the problems found will contribute to a more responsive, accessible, and
responsible government. The Grand Jury believes this report will add to your
understanding of issues within Santa Cruz County.

This report is a compilation of information provided by your public officials, research by
the Grand Jury, and the insights we gained during our interviews. Our charge is to make

sure the information is correct and presented to you without bias. We have done our best
to be objective, and it is our great hope that much good comes from our efforts.

For Santa Cruz County and the governmental entities within it, the current budget picture
is challenging, and we must all do our part to ensure we make the most of our limited
funds. We all have a responsibility to ensure we have the best, most efficient government
possible.

We would like to thank the various entities and employees that took the time to educate
us and answer our questions. | would also like to thank the fifteen remaining jurors (some
of whom were alternates who stepped in mid-year) who have given generously of their
most precious commodity, their own time. We are anxious for your response.

Sincerely,

Maxine R. McNamara, Foreperson
2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury
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Introduction to the Santa Cruz County

Grand Jury

Two Types of Grand Juries in Santa Cruz County

As with many California counties, Santa Cruz County has two types of Grand Juries. The
regular, or civil, Grand Jury is an investigative body that serves for one year. There are
nineteen members on the jury. The civil Grand Jury is not involved with trials but rather
serves as a watchdog over local government and other tax-supported entities.

The other Grand Jury is a criminal Grand Jury that deals with issuing indictments
(charging a person with a criminal or public offense). This jury is called up on a case-by-
case basis.

Duties and Powers of the Civil Grand Jury
The Civil Grand Jury has three primary functions:
e to randomly audit local governmental agencies and officials;

e to publish its investigative findings and recommendations toward improving those
governmental operations in the interest of the community being served; and

e to investigate citizens' complaints

The Civil Grand Jury investigates local government agencies and officials to evaluate if
they are acting properly. If a Grand Jury determines that they are not, it has various
options. The most frequently used option is the presentation of a report outlining the
Grand Jury's findings and recommendations in the matter. Such reports are public and
sometimes attract media attention. Agencies or elected officials discussed in the report
must respond specifically to the report's findings and recommendations.

Citizens may file complaints with the Grand Jury to request that it investigate what they
perceive as wrongdoing by a public agency, such as a school district or a police
department. The Jury will decide if the complaint has merit and is not obligated to pursue
the complaint. County complaint forms are available from the following address:

Santa Cruz County Grand Jury
701 Ocean Street, Room 318-1
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
(831) 454-2099
FAX (831) 454-3387
grandjury@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
WWW.C0.santa-cruz.ca.us/qrandjury
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The Dollars and Sense Don’t Add Up:
Bond Measures E and H
Santa Cruz City Schools

Synopsis

Bond Measures E and H, passed in 1998, provided funds for much-needed renovation
and modernization of schools within the Santa Cruz City Schools District. Overall, the
Grand Jury found school site personnel pleased with the work completed at their schools,
and acknowledges the scope and complexity of the construction projects undertaken in
the last eight years. Those projects, however, took longer and cost more than original
estimates, and students are now occupying classrooms that have not been certified by the
Division of the State Architect as being in compliance with all Code of Regulations, Title
24 provisions for structural, life/fire safety, and ADA projects.

The Grand Jury discovered that Measure E bonds were sold for more than the voter-
approved $28 million, and questions remain about the 2005 bond refinancing. The Grand
Jury is concerned that: bond money was spent on district administrative offices; lease
revenues generated from sites that were renovated using bond funds went into the Santa
Cruz City Schools general fund; bond funds and property tax deposits have earned and
will continue to earn interest that could be used to reduce bond debt; and promises to
keep the public well-informed about the bond projects have not been kept.

Definitions

ADA: Americans with Disabilities Act

Alternate: an optional component of a construction project

BAN: Bond Anticipation Note; a note issued in anticipation of later issuance of bonds,
usually payable from the proceeds of the sale of the bonds anticipated

BOC: Santa Cruz City Schools Bond Oversight Committee

California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24: also known as the California Building
Standards Code. Public school construction in California is governed by these building
standards.

Change Order: a written order that modifies the plans, specifications, or price of a
signed construction contract agreement. Change orders can be initiated for a variety of
reasons, including unforeseen conditions, owner-requested changes, design errors or
omissions, contractor error, and weather-related problems during construction.

DSA: Division of the State Architect

DSA Form-5: the official DSA form that details the project inspector’s qualifications
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IOR: Inspector of Record; a state-certified inspector that performs state-mandated site
inspection services for public school construction and who is hired and paid by the owner
(school district)

Multiple-prime contracting: the owner (school district) holds separate contracts with
contractors of various disciplines (such as general, mechanical, electrical). The owner, or
its construction manager, manages the overall schedule and budget during the entire
construction phase.

RFP: Request for Proposal; an invitation to bid, or a proposal inviting bids from possible
suppliers of a product or service

SB50: the 1998 state bond measure that provided matching funds to the Santa Cruz City
Schools District for modernization projects. District matching funds were generated from
Bond Measures E and H.

SCCS: Santa Cruz City Schools

SCCS Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout, May 10, 2006: This was the version
of the summary document detailing construction costs, change orders, and project
completion dates that the Grand Jury used for this report.

Stop Notice: a notice to withhold payment from a contractor and to set money aside to
satisfy a claim

Background

Bond Measures E and H

In April 1998, voters in the Santa Cruz City Schools (SCCS) District passed two bond
measures worth a total of $86 million. The district spent over $300,000 for this special
election for Measure E and Measure H that was held just seven weeks prior to the
regularly scheduled June primary election.

Measure E, approved by seventy-nine percent (79%) of the voters, was for elementary
school improvements not to exceed $28 million, and Measure H, approved by seventy-
four percent (74%) of the voters, was for junior and senior high school improvements not
to exceed $58 million. The measures stated that the bond money would be used to
rehabilitate the schools, including replacing inadequate electrical, plumbing, heating, and
window systems; to comply with fire, earthquake, health, safety, and accessibility
standards; and to renovate, construct, and modernize classrooms, restrooms, and other
school facility improvements. Bond money would not be used for administrator salaries.
Expenditures would be monitored by a community bond oversight committee, with all
proceeds spent to benefit district schools. All elementary and secondary school sites in
the district were included in the bond measures.

Voter Information Pamphlet arguments in favor of Measures E and H stated that “By law,
absolutely none of the funds raised by these ballot measures can be used for

! County of Santa Cruz Sample Ballot and Voter Information Pamphlet for Special School District
Election, Tuesday, April 14, 1998.
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administrative salaries, offices, or operating expenses. All of the funds raised by these
measures will stay in our local community and will be used to fix our schools.”

Bond Details

The E and H bonds were originally each sold in three series: A, B, and C. Series A was
sold in 1998, Series B in 2000, and Series C in 2001. According to the Voter Information
Pamphlet, “Impartial Analysis by County Counsel,” the term for each bond sale was to be
25 years, which was the maximum term under California law when the measures were
passed. On April 13, 2005, the SCCS Board of Education passed resolutions authorizing
the refinancing of the general obligation Bond Measures E and H, Series A and B to take
advantage of decreased interest rates. This refinancing did not require voter approval.

As each series was sold, the money from the sale was deposited into the Santa Cruz
County Treasury to be withdrawn by the Santa Cruz City Schools District as needed for
the bond projects. As property taxes are collected, they are also deposited in the County
Treasury. These funds are withdrawn to make payments to the bond holders.

The Santa Cruz County Assessor’s Office establishes the rate that each property owner in
the Santa Cruz City Schools District must pay toward the bonds. For the tax year 2005-
2006, the rate is:?

e Series A and B, Elementary .035%
e Series A and B, High School .033%
e Series C, Elementary .007%
e Series C, High School .006%
e TOTAL .081%

At this rate, taxes resulting from Bond Measures E and H on property within the City of
Santa Cruz with an assessed value of $300,000 would be $243 for the 2005-2006 tax
year. Property owners outside the city limits, but within the high school district, would
pay only the high school percentage, or .039%.

Additional Funding

The school renovation projects were not funded solely by the proceeds of bonds E and H
sales. Under the State Construction Program, the district applied in 1999 for SB50 (State
Bond 50) funds for modernization that it began receiving in July 2000. These state funds
were earmarked for renovation of schools that met the age requirement for modernization
(twenty-five years or older). This was a cash-matching program, and E and H funds were
used for the match. The district received over $28 million from the state. Additions

including bond interest, developer fees, deferred maintenance funds, and donations

2 County of Santa Cruz Sample Ballot and Voter Information Pamphlet for Special School District
Election, Tuesday, April 14, 1998.
® Figures supplied by the Santa Cruz County Auditor/Controller Office, June 2, 2006.
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brought the total revenue for bond projects to $128,683,715 as of April 30, 2006. Total
revenue for the bond projects is summarized as follows:*

REVENUE SOURCE REVENUE AMOUNT
Bond Proceeds
Series A (6/98) $21,854,000
Series B (3/00) $46,300,077
BAN Funds (Series C, 10/00) $15,990,000
Series C (10/01) $110,171
Subtotal Bond Proceeds $84,254,248
Other Revenue
Bond Interest $10,411,303
Bond Arbitrage Liability ($419,412)
BAN Interest $976,905
BAN Arbitrage Liability ($210,905)
Deferred Maintenance $974,499
Food Services $175,000
Capital Facilities Fund $2,597,047
State SB-50 Rel. 1 $1,906,616
State SB-50 Rel. 2 $26,514,241
SB-50 Interest $620,037
Grants $345,024
Donations $231,801
Insurance Reimb (Pool Deck) $122,748
Building Fund $19,814
General Fund $164,749
Subtotal Other Revenue $44,429,467
TOTAL REVENUE $128,683,715

Table 1. Revenue, SCCS Bond Projects Budget, July 1, 1998 to
April 30, 2006.

Setting Priorities/Determining Projects

Prior to the bond campaign, a Facility Assessment Team comprised of construction
professionals and district staff evaluated each of the school sites, worked with site and
district staff in developing a needs assessment, prioritized each site’s needs, and
developed a cost estimate for needed and desired school construction projects. This
facilities audit, along with community input, was used by the district to determine the
amount of money that was requested in the bond election. Although approximately $130
million in needed and desired improvements were identified, a community survey
indicated voters would be willing to support bonds totaling $86 million. Projects were

* Santa Cruz City Schools, Bond Projects Budget, Report from July 1, 1998 to April 30, 2006.
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prioritized based on the $86 million figure, and renovations and repairs addressing code
requirements, health and safety concerns, and systems projects such as roofing, electrical,
and plumbing were given priority.

After the election, district staff, together with architects and construction managers,
developed a Master Schedule to accomplish the Facility Assessment projects. The
schedule defined the sequence for planning and construction of the projects at each
school site from June 1999 through December 2003. The schedule was discussed with all
site principals and the Bond Oversight Committee. Within the Master Schedule, each
school site was listed along with an anticipated planning and construction timeline. The
work at each school site was divided into the following tasks: pre-design, design, state
review, bidding, and construction.

In the “Road to Renovation” pamphlet mailed out by SCCS in May 2000 to residents
within the SCCS boundaries, it was stated that the construction schedule called for all
projects to be completed by the end of the 2003-2004 school year. Due to state funding
and additional revenues, in May 2003, with SCCS Board approval, site planning
committees began meeting to identify and prioritize additional modernization projects at
each school site. As of June 2006, there are still three projects to be bid, and eighteen
projects under construction. Projects may extend well beyond the end of 2006.

Project Management

Bond projects were originally overseen by the Director of Bond Projects, a district
administrative position, to provide general oversight and management of the program.
Two architect/construction management teams (DES-WLC Architects/Turner
Construction Management for the elementary schools, and Beverly Prior/Kitchell
Construction Management for the secondary schools) assisted. Projects were put out to
bid for multiple prime contractors, that is, a prime contractor for each trade. Due to the
difficulty in managing multiple and separate contracts, missed work, and instances of
poor work quality, the district discontinued its use of multiple prime contractors.

The bond projects are now managed by district staff and contracted firms. The
organizational components for project management include:

e the Assistant Superintendent, Business Services, providing district administration
oversight;

e general contractors bidding for projects;

e a construction management firm providing overall program management for
bond projects (Strategic Construction Management);

e two architecture firms, one for the elementary and junior high schools (DES
Architects), and one for the high schools (Beverly Prior Architects), providing
design services and project administration;

e Inspectors of Record providing state-mandated site inspection services; and

o district employees (3.2 positions) paid by bond funds: a full-time district
Construction Project Coordinator, a full-time clerical support person; a full-time
accounting person; and support from the district purchasing manager for bidding
and contracting processes.
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Bidding

In California, public school construction is governed by the California Public Contract
Code. Construction contracts must be awarded to the lowest responsible bidder as defined
in these code sections:®

“Responsible bidder,” as used in this part, means a bidder who has demonstrated
the attribute of trustworthiness, as well as quality, fitness, capacity, and
experience to satisfactorily perform the public works contract. (Section 1103)

On the day named in the public notice, the department shall publicly open the
sealed bids and award the contracts to the lowest responsible bidders. (Section
10180)

SCCS District officials stated that the lowest, responsive, responsible bidder is hired by
the district. A responsive bidder is one that has provided all necessary documents and
meets all specified qualifications in a timely manner.

When construction projects are put out to bid, a Request for Proposal (RFP) is published
in the newspaper, and interested contractors are invited to submit bids by a specified date.
On that date, the bids are publicly opened, recorded, and awarded to the lowest,
responsive, responsible bidder.

Division of the State Architect Oversight

The Division of the State Architect (DSA) reviews all public school construction
involving structural, fire/life safety, and ADA compliance projects. Construction plans
and documents drafted by the district’s hired architects and engineers are submitted to the
DSA for plan checking to make sure they conform to the California Code of Regulations,
Title 24. After plans are checked and approved, they are stamped with an identification
stamp, and are ready for the construction phase. When a project is under construction, it
is supervised by DSA field operations. Field engineers go to the site to make sure plans
are being followed and work is up to code. The field engineer receives reports from state-
certified Inspectors of Record (IOR) at least twice a month. The IORs make sure work is
performed according to the DSA-approved documents. Public school construction is not
inspected by city and county building inspectors, but by state-certified inspectors.

Once a project is completed, a Notice of Completion is recorded at the County
Recorder’s office and is publicized. The project closeout process then begins. The DSA
reviews all required project documentation to verify that all work was performed and
inspected in accordance with code requirements. If documentation indicates that
construction met these requirements, the DSA issues a Letter of Certification to the
school district. If documentation is incomplete, the DSA sends the Architect of Record a
letter, with a ninety-day deadline to submit all remaining documents. If these documents
are not submitted, the project is closed without DSA certification. The file can be
reopened when documentation is complete, but a fee of $150 for each project is assessed.

® California Public Contract Code, http://www.aroundthecapitol.com/code/contents.html?sec=pcc.
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Bond Oversight Committee

In Fall 1998, a committee consisting of volunteer community members was formed by
the district to provide oversight for the bond projects. The Bond Oversight Committee
(BOC) is an advisory body only and makes recommendations to the school board. Final
authority for all aspects of the bond measures resides with the SCCS Board of Trustees.
The BOC meets every other month and receives reports on financial and construction
status; reviews standard bid documents and change orders; reviews contracts for design,
construction management, construction contractors, and contract amendments; and has
been involved in the reallocation of dollars between school sites. Specified roles and
responsibilities include attending all committee meetings; becoming familiar with the
laws, regulations, and processes that the school district must satisfy in completing the
projects authorized by the bond; and working with all interested parties to facilitate
communication about the status of the bond projects.®

According to district officials, by the end of Summer 2006, ninety-eight percent (98%) of
the bond funds will have been spent as projects are nearing completion. The BOC’s final
meeting is scheduled for November 2006. A subcommittee has been established to work
with school district staff and Strategic Construction Management to prepare a final report
on the bond projects for the board and community members, detailing how both time and
money were spent under Measures E and H.

Scope

This investigation was undertaken to review financial documentation for the Santa Cruz
City Schools Bond Measures E and H. The investigation included:

e reviewing SCCS Board of Education minutes, Bond Oversight Committee
minutes, site summaries, project completion documents, and financial documents
pertaining to Bond Measures E and H;

e reviewing web sites, newspaper articles;

e conducting interviews with district staff and volunteers; and

e visiting school sites to view bond project results.

As the investigation progressed, the bond details and issues of project management,
bidding, and oversight were also examined.

Sources

Interviewed:
Santa Cruz City Schools District personnel.
Bond Oversight Committee members.
Division of the State Architect personnel.
Santa Cruz County personnel.

® Santa Cruz City Schools, “Bond Oversight Committee Roles and Responsibilities,” revised April 17,
2002.
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Reviewed:

Memoranda/Reports/Minutes/Agendas:

Advantages/Disadvantages of Using Multiple Prime v. Single General Contractor,
agenda packet, Bond Oversight Committee meeting, January 27, 2000.
California Department of General Services, Division of the State Architect, Project
Inspector Qualification Record, DSA-5, revised March 27, 2003.

Communications Matrix for Bond Projects Participants, November 29, 2001.

IOR Bi-Monthly Progress Reports, Santa Cruz High, May 2002.

Memo from Northcross, Hill and Ach, June 8, 2006.

Official Statements, Santa Cruz City Elementary School District, General
Obligation Bonds, Election of 1998, Series A, B, and C.

Official Statements, Santa Cruz City High School District, General Obligation
Bonds, Election of 1998, Series A, B, and C.

Official Statement, Santa Cruz City Elementary School District, 2005 General
Obligation Refunding Bonds.

Official Statement, Santa Cruz City High School District, 2005 General Obligation
Refunding Bonds.

Santa Cruz City Schools, Agreement for Consultant Services, Construction Program
Management Services, Strategic Construction Management, February 1, 2002.

Santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary
Districts Minutes, May 12, 1999 to May 10, 2006. [Please see Appendix for
specific dates.]

Santa Cruz City School Bond Oversight Committee Meeting Minutes, May 16,
1998 to May 18, 2006. [Please see Appendix for specific dates.]

Santa Cruz City Schools “Bond Oversight Committee Roles and Responsibilities,”
revised April 17, 2002.

Santa Cruz City Schools Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout, May 10, 2006.

Santa Cruz City Schools, Bond Projects Budget, Report from July 1, 1998 to April
30, 2006.

Santa Cruz City Schools District Bond Projects Status Reports, November 17, 1999
to January 25, 2006. [Please see Appendix for specific dates.]

Santa Cruz City Schools, Request for Proposals, Management Services for
Construction Projects, undated.

Soquel High School Bond Il Modernization Project I11A, Bid #2004-21, Opened
June 3, 2004.

Soquel High School Bond 2 Phase Il Rebid, Bid #2006-09, Opened December 22,
2005.

Newspaper Articles/Pamphlets:
Contra Costa Times, “Schools’ refinancing questioned,” April 30, 2006.
County of Santa Cruz Sample Ballot and Voter Information Pamphlet for Special
School District Election, Tuesday, April 14, 1998.
“Road to Renovation: Keeping You Informed,” Santa Cruz City Schools, undated.
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Santa Cruz Sentinel:
“Bond-funded school repairs set to start in Santa Cruz,” May 13, 1999.
“Bonds making a difference,” March 22, 2001.
“Branciforte remodeling project disappoints staff,” October 14, 2001.
“Error could cost schools thousands,” April 8, 2005.
“Firm will oversee school construction projects,” February 15, 2002.
“Moving costs stir school-bond debate,” May 29, 2003.
“Santa Cruz City Schools finds surplus in general fund,” April 20, 2006.
“Students say last goodbye to Natural Bridges, Branciforte schools,” June 12,
2004.

Web sites:

Building Standards Commission, http://www.bsc.ca.gov.

California Code of Regulations,
http://www.bsc.ca.gov/title_24/documents/part1/2001_partl.pdf.

California Education Code, http://caselaw.Ip.findlaw.com/cacodes/edc/15200-
15205.html.

California State Constitution, http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/const.html.

California Public Contract Code,
http://www.aroundthecapitol.com/code/contents.html?sec=pcc.

“Choosing the Best Delivery Method for Your Facility Projects,”
http://www.mbpce.com/news_pubs_delivery.html.

Division of the State Architect, http://www.dsa.dgs.ca.gov.

Division of the State Architect On-Line Project Tracking System,
http://www.applications.dgs.ca.gov/dsa/etrackerweb/DistrictProject.asp?client
id=44-h2 and
http://www.applications.dgs.ca.gov/dsa/etrackerweb/DistrictProject.asp?client
id=44-42.

General Obligation Bonds, http://www.calschools.com/static/GOBond.htm.

Santa Cruz City Schools, http://www.sccs.santacruz.k12.ca.us.

Santa Cruz City Schools, Bond Projects,
http://www.sccs.santacruz.k12.ca.us/bizservices/BondProject/bondproject.htm
(this web site is no longer accessible).

Santa Cruz County Office of Education,
http://www.santacruz.k12.ca.us/board/index.html.

Santa Cruz Sentinel, http://www.santacruzsentinel.com.

State Education Oversight Commissions,
http://www.ecs.org/clearinghouse/57/86/5786.htm.

Strategic Construction Management, http://strategic-
cm.com/main/santacruzcityschools.htm.

TBW&B, Public Finance Strategies, LLC, http://www.tbwb.com/clients.htm.

2001 California Building Standards Administrative Code, California Code of
Regulations, Title 24, Part 1,
http://www.bsc.ca.gov/title 24/documents/Part1/2001 partl.pdf.
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Visited:

Ten Santa Cruz City School sites.
Findings

Bonds E and H
1. The E and H bonds were originally each sold in three series: A, B, and C:’

Bond Sold Date Bond Amount | Bond Term Ends
Series A, Elementary July 1, 1998 $7,000,000.00 | August 1, 2027
Series B, Elementary March 1, 2000 | $15,500,000.00 | August 1, 2029
Series C, Elementary October 2001 $5,598,115.65 | February 1, 2026
TOTAL ELEM. $28,098,115.65
Series A, High School July 1, 1998 $15,000,000.00 | August 1, 2027
Series B, High School March 1, 2000 | $31,000,000.00 | August 1, 2029
Series C, High School October 2001 | $11,997,433.50 | February 1, 2026
TOTAL HIGH SCH. $57,997,433.50

In April 2005, Series A and B Elementary and High School bonds were refinanced:

Refinance, Series A
and B, Elementary April 2005 $22,785,000 | August 1, 2029
Refinance, Series A
and B, High School April 2005 $45,500,000 | August 1, 2029

Table 2. Santa Cruz City Schools Bond Sales, Measures E and H.

2. Total Elementary bond sales, Series A, B, and C exceeded the $28 million dollar cap

established in Bond Measure E.

3. When asked about exceeding the $28 million cap on the Elementary bonds, district
administrative staff referred the Grand Jury’s questions to the district’s bond
financial advisor, Northcross, Hill and Ach. The Grand Jury was told,

“Unintentionally, $98,115.65 was issued in bonds over the 28 million dollar amount

approved by the voters. The district has made provision to repay the $98,115.65 and
all interest that has accrued.” The amount of the interest earned is unknown to the
Grand Jury.

" Official Statements, Santa Cruz City Elementary School District, General Obligation Bonds, Election of
1998, Series A, B, and C; Official Statements, Santa Cruz City High School District, General Obligation
Bonds, Election of 1998, Series A, B, C; Official Statement, Santa Cruz City Elementary School District,

2005 General Obligation Refunding Bonds; Official Statement, Santa Cruz City High School District, 2005

General Obligation Refunding Bonds.
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The last of the original Elementary bonds was sold in 2001, but repayment of the
$98,115.65 overage has not yet been made as of June 10, 2006.

When Elementary and High School Bonds, Series A and B were refinanced in April
2005, the total amount of the refunding bonds was $4,280,000 higher than the
remaining principal of the original Series A and B bonds. The Elementary Series A
and B Bonds were refinanced for $22,785,000 (the outstanding principal was
$21,030,000); the High School Series A and B Bonds were refinanced for
$45,500,000 (the outstanding principal was $42,975,000).2

SCCS District’s bond financial advisor stated that “the amount of the refunding
bonds is determined by the amount needed to establish an escrow to pay off the old
bonds, which includes interest and principal due . . . and pay the costs of issuance.”

Elementary bonds, Series C and Elementary 2005 Refunding Bonds total
$28,383,115.65, again exceeding the $28 million cap established by the bond
measure.

The April 2005 refinancing of the Elementary and High School Bonds, Series A and
B is not detailed on the SCCS Bond Projects Budget, Report from July 1, 1998 to
April 30, 2006.

According to the Official Statements for the bond sales, property owners residing in
the Santa Cruz City Schools District will be repaying bonds E and H until 2029.

The Voter Information Pamphlet for Bond Measures E and H contained an
“impartial analysis by County Counsel” stating that “under current California law,
the term of the bonds cannot exceed twenty-five years.” This term is also stated in
the California Education Code, Section 15144: “The number of years the whole or
any part of the bonds are to run shall not exceed 25 years, from the date of the bonds
or the date of any series thereof.”*

On April 13, 2005, the SCCS Board of Education passed resolutions authorizing the
refinancing (refunding) of the general obligation Bond Measures E and H, Series A
and B to take advantage of decreased interest rates.

SCCS District’s bond financial advisor stated that the refunding of the bonds will
result in lower debt service payments, with the majority of savings in 2006-2010, and
that the refinancing will lower taxes.

For tax year 2004-2005, property owners residing in the Santa Cruz City Schools
District within the City of Santa Cruz were paying property taxes at a rate of .068%
toward bonds E and H. In tax year 2005-2006, the rate increased to .081%.

8 Official Statement, Santa Cruz City Elementary School District, 2005 General Obligation Refunding
Bonds; Official Statement, Santa Cruz City High School District, 2005 General Obligation Refunding
Bonds.

® County of Santa Cruz Sample Ballot and Voter Information Pamphlet for Special School District

Election, Tuesday, April 14, 1998.

19 California Education Code, Section 15144, http://caselaw.Ip.findlaw.com/cacodes/edc.html.
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14. Interest earned on bond sale proceeds has been used for the bond projects and has not
been used to repay the bond."*

15. As property tax is collected to repay bonds E and H, the money is deposited in the
pooled investment fund of the county until the district draws it out. These deposits
earn interest.

Budget Expense Summary

16. Following is a summary of the SCCS Bond Projects Budget expenses from July 1,
1998 to April 30, 2006:*

ITEM EXPENSE | PERCENTAGE
OF EXPENSES
Construction Contracts $82,431,328 74%
Architects/Engineers $11,212,596 10%
Construction Management $6,928,864 6%
Miscellaneous Construction Costs $4,178,084 4%
Reserves $3,901,483 4%
Staff Salaries and Other Support $2,225,522 2%
TOTAL EXPENSES $110,877,877 100%

Table 3. Summary of SCCS Bond Projects Budget Expenses, July 1, 1998 to
April 30, 2006.

Project Management

17. InJanuary 2001, the Bond Projects staff requested authority from the school board
and the BOC to use their discretion before bidding projects in the future, and to
decide whether to bid projects with one general contractor or use multiple-prime
contractors.

18. Results of the first four major bond projects undertaken at one high school, one
junior high school and two elementary were described as follows: “All four projects
were completed late, two of the four projects are over budget, the quality of some of
the work was sub-standard on two projects, and sub-standard work was allowed to
stand when first done, assuming it would be rectified as part of the punch list at the
end of the projects, but after many spaces had been reoccupied. Some work that was
planned to be included in some projects was left out of the initial plans and specs and
had to be added with change orders, adding time and cost to the project.”*®

19. At the October 24, 2001, SCCS Board of Education meeting, district administrative
staff dissatisfaction with the ability of the construction managers to monitor and

1 Santa Cruz City Schools, Bond Projects Budget, Report from July 11, 1998 to April 30, 2006.
12 Santa Cruz City Schools, Bond Projects Budget, Report from July 11, 1998 to April 30, 2006.
13 Santa Cruz City Schools, Request for Proposals, Management Services for Construction Projects, 2001.

Page 1-12 The Dollars and Sense Don’t Add Up:
Bond Measures E and H,
Santa Cruz City Schools



20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

control the work on multiple prime projects was reported. District staff
recommended:

e Dbidding future construction projects using general contractors

e terminating the two elementary and secondary Construction Managers’
contracts

e increasing Inspector of Record time on projects to better monitor quality of
work

e increasing architect involvement in construction administration
e reorganizing district support and oversight of projects
e pre-qualifying bidders for future projects

District administrative staff stated that using general contractors had the advantages
of less contract administration, total coverage of work, and direct lines of
accountability. Disadvantages were that the general contractor might not select the
lowest subcontractor bid and could charge up to a fifteen percent markup on
subcontractor change orders.* District administrative staff stated that using general
contractors could cost more, but there would be clear lines of responsibility and
“headaches would be reduced.”

On November 15, 2001, district administrative staff reported to the BOC that the
SCCS Board had approved a plan to hire a consultant to provide general oversight
and management of the construction program. The board’s preference was to hire
professionals in the construction management field to manage future projects, instead
of having district employees in the project management role. The board stated that it
did not have confidence that district employees could provide management, in light
of the problems that had been reported by school staff at Branciforte Junior High on
that school’s projects.’

Seven firms responded to the district’s Request for Proposal (RFP) for a construction
program manager. Three finalists were interviewed, and Strategic Construction
Management was chosen by the SCCS Board as the Construction Program Manager
to be effective February 1, 2002. District administrative staff and volunteers stated
the board liked the fact that Strategic Construction Management was local and had
ties to the community.

The district has not been able to produce the fixed-price bids and requested
supporting documentation for this selection process. This documentation is public
record.

The Grand Jury could find no documentation that the bids for the Construction
Program Manager were opened publicly as required by the Public Contract Code.*

14 «Advantages/Disadvantages of Using Multiple Prime v. Single General Contractor, agenda packet, Bond
Oversight Committee meeting, January 27, 2000.

15 Santa Cruz City School Bond Oversight Committee Meeting Minutes, November 15, 2001.

16 California Public Contract Code, Section 10180,
http://www.aroundthecapitol.com/code/contents.html?sec=pcc
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25.

26.

27.

“Previously, the district used its staff to oversee multiple contractors at individual
schools. Officials expect the new system, which includes hiring a general contractor
for each project, will simplify the process and attract more bids, particularly from
area contractors. The district will pay Strategic $1.2 million. District officials expect
to finish all projects by December 2004.”*

Construction Management budgets were reduced by $2,128,663 due to termination
of the two previous Construction Management contracts. Architect Fee budgets were
then increased $1,288,160 for increased services for construction administration due
to reorganization of management for the projects. These adjustments, when
combined with the new Strategic Construction Management contract for $1.2
million, produced an immediate overall increase for the bond projects of over
$360,000.

Since February 1, 2002, there have been numerous contract extensions and additional
payments approved for Strategic Construction Management, summarized as follows:

Contract
Extension®

Contract
Extension®:

Contract
Renewal®

Moving
Services®

Moving
Contract®

Original
Contract*®

TOTAL

Term

3/1/04 -
8/31/05

10/1/05 -
6/30/06

5/05 -
9/05

7/1/06 —
12/31/06

2/2/02 -
2/28/04

8/23/02 -
2/28/04

Amount

$1,205,104 | $99,825 | $958,058 | $374,325 $27,254 $224,500

$2,889,066

Table 4. Approved Contracts for Strategic Construction Management Paid

28.

by Bond Funds.

In addition to bond funds, payments totaling $68,273 to Strategic Construction
Management have been approved by the SCCS Board: $48,221 from the General
Fund to “plan and coordinate moving of furniture, equipment and supplies (March
24, 2004); and $20,052 from the Capital Facilities Fund to “plan and coordinate the
relocation of 21 portable classrooms™ (April 21, 2004).

17 Santa Cruz Sentinel, “Firm will oversee school construction projects,” February 15, 2002.

'8 Santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary Districts Minutes,
February 27, 2002.

19 Santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary Districts Minutes,
August 14, 2002.

%0 santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary Districts Minutes,
December 10, 2003.

2! Santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary Districts Minutes, June

8, 2005

%2 Santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary Districts Minutes, June
8, 2005.

% Santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary Districts Minutes, April
26, 2006.
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In the RFP for Management Services for Construction Projects that was part of the
Strategic Construction Management Agreement with the district, one requirement is
to “plan and coordinate the moving of staff, furniture, material and equipment related
to the construction projects.” Strategic Construction Management submitted a fixed
fee proposal to secure this contract.

In March 2002, the board approved a district Construction Projects Coordinator
position to serve as a liaison between Strategic Construction Management and the
district sites. The position is funded through the elementary and secondary bonds.
The head of the district Maintenance Department was appointed to the position.

Bidding

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

The SCCS Board of Education approved a resolution to no longer require a public
re-bidding of work once change orders exceeded the cost of the original bid by over
ten percent (10%), as had been previously required. It was stated that the re-bid
process can cause a six- to eight-week delay, and since the district had a general
contractor in charge of bond-funded projects, the chances of exceeding a ten percent
overrun were considerably less.

The SCCS Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout, May 10, 2006, revealed that out
of sixty-nine projects, thirty-seven (or 54%) exceeded a ten percent cost overrun due
to change orders.

In October 2005, the SCCS Board voted to become subject to the Uniform Public
Construction Cost Accounting Procedures and to provide for informal bidding
procedures under the Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act Procedures.
This allowed projects from $35,000 to $125,000 to be bid using a pre-approved list
of satisfactory contractors, while projects over $125,000 were subject to formal
bidding procedures. The rationale was that this would allow more flexibility in the
execution of work; speed up bidding procedures; improve timeliness of project
completion; reduce paperwork and expenses related to advertising; and simplify
administration.

The SCCS District was advised by legal counsel to set a consistent policy for the
acceptance of bids. Subsequently, it was decided to award contracts based on the
lowest total bid on each project. Projects often contain several alternates, which may
or may not be actually included in the final project. The contract, however, is still
awarded on the total bid.

When projects contain alternates, contractors can bid low or even zero (0) on some
alternates, thereby lowering their overall total bid.

In March 2006, the district awarded a bond project contract to a bidder whose past
projects for the district included a project that had change orders totaling 34.1% of
the original contact amount, a Stop Notice, and had gone to court. That same bidder
had previously completed district bond projects with change orders of 32.3%, 36.9%,
and 118.8% of the original contract amounts.

The Dollars and Sense Don’t Add Up: Page 1-15
Bond Measures E and H,
Santa Cruz City Schools



2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

37. Contracts were not always awarded to the lowest bidder as evidenced by Bid # 2006-
09. The contract was awarded for $1,204,700 when the lowest bid was actually
$1,151,399.

Change Orders

38. The SCCS Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout, May 10, 2006, document does
not include all bond projects, notably those undertaken in 1998-1999. Approximately
$4 million worth of projects are not detailed, nor are their change orders.

39. The SCCS, Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout, May 10, 2006, showed twenty
projects with change orders exceeding twenty percent (20%) of the original project
contract. These percentages range from 21.7% to 118.8%, resulting in additional
costs of $5,479,544 above the original contract amount of $17,779,162 for those
twenty projects. This reflected a 30.8% increase over the original contract amounts.

40. Sixty-nine completed or nearly-completed projects detailed on the SCCS, Bond
Project, Status of Project Closeout, May 10, 2006, had change orders totaling
$9,621,580, or fourteen and one-half percent (14.5%) of their original contract total
of $66,457,279.

41. District officials stated that general contractors typically make a fifteen-percent
markup on change orders.

Division of the State Architect Oversight

42. According to the Santa Cruz City Schools, Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout,
dated May 10, 2006, sixty-four projects have had Notices of Completion filed. Of
those sixty-four projects, only one is listed in the “DSA Closeout Complete” column,
and only two are listed in the “Closeout Sent to DSA” column. The Architect of
Record is responsible for submitting the required closeout documents for final
certification.**

43. The Grand Jury found at least one instance of a project being started without prior
DSA notification by the IOR (DSA Project Code 01-106000). This appears to be a
violation of the Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 1, Section 4-331.

44. Inspector of Record assignment date records obtained from the SCCS District and
the DSA do not match.

45. “The school board must provide for and require competent, adequate and continuous
inspection by an inspector . . .” and; “The project inspector . . . must be approved by
the DSA for each individual project.”?

242001 California Building Standards Administrative Code, California Code of Regulations, Title 24,
Part 1, Sections 4-339 and 4-341, http://www.bsc.ca.gov/title_24/documents/Part1/2001_partl.pdf.
%2001 California Building Standards Administrative Code, California Code of Regulations, Title 124,
Part 1, Section 4-333(b).
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46. In reviewing the IOR field reports for Santa Cruz High Modernization, project
number 01-103363, there is a gap of eighteen days with no IOR reports or notations.
One inspector had been terminated on May 2, 2002, and the next IOR report was
dated May 20, 2002.

47. DSA Field Notes from the supervising field engineer from July 10, 2002, stated the
first item requiring resolution on project 01-103363 was that the IOR had been
replaced by two subsequent IORs, the last of which had not submitted DSA Form-5.
The DSA Form-5, which must be signed by the district, architect, and engineer, must
be filed ten days prior to an IOR beginning a project.?

School Closures/Leasing

48. In January 2001, the BOC questioned the prudence of using bond funds to modernize
schools that might be closed in the future due to declining enroliment.

49. In June 2004, Natural Bridges and Branciforte Elementary schools closed.
Branciforte became a campus for small district alternative schools. Natural Bridges
is leased by Pacific Collegiate, a charter school that is funded by the state. This site
is not being used as part of Santa Cruz City Schools. Proposition 39 obligates the
district to provide a certain amount of space rent free since sixty percent of the
students come from within SCCS boundaries. Pacific Collegiate leases space for the
forty percent of the students from outside the district. The district also leases space to
another school, Carden El Encanto, at the former Loma Prieta High School site.
Lease funds go into the general fund. Following is a summary of the current and
projected lease income for these two sites:*’

LEASE REVENUES
04-05 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09
Natural Bridges $68,000 |  $83,232 $84,897 $86,595 |  $88,326
Loma Prieta $140,000 | $165,000 | $200,000 | $228,400 | $275,500
$208,000 | $248,232 | $284,897 | $314,995 | $363,826

Table 5. Santa Cruz City Schools Lease Revenues, 2004-2009.

50. In August 2004, a citizen who attended two BOC meetings expressed concern about
bond funds that had been used on schools that were later closed. The citizen felt that
the lease money from those schools should be used to reduce the bond debt.

51. District administrative staff reported to the BOC committee that legal counsel said it
was not illegal to lease out the renovated schools and not use the revenues to defray

% California Department of General Services, Division of the State Architect, Project Inspector
Qualification Record, DSA-5, revised, March 27, 2003.
2" Agenda Packet, Santa Cruz City Schools, Bond Oversight Committee Meeting, November 18, 2004.
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the debt. The BOC approved a motion to not recommend using lease revenues to
retire bond debt.

District Office Relocation/Renovation

52.

53.

54,

55.

56.

Even after Natural Bridges and Branciforte elementary schools had been closed, and
the four alternative schools on three sites were moved to the former Branciforte
Elementary campus, the district still needed to reduce overhead and save operating
expenses due to declining enrollment. The district offices on Mission Street were
sold, and ten classrooms at Soquel High School were chosen to serve as
administrative offices (Soquel High School’s enrollment dropped from 1693 students
in 1998 to 1234 students in 2005-06). The Adult Education Office, the Purchasing
Department, and District Warehouse were moved to Palm Street. The Workability
Program and Food Services Office were moved to DeLaveaga Elementary School.

Classrooms identified to house the district offices at Soquel High had already been
remodeled using bond funds. At least an additional $460,537 in bond money was
spent for the district office remodel.

At its April 9, 2003 meeting, the SCCS Board approved the use of up to $1 million in
bond funds for district office relocation and improvements. In its advisory capacity,
the BOC did not recommend this action.

To date, at least $1,285,486 of bond project money has been spent on district office
and adult education relocation. This total includes $274,424 for change orders, or
twenty-seven (27%) of the original contract amount of $1,011,062.

A BOC member called the use of bond money for offices “not ethical,” and stated
that the district could use anticipated redevelopment revenue to pay for the
classroom conversions and other relocation projects. “There was a promise (the bond
money) would never be used for administrative costs. It was to improve the student
environment, not the district office environment.”?

Oversight/Public Communication

57,

58.

59.

The BOC has been meeting bi-monthly since 1998. These meetings are open to the
public. Minutes and any reports released are public information. Meetings are held at
Soquel High School, Room 312. Oversight committee members stated that meeting
notices are posted at school sites and the district office.

In 1998, a bond web page was developed with links to each school site providing
regular updates on bond-related issues.

In June 1999, the communications sub-committee of the BOC worked on placing
bond-related information on the SCCS web page. Signs relating to bond projects
were designed for placement at the school sites.

%8 Santa Cruz Sentinel, “Moving costs stir school-bond debate,” May 29, 2003.
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On August 26, 1999, the BOC stated that the Board of Education, Bond Oversight
Committee, and district administration should work jointly to create a public
relations program and method of presentation for each school site, the press, and the
public in general.

District staff and BOC members were interviewed for “Community Express,” a
Community Television of Santa Cruz show. The show aired four times in Fall 1999
and outlined the school bond issues and future project plans.

A brochure “The Road to Renovation” detailed the status of Measure E and H
projects and was distributed to parents from the school sites and mailed to
households within the district in May 2000. This brochure indicated there would be
ongoing communication to keep the public aware of progress and improvements.

In July 2000, a Board of Education member noted that the district’s web site was in
need of updating.

The Grand Jury observed that as late as October 17, 2005, there was a “Bond
Projects” section on the Santa Cruz City Schools web site. Information was out of
date; the last update had been posted in 2001. By February of 2006, that section of
the web site was no longer accessible, and posts “Forbidden: You don’t have
permission to access ... (this site) on this server.”

When asked about the inaccessibility of the web site, district staff responded that the
webmaster worked one half-day per week and that there were no resources in the
district to put more effort into the web site.

Strategic Construction Management publishes SCCS site construction newsletters on
its web site. Newsletters for completed bond projects include construction budget
summaries, schedules, and architect, inspector, and contractor information. Web site
summaries of current projects have none of this information.?

The construction budget summaries for “Completed Projects” on the Strategic
Construction Management web site do not match the figures printed on the Santa
Cruz City Schools Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout, May10, 2006. The
Strategic Construction Management web site is the only one displaying information
on the SCCS bond construction projects.

According to district administrative staff, by the end of summer 2006, ninety-eight
percent (98%) of bond funds will be spent. The BOC’s final meeting is scheduled for
November 2006. If there is any money left over, district staff will oversee
expenditures. Construction projects could extend into Spring 2007.

Strategic Construction Management will be paid $34,500 to produce a Bond Projects
Report. This fee is included in their July 1, 2006 to December 31, 2006 contract
extension.

% Strategic Construction Management, http://strategic-cm.com/main/santacruzcityschools.htm.
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70. Atits May 18, 2006 meeting, the BOC reviewed options for its final committee
report which may be in the form of newspaper ads or inserts, postcards, a newsletter,
a twenty-four page report, or a video.

Conclusions

Bonds E and H

1. Measure E, Series A, B, and C bond sales exceeded the voter-approved amount of
$28 million by $98,115.65. The $28 million cap was exceeded a second time when
the Measure E, Series A and B bonds were refinanced, this time by $383,115.65.

2. A savings of over $3 million in interest is projected due to the refinancing of the
Elementary and High School Bonds, Series A and B that were sold for $4,280,000
million more than the principal remaining. Although interest was decreased, the total
debt was increased. The purpose of the refinancing appears to be to extract more
funds and not to lower property taxes.

3. The 2005 refinancing of the Elementary and High School Bonds is not shown on the
SCCS Bond Projects Budget, Report from July 1, 1998 to April 30, 2006. Voters are
entitled to full disclosure regarding all bond details.

4. Contrary to the language of the Voter Information Pamphlet, the bond terms of both
the Elementary and High School bonds are greater than twenty-five years.

5. Property owners in the Santa Cruz City Schools District are paying a higher
percentage of their property taxes to repay bonds E and H in the 2005-2006 tax year
than they paid in the 2004-2005 tax year. To date, the decreased bond interest rates
have not reduced property taxes.

6. Over the next twenty-three years, property tax deposits will earn interest that could be
used to reduce bond debt.

7. The SCCS District has exceeded its fiscal authority granted in Measures E and H by
selling bonds for more than the voter-approved limit. By so doing, it could make it
more difficult for voters to approve future bond projects.

Project Management

8. As of April 30, 2006, expenses for architects/engineers, and construction
management total sixteen percent (16%) of the total bond project expenditures, or
over $18 million.

9. The district did not have personnel on staff with adequate construction knowledge to
manage large construction projects.

10. The district could not find an efficient and cost-effective method of construction
program management. There were many layers of construction supervision and
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coordination paid for with bond dollars: general contractors, architects, Strategic
Construction Management, and the district’s Construction Program Coordinator.

11. Originally, the Strategic Construction Management contract was for $1.2 million and
all projects were to be completed by December 2004. By the end of 2006, payments
to Strategic Construction Management will reach nearly $3 million, and projects are
still continuing.

12. Additional payments were made to Strategic Construction Management for moving
services that were part of their original contract with SCCS for which a fixed-price
bid had been submitted.

13. Total bond project construction management fees from 1998 to present appear
excessive, and will top $7 million before the end of 2006.

14. The bidding process for the Construction Program Manager was not conducted
according to Public Contract Code Procedures. Bid documentation is not available
from the district to determine whether the lowest bidder was accepted; and
documentation that the bids were opened in public as mandated by the Public
Contract Code has not been made available by the district.

Bidding
15. When the board voted to no longer require re-bidding projects that surpassed the ten
percent change order threshold, it removed the cap on change orders.

16. A contractor should not have been considered “responsible” if that contractor’s
previous jobs had excessive change orders and if court action was necessary.

17. When projects were bid with alternates, this allowed contractors to manipulate the
system by giving a low bid or zero on alternates, thereby allowing a contractor to
submit the lowest bid. The bid would not necessarily be awarded to a responsible
bidder.

Change Orders

18. The SCCS Bond Project, Status of Project Closeout, May 10, 2006 is incomplete;
therefore, a true assessment of costs and overruns cannot easily be made.

19. The amount of change orders appears excessive. This could be due, in part, to the
removal of the ten percent (10%) cap requiring project re-bidding.

20. There was no financial incentive for contractors and architects to keep change orders
to a minimum.

Division of the State Architect Oversight

21. The Architects of Record have not fulfilled their responsibilities to secure project
closeout and certification by the DSA.
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22. District administrative staff has not seen the projects through to closeout by insisting
that the Architects of Record submit all closeout documentation.

23. The district, architect, and engineer failed to file DSA Form-5 before IORs started
project 01-103363 as required by the California Code of Regulations.

24. 10R documentation for project 01-103363 is incomplete and shows a gap of eighteen
days with no IOR site notations or reports. It is a violation of the California Code of
Regulations for a project to proceed without an I0OR.

25. Since district and DSA documentation of IOR assignments and dates do not match,
the Grand Jury was unable to determine whether projects progressed without an
assigned IOR, or without a DSA-approved IOR.

School Closures/Leasing

26. Although bond funds were used to renovate the Natural Bridges and Loma Prieta
sites, lease revenues have not been used to repay bond debt.

District Office Relocation/Renovation

27. Despite the fact that the Voter Information Pamphlet arguments in favor of the bond
measures clearly stated that bond funds were not to be used for administrative offices,
the SCCS Board used bond funds for this purpose.

28. The SCCS Board ignored BOC recommendations not to use bond funds for district
office renovations and relocation.

29. Lack of planning resulted in wasted money at Soquel High when ten classrooms that
had already undergone renovation and modernization were remodeled for district
offices.

30. The SCCS District spent more than $1.2 million on district office renovations and
relocations. The district inappropriately approved $1 million for this purpose; no bond
money should have been used.

Oversight/Public Communication

31. The BOC is scheduled to disband in November 2006. Projects may continue until at
least Spring 2007, and there will be no BOC oversight. Bonds were passed under the
assumption that an oversight committee would be in place for the duration of the
projects.

32. The district has not maintained the bond project information on its web site. This
could have been a valuable means of providing ongoing, up-to-date public
information on the bond projects.

33. Over the last eight years, there has been no ongoing form of public communication
with district residents regarding the bond projects. Efforts made, such as starting a

Page 1 - 22 The Dollars and Sense Don’t Add Up:
Bond Measures E and H,
Santa Cruz City Schools



2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

web page, being interviewed for Santa Cruz Community Television, and producing a
brochure, all took place between 1998-2000.

34. As of this late date, the BOC has not yet determined the format and scope of its final

report. The Grand Jury gquestions whether this will give the BOC time to prepare a
comprehensive report.

35. Paying Strategic Construction Management $34,500 to help prepare a final report

detailing the bond projects could result in a loss of objectivity and detail in evaluating
the projects’ successes and failures.

Recommendations

1.

The Grand Jury recommends that the Santa Cruz County Auditor initiate an outside,
independent audit to scrutinize the bond sales and refinancing, and expenditure of
bond funds. If there was surplus cash gained from the refinancing, it should be
accounted for and used to reduce the bond debt.

An outside, independent performance audit should be conducted to analyze, assess,
and report on the Santa Cruz City Schools District’s operational and construction
management policies, procedures, and practices regarding Bond Measures E and H.
Investigation as to whether all California Code of Regulations, Title 24 standards
were followed should be included.

The SCCS District should insist that the architects submit all documents related to
completed bond projects under DSA supervision so the projects can be certified and
closed out. Architect fees should be withheld until DSA certification is complete.

For future major construction projects, the SCCS District should consider hiring an
experienced, qualified construction project manager or team as a limited-term district
employee(s). This would cost less than hiring a construction management firm.

The SCCS District should replace the funds used for District Office relocation and
renovation to reduce bond debt.

The SCCS District should use lease revenues and interest on future property tax
collections to reduce the bond debt.

The SCCS District should provide a complete bond projects budget document that
includes bond refinancing details.

The SCCS District should provide a complete bond projects closeout document
detailing all bond construction projects.

Future construction projects should be awarded to the contractor submitting the
lowest base bid. Alternates should be bid separately.

The Dollars and Sense Don’t Add Up: Page 1 - 23
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10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

For future construction projects, the contractors hired should adhere to the ten-percent
cap on change orders previously in effect.

The SCCS District should provide an objective summary and analysis of bond
projects from beginning to end. This should include project details, budget, and
completion dates; financial accounting; analysis of successes and failures; and
suggestions for improvement for any future bond or construction projects.

The SCCS District should make sure its web site is comprehensive and updated
frequently. The final bond projects report and analysis should be posted on that web
site.

The BOC should continue to operate until all bond projects are completed.

District support staff is to be commended for its helpfulness, promptness, and
courtesy when providing requested documentation.

Responses Required

Entity Findings | Recommendations Respond
Within

Santa Cruz City 2-12, 14, 15,
Schools Board of 19, 20, 23, 24, 90 Days
Trustees 27-29, 31, 32, 1-13 (October 1, 2006)

34-44, 46, 47,

51, 53-56, 64-

70

Santa Cruz County 60 Days
Auditor/Controller 1-15 1 (September 1, 2006)
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Santa Cruz City Schools, Board of Education for the Elementary and Secondary Districts
Minutes:

May 12, 1999. February 28, 2001.
May 26, 1999. March 14, 2001.
June 9, 1999. March 28, 2001.
June 28, 1999. April 25, 2001.
July 14, 1999. May 9, 2001.
August 11, 1999. May 23, 2001.
August 18, 1999. June 6, 2001.
August 25, 1999. June 27, 2001.
September 8, 1999. July 11, 2001.

September 22, 1999.
October 13, 1999.
October 27, 1999.
November 17, 1999.
December 8, 1999.
January 12, 2000.
January 26, 2000.
February 9, 2000.
February 23, 2000.
March 15, 2000.
March 29, 2000.

August 8, 2001.
August 22, 2001.

September 12, 2001.
September 26, 2001.

October 24, 2001.
November 7, 2001.

November 28, 2001.

December 5, 2001.

December 19, 2001.

January 16, 2002.
January 23, 2002.

April 13, 2000. January 30, 2002.
April 26, 2000. February 13, 2002.
May 10, 2000. February 20, 2002.
May 24, 2000. March 13, 2002.
June 7, 2000. March 27, 2002.
June 28, 2000. April 17, 2002.
July 12, 2000. May 8, 2002.
August 3, 2000. May 22, 2002.
August 16, 2000. June 6, 2002.
September 6, 2000. July 9, 2002.

September 20, 2000.
October 11, 2000.
October 25, 2000.
November 8, 2000.
November 29, 2000.
December 13, 2000.
January 17, 2001.
January 31, 2001.
February 6, 2001.
February 14, 2001.

August 14, 2002.
August 28, 2002.

September 11, 2002.
September 25, 2002.

October 2, 2002.
October 9, 2002.
October 23, 2002.
November 6, 2002.

November 13, 2002.
November 20, 2002.
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December 11, 2002.
January 15, 2003.
January 29, 2003.
February 11, 2003.
February 12, 2003.
February 26, 2003.
March 5, 2003.
March 12, 2003.
March 26, 2003.
April 9, 2003.
April 30, 2003.
May 9, 2003.

May 14, 2003.
June 25, 2003.
July 23, 2003.
August 6, 2003.
August 27, 2003.

September 10, 2003.
September 24, 2003.

October 8, 2003.
October 22, 2003.
November 5, 2003.

November 10, 2003.

December 10, 2003.
January 14, 2004,
January 28, 2004,
February 11, 2004.
February 25, 2004.
March 10, 2004.
March 24, 2004.
April 21, 2004.
May 5, 2004.

May 12, 2004.
May 26, 2004.
June 9, 2004.

June 16, 2004.
June 29, 2004.
August 11, 2004.
August 21, 2004.
September 8, 2004.

September 22, 2004.

October 13, 2004.
October 27, 2004.

November 10, 2004.

December 15, 2004.

2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

January 12, 2005.
February 9, 2005.
February 23, 2005.
March 9, 2005.
April 13, 2005.
April 20, 2005.
April 27, 2005.
May 25, 2005.

June 8, 2005.

June 20, 2005.

July 27, 2005.
August 10, 2005.
August 24, 2005.
September 14, 2005.
September 28, 2005.
October 10, 2005.
October 26, 2005.
November 21, 2005.
December 14, 2005.
January 9, 2006.
January 25, 2006.
February 8, 2006.
February 22, 2006.
March 8, 2006.
March 22, 2006.
April 19, 2006.
April 26, 2006.
May 10, 2006.
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Santa Cruz City Schools Bond Oversight Committee Meeting Minutes:

May 16, 1998.

June 25, 1998.

July 20, 1998.
September 30, 1998.
December 10, 1998.
January 21, 1999.
March 4, 19909.
April 22, 1999.

June 24, 1999.
August 26, 1999 (agenda packet).
September 30, 1999.
October 28, 1999.

January 27, 2000 (agenda packet).

March 30, 2000.

May 18, 2000.

May 18, 2000 (revised).
June 22, 2000.

June 22, 2000 (revised).
July 20, 2000.

July 20, 2000 (revised).
September 21, 2000.
October 19, 2000.
November 16, 2000.
January 18, 2001.
March 22, 2001.

May 17, 2001.

July 19, 2001.
September 20, 2001.
October 11, 2001.
October 23, 2001.
November 15, 2001.
November 29, 2001.
December 5, 2001.

January 17, 2002.

March 21, 2002.

May 16, 2002.

July 11, 2002.

September 12, 2002.

September 19, 2002.

October 2, 2002.

November 21, 2002.

January 23, 2003.

March 20, 2003.

May 22, 2003.

June 12, 2003.

July 10, 2003.

September 18, 2003.

November 13, 2003.

November 20, 2003.

January 22, 2004.

March 19, 2004.

May 20, 2004.

August 5, 2004 (agenda packet).
September 16, 2004.

November 4, 2004.

November 18, 2004 (agenda packet).
January 20, 2005.

March 15, 2005.

April 7, 2005.

May 19, 2005.

July 21, 2005.

September 22, 2005.

November 17, 2005 (agenda packet).
January 19, 2006 (agenda packet).
March 16, 2006 (agenda packet).
May 18, 2006 (agenda packet).

Santa Cruz City School District Bond Projects Status Reports:

November 17, 1999.
February 9, 2000.
April 13, 2000.
May 24, 2000.
August 2, 2000.
September 6, 2000.
October 11, 2000.
March 28, 2001.
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April 25, 2001.
August 8, 2001.
October 10, 2001.
October 24, 2001.
November 7, 2001.
November 28, 2001.
March 27, 2002.
May 22, 2002.
August 14, 2002.
September 25, 2002.
December 11, 2002.
February 12, 2003.
March 26, 2003.
May 28, 2003.
August 6, 2003.
September 24, 2003.
December 10, 2003.
February 11, 2004.
March 24, 2004.
June 16, 2004.
September 22, 2004.
January 26, 2005.
April 13, 2005.

May 25, 2005.

July 27, 2005.
September 28, 2005.
January 25, 2006.
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Appendix D - County of Santa Cruz Sample Ballot and Voter _
Information Pamphlet for Special School District
Election, Tuesday, April 14, 1998

S A N T A C R U Z T T .

SPECIAL SCHOOL
DISTRICT ELECTION

TUESDAY, APRIL 14, 1998

F_})U = fﬁ@ﬂu )H\E . Wap

& Voter Information Pamphlet e’ 22lin
geq

:.Z;;.:'_SAVE TIME AT THE PDI.LS

e }'Dur Ehmces in ﬁ"'ﬁ 53~"“P|E Ea!lnt and take |1 tl"?“r '
. polling"place for rEfEren.-;e ik 40,

o -"ﬁ:-ur polllng pla{:e |DEEItIDﬂ ]s. shuwn on the bal:k:’mver *:' ':fﬁb oy

t"-ﬁ .lf possible, vote in the" mnd—mcrrmn or mid- aﬂErnunn
.hl:-urs T‘m; will help shorten lines during the evenmg I_‘gsl;i}} ot W

e Polls are qpen from 7-a. rn to ﬂ p.m. A ¥

QOR VOTE B‘i’ MAIL APPLICATION ON' BACK

_,»‘

IMPORTANT NOTICE / AVISO IMPORTANTE

This Sample Ballot is In English only. A Spanish transiation of ballot measures is avallable
by calling the Elections Department at 454-2060.

Esta Muestra de Balola solamente estd en inglés. Se puede obtener una traduccibn en
espafiol de las medidas de fa balota por llamar al Departamento da Elecclones a 454-2060.

FUR VOTER'S INFORMATION,
& ELECTION MNIGHT RESULTS ON THE INTERNET:

_"[COUNTY OF
T “-\

: if -
f"}@ |
£§;§E

Ly A




ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE E

Many ol Sanla Cruz's schools pra-date ‘World War Il Measures E
and{l BrE ow commurity's chanca 1o make badly neaded repairs ta
fhesae rapidy deteriarsting schoals. Mast impecantly, all maney raised
by 1hasd measutes stays here in aur communiy.

Crearcrawding, leaking rocls and inadaguale heating hirder leaming
In many classreams. Toe many of aur schools dasporately nead safety
radifications 1o prevent injury in eanhguakes or fires. Upgradas ta
sehionl bathresms ard bellers are neaded immediatety, as is the
cantnuad removal of asbestas,

Passage of Mazsuras E ard H will improve the quality of leaming
in clessrooms by u.-:nurrlrm:l-:lal:lngl the class size reduction effor
currantly underway, It will also bring schools uwp to modem safaty
codas, and make dassmoms sultable far computers.

The amaoum! paid by the awarage homedawner undar each maasura would
b unediar 13 cenls par day, & small price 1o pay for rﬂtﬂr:ﬁr-;lzﬂ'-a salety
ol our children end improving the quality of thair education. Passaga ol
thase measures can genarale millions of additienal dellars In state
matching funds, ard all funds must be used for classroom Irgrowemans,
By law, absolutely none of the funds raised by these ballot measures
can be used for administrative salarbes, offlces, or operating
expenses. All of the funds ralsed by these measures will stay in
our lecal community and will ba used to fix our schools,

An owersighl committae of community and business reprasentallvos
will mnsure that mr{ dollar Is spent eflectively ard aﬁgm riniety on
prajects that direelly impact the quality ef learming in 1 raams,
With this responsila invasimenl, we will help quarantes a safe and
excallant aducation for generations of chikran 1o come,

Please join Congressman Far, Senalor McPhersan, Assemilymamber

Keeley, local teachers, busingss leaders and parents In suppoding
Maazwres E and H o April 14th,

& EllanScaty

Santa Cruz City Schedl Taacher
& Stoven R. Balchar

Chiel of Police
& Ann E. McCrow

Parent, Harbor High Site Coungll

& Daniel Mane Aljandraz
Diracior
Santa Cruz Bamios Unidos
& Chares Canlield -
Presidant
Sane Gruz Seaside Co,

REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT N FAYOR OF WEASURE E
JUST SAY HOU

['s ofien been said thal a focl and his money are saon pated; wa
have 1o ask ourselwes i wie ane foals,

When is tha last fime you saw A bond |ssue on the ballel Lo raise
ublic emgloyees' salanes or benaflits and or to bulld cushy facllities

!I:nr adminisirelors? The answer is neverll Tha reasan for s |s that

our elected officials ind money for what they desm imporiant and

float bends and or levy additional fees and assessmants 1o make us

y extra for what they don't, They know that we all have & solt spat

n our hears for chikiran and schools which makes s an oonsy mork

for sohoal bonds. On the ather hand, we probably wouldn't approve

a bond (ssua fo ba used to Increase publie employes salaries or

bonefs o to build cushy Facilities [Ta] Majahal) for administratons,

Dogsn’l it saam ludicrous That the cily schoels would buld themsalvas

8 T:J Majahal and spend over $300,000 to hold & spacial elaclion

for Measura E ard Measure H jusl seven waaks prior 1o the regulardy

schaduled wp coming June primary eleciion,

90 once aguin.,

JUST SAY HON

WOT TO EDUCATIONI

NOT TO KIDSI|

SAY NO TO IRFESPONSIBLE SPENDING!

VOTE NO ON MEASURE E (AKD ALS0 VOTE NO OMMEASURE H)

Commitiee Against Measura E &l Wernon O, Bahr Ji.
I_BJ' Caralyn Buseahar, Chalrman Businassman

iR i

ARGUNENT AGAINST MEASURE E
YOTE MO ON MEASURE E
JUST SAY NOLI
NOT TO EDUCATIONI
HOT TO KIDS!
SAY WO TO IRRESPONSIBLE SPENDINGI|

Dasplie massive infusicns o cagh inta tha edusational system since
propositian 13 (due 1o as;:alalinﬁ peapesty valies ovar the past 20
years) our schools are warga aff han awer. Facililbas ara rundown
and we'te prodicing kids that can't read or writa,

What should be up ks down and what should be down |3 up.
Schoal revenues are up. Education 1s down, Scheol Revenues
are Up, School facilities are run down, Conlractors and developers
school impact fees are up. School Facliities are run down.
Redevelopment Agency revenues are up at the expense of
revenuas that should go to schools.

There will mever be enaugh mﬁarm gohools AS long as we the
taxpayers conlinue bo-be desp pockats, Thara will naver ba enou
maniy for sehooks until we the taxpayers demand fiscal respens]

o our schaals, - #

50, JUST SAY NOU

WOT TO KIDSI!

HOT TO EDUCATIONIL

SAY NO TO IRRESPONSIBLE SPENDING|

¥OTE MO OM MEASURE E AND ALSO ON MEASURE H

Commitias Against Measura E - & Yarmon G, Bohr Jr.
&f-Carolyn Busenhart, Cllalrrpan Businessman

" REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT AGAINST MEASURE E

A qualily education s ena of the mast impartant Gits cur community
can basiow on cur children, Can wa-aford not bo repalr laaky rools
ard substandand conditions b0 owr schools? Aro we willing 1o show
aur childran we cara anowgh aboud thalr fulure o provide tham with
safe, up-to-date, and uncrowdad classrooms? Funds from Measure E
are vite| 1o ensure sale and modarm schoals!

Fact: Test scorks show hat the instruction cur studanis recaive
prepards tham wall for the real workd®. In fact Expansion i
magazine recently vanked Santa Cruz City Schaols Bt @ Gold Medal
th.s?nct Passage of Maasure E will enhance sludents’ education even
further, by providing the decent clessrosms thay need,

Fact: California ranks 41st nationdlly w p-erml axpanditures far
K-12 aducation, The Santa Gz City School District 15 in the battam
thiird of districls In per-student income received ftom the stats,
Fact: Many of our schaols pre-date Warld War I, having survived
warthguakes and decades of weatyar, Now our schools are indesperate
reid of repairs 1o ensure our children's safely is not in jeapardy.
Fact: By law, Maazura E lunds must beused 1or school repairs, nob
adminisirative salarias or operating expanses. 1 would taka 100 years
1o fund the improvements we need frem the developer faas currantly
paid to the distric.

Mosi importantly, every dollar from Measure E will slay In owr
lacal communily to i our aging schools.

Plaase join ua in suppering Maasure E.
s Mary Beih Campbell s Calla Scolt

Santa Cruz Clity Council Meyor, Sarda Gruz Gity Gounclg
Harbar High English Taacher

AdARns

LU TRV




SANTA CRUZ CITY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT

Te rehabiitale elementary sehocts, including replacing in-

ndaguate elactrical, b:p1umtfing and heating systems; comgly-
ing with fre, earthquoke, health, salety and accessibility
standards; rencvading, constructing and medernizing classrooms,
restrooms ard ciher schoct facility improvemanis [nat far admin-
Istrator salades), with expendiiures monitored by a community
oversight commites, shall the Sara Cruz City Elomentary Schoal
Digtrict lssue bonds o an amounl nal be excesd 523 million, al

an interest rate within legal limits, with all proceeds spent fo
benafil local children?

IMPARTIAL ANALYSIS BY COUNTY COLUMNSEL
MEASURE E

i aﬂprmd by ol least two-thirds of thoss woling, this maasure will
gurrn up te EEE.UD{I,MU of bonds to be issued on behall of the

anta Cruz Elemantary School Disirict, Thess bonds would constitufe
a debt of the Distrhct i

The monay raized through sale of the bonds could be usad by the
Gchoal Disiriet to rahabilitate samentary schools, Including replacin
inadequate electrical, plumbing and haating svstems, frigg w
fire, earihquake, health, safety and eccessibiliy standards, and
renovating, consiructing and modermizing classreoms, restrooms and
other school facllity mprovaments.

Under currant Califarnia law, the ferm of the bonds cannot excasd
twenty-five yaars, The interest pald on the bonds canned exceed o
rate et by siate law,

Paymant of mlares! on the bands [and principal, when applicabls
mr;l“ha financed by & lax lavied an real property within the Schoa
District. The Tax Rata Statement lor Measure E which is printed in
this bafiol pamphilet provides infarmation abaut that tax, as required
EH lew. The precise eftect of the bords upon the praperty tax rals

thin the District would only be determined after sale of bronds.

A *yes” vole on Measure E Is a vole 1o approve the bonds described
above. A “no® wole on Measure E s o vole agains! approving
those bonds,

Dated: January 26, 1608

DWIGHT L. HERR, COUNTY COUNSEL
Byl Jane M, Scob
Assistant County Counsel

TAX RATE STATEWMENT
BOND MEASURE E

As shawn in the enclosed sampls ballot, an election will be hetd in
the Sarda Cruz City Elmentary School District of Sarta Gz County
to autharize fhe sale of 526,000,000 in general obbgaton bonds,

In compliance with Elactions Code Section 9400-8404, the following
inforrnation is submited:

1. The best estmate of tha 1ax rele which would be required fo
fund the abave bond Issue duringh’rha firsd fizcal yaar afer the
sale af the first sedes of bonds, based on estimated assessed
valuations available a1 the tima of filing of this stalemand, is $0.007
per §100 assassed valuatian in fiscal year 1098-1959,

2, The best estimate ¢f the iax rate which would be required 1o
{und 1his bond issue during the first fiscal year after iha sale of
the last seres of bonds, based on estimaled assessed valuakions
avallable a1 the time of filing of this stalement, s $0.040 por
$100 essessad valuation In flscal year 2003-2004.

3. The best astimata of the highest lax rale which would be raguired
te fumd thie bond issee, based on estimaled assessed valuations
available ab the tme of filing of this statemand, 13 $0.043 par
$100 assessed valuation In liscal yaar 2004-2005,

Thage !Praa &g based on projections and estimatas onfy and are

nat binding upen the District, The actual fiming of the sale of bonds

and the ameunt sold a1 any given lime will ba tha noeds

of M District, the debt limit at the time of sale, he condition of the
bond market and other lactors, The actual fulwa essessed values

will depand upon the emownt and value of faxabla W within

the DEerlctaadatannlnadhﬁm assasamenl and equalization process,

The actual tax rates and the years in which Iy will apply may vary
from those presenlly estimated, i

s/ Aoy G, Welson, Superintendent
Ganla Cruz City Elementary Scheal Distriet

L
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. VOTER'S PAMPHLET

n to the'_prupused law are the opinions of the authors.

ARGUMENT PN FAVOR OF MEASURE H

Wany of Santa Cruz's schoods pra-data Workd War (1. Measures E
and H are our community's charse 1o make badly naeded mepais to
thesa rapsdly detariorating schools, Mosl impartantly, &)l monay raised
by thasa measures siays hare i oour commieity.

Ovarcrawding, |eaking roafs and inadequate heating hinder leaming
in many classrooms, Tao many af eur scheals desparataly nasd safaty
madifications fo pravenl Injury 0 eanhguakas or fires, Upagrades ta
school bathroams and bollers are neeced immediately, as is the
continuad ramoval af asbestos,

Fassage ol Measuras E ard H will imprave tha quality of leaming
in classrooms by accommadating the class size reduction efort
currantly undersay, |t will also bfm? schoals wp ta madern safaty
codas, and make classraoms suilable for compulers,

The amouri paid by 1he average homeacsner undar each measure waoukd
be wnder 13 cents par day, & small pice to pay for mlacﬁngplha- safaly
of cur children and impeoving the quality of their ecucation, Passage of
these messuraes can arate mions of addittonal daollars in siale
matching furds, and ol funds must ba used bor dassraom imorovaments,

By law, absolutely none of the lunds raksed by hese ballot measures
gan be used for admipistrative salarles, offices, or operaling
expenses. All of the lunds raised by these measures will stay In
our bocal community and will be used to fix our schools.

An oversighl commilles of communily and businasa representatives
will ansure that every dollar is spent elfectively and appropriatety on
prajecis that directly impact the quality of leaming In classrooms,
With this responsia investmand, we will help guarantes a safa and
excallant education for genaratans o childran 1o coma.

Fleass join Congreaaman Farr, Senator MePherson, Assamblymemicar

Keabay, kecal leachers, businass keaders and parents In supparting
Maasures E and H on April 146,

s Don Maxwell af Mark Tracy
President Grealar Santa Cruz Santa Cruz County Sheriff
Fedaration of Teachars! &/ Tema Thomas
Art Teacher Harsar HS. Sogual High Scheal

= Hancy Litvak ParentVolunieer

Santa Cruz High School Librardan
& Goorge Ow, Jr, Business Owner, Land Davaloper

REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE H
JUST SAY NON

'8 afien boen =aid that a fool and his money are soan parted; we
have 1o ask oursolves il wa are fols.

When is tha last fime Tuu saw & bond Essue on the ballat 1o raise
fubht: amployees' salaries or benefiis and or to build cushy acilities
or admingstratorsT The answer is naver!]l Tha reasan for this is thal
cur elected officials find maney far what they deem important and
fioat bands and or levy additional fees and assessmants to make us
y exira for what they doa'l. They know that wa all have a sofl spot
n our hearts for childran and schoals which makas us an easy mark
tor school bonds, On the athar hand, we %rﬂhahly wauldn approve
a bond Issuee to be used 1o increase public employes salafas of
benafits of Yo buikd cushy facilifies (Ta] Majahal) far adminisiratars,
Daasn't It seem |wdicrous that the city scheals would build themsehes
a Ta| Majahal and spend aver $300,000 1o hold a spacial election
for Measure E and Measura H just seven wesks priar ta the regularly
schedulad up coming June pamary elestion .
S0 coce again...,,

JUST SAY HON

HOT TO EDUCATIONI

NOT TO KIDS||

SAY HO TO IRRESPOMNSIELE SPEWDING!
YOTE MO ON MEASURE H

Committaa Against kMeasura H

& Wernan . Bahr Jr,
& Carclyn Busanhad, Chairman

Businessman

ARGUMENT AGAINST MEASURE H
WOTE NO ON MEASURE H
JUST SAY NOM
HOT TO EDUCATION!
HOT TO KIDS!

SAY NG TO IRRESPONSIBLE SPENDINGI

Despits massive Infusions of eash inta the educational system since
propasiion 13 (due o |:nsr;131;3tirggf properiy walues ovar the pasi 20
¥ears| gur schools are warse off then ever, FaclHies are rundawin
and wa'rg producing kids thal can't read or wiite.

What should be up ks down and what should he down Is up.
School revenues are up. Education s down. School Revenues
are Up, School faclities are run down, Cantraclors and developars
schoo! Impacl fees are up. School Facllities are run down.
Redevelopmenl Agency revenues are Up al the expense of
revenues thal should go 19 schools,

Thare will navar be enough meney lor scnools &8 long as wa the
taxpayers eontmue b3 be deep pockets, Thare will never ba ana

menay for schools until wa tha taxpayars demand llscal responsibd
of our schoola,

50, JUST 5AYT NOIL

NOT TO KOS

HOT TO EDUCATHON

SAY NO TO IARESPONSIELE SPENDINGI
YOTE MO ON MEASURE H

Commities Against Maasura H
& Canalyn Bueanhart, Chairman

& Yamon G, Bahr Jr.
Businassman

REBUTTAL TO ARGUMENT AGAIMST MEASURE H

& quatily education 15 one of the most impartant gils our cemmumity
can bostow oo pur childeen, Can we affard nat to repalr leaky rocls
and substandard condifions in cur schaals? Are we willing to show
aur children we care enough aboul thes halure 1o provide them with
aafe, up-lo-date, end uncrowded classrooma? Funda from Measure
H are wital 1o ensure zafe and modern schoots!

Fact: Tast amras'ahnmw 1|'|:aatI lhﬁrntjnslmfl:gfn aur sludants mnam
prepares tham wil lof the “real word®. In Fvﬁmlég n
ragazing fecontly ranked Santa Gruz Ei%&%ﬂ%ﬁ a5 a nft?mﬂal
District,  Passage of Measere H will enhance students’ education
evan furthar, by providing the decent classrooms they need.

Fact: California ranks 415l nationally i per-pupll emenditures far
K-12 education. The Santa Gruz City School Distac s in the botbom
third ol districks in per-student income received [rom the slala,
Fact: Many ol our schools pre-date World War 1, havirg survived
earthguakas and decadas of waathar, Mow our schoals are in desparata
need of repais bo ensura ous Ghidion's safely is nol in jeapardy.
Fact: Btr law, Maasure H funds must be u=med for school repairs, not
administrafiva salaries or cperating expenses, @ would taka 100 years
ta fund the improvemants we e
paid 1o the disiic,

Wasl impartantly, every dollar from Measure H will siay in our
local communily to fix our aging schools.

Please |ain us In supporting Megsure H.

&' Raobert Garea & Judy Parsans
Capitola, Gty Cauncl Business Parsen

from the developer foes curranthy

44-508
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SANTA CRUZ CITY HIWGH SCHOOL DISTRICT

Te rehabifitate junior and senior high schools, including re-

placing inadaguate uln:trhu.lﬂlumtmg. heating systems,
complying with fire, earthquake, healih, salely and accessibllity
standands; ranul.rming, canstructing and modemizing classrooms,
riestrooms and ather scheal 1acility improvements (nat for admin-
istraior salaries), with expendiiures monltored by & community
oversight commities, shall e Samta Grux City High School Dis-
trict issue beads in an amaunt not te excesd §58 millien, at an

intarast rade within legal lmits, with &l procasts spent b banetit
kacal children?

TAX RATE STATEMENT
BOND WEASURE H

As shown in the enclosed sample bafad, an election will be held in
the Santa Cruz Ciy High School Distict of Santa Cruz Coundy 1o
authorize the sabe o $58,000,000 In genaral abligation bonds,

In compliance with Elactions Coda Saction 8400 - 8404, the lollowing
Irfarmaticn s submitied:

1. The best estimale of the tax rate which would be required to
fund tha abeve bond ssue during the frst fiscal year afer the
gale of he firg series of bonds, based on estimabed assessad

IMPARTIAL AMALYSIS BY COUNTY COUNSEL
MEASURE H

Il epprovad by at least two-thinds of thase vating, this maasung will

ormit up to B58,000,000 of bends to be kssued on behalf ol the

anta Cruz Gﬂmgh School District, These bands would constitule
a debd of the Dhstrict,

The money ralsed through sale of the bonds coud be used by the
Schoal District to rehabllitate junker ard senkor high schools, incuding
replacing inadeguete elactrical, plumbing and heating systems,
complying with ?Ifa. earthquake, health, salety and accossibility
slandards, and rencvaling, construcling and modemizing classmoms,
regirooms and ather school facility mprovements.

Undar curmant Calffornia law, the lenm of 1he bonds canned exceed
twanty-fiva years. The Interesd paid on the bonds cannol excesd a
mrlamwmﬂ i the bonds (and peincipal, whan applicabl

i I ol nterest on the bonds (an al, &
wum financed by & tax kvied on real properly within :ﬂ:Suhm
Digtrict, The Tax Rate Statemen for Measure H which s printed in
this ballei pamphlet provides imdormation ebout that tax, as required
by kaw, The pracise effect of the bonds wpon the proparty tax rate
wilhin the Districi wauld only be datermined after sale of the bonds.

A "yas" vate on Measure H is & vole to approve the bonds described
above, A "no” vate on Meesure H s a vote againsl approving
thase bands, ;

Dated: Jamuary 26, 1998

OWIGHT L. HERR, COUNTY COLUNSEL
By Jane M. Scott ;

Assistant County Counsel

valuations availablo o1 the tima of filirg of this stalement, ks $0.007
per $100 assessed valuation in fiscal year 1996-1935.

The best estimate of the fax rata which woukd be required to
furd this bond issue during he fiesd fiscal year afer the sale of
the last sesias of bends, based en estimated assessed valuations
avallable at the time af filing of 1his slatement, is $0.040 per
5100 assessed valuatien in fizcal year 2003-2004,

Tha best estimate of the highast tax rate which would ba required
{o fund this bond issue, basad on estimated assessed valuations
availagla at the time of filing of thés staterment, ts $0.043 per
$100 assassed valuation in | yenr 2004-2005,

Tl'ha:;aprd?ufa: are based on prajections and aslimates anly and are
nat bi upon the District, The actual tening of the sale of the
bands anr?tlm amourlt sokl al ary given Hime will be Euwma-t_l by
the noeds of the District, ihe debd limit at the time of sala, the condition
of the bond market and other facters, The aclual fufure assessed
values will depand upon the amount and value of laxabe proparty
within the District as datermined in tha assessmen and equalization
procass, The aciual fax rates and the years In which they will apply
may vary fram those presently estimated,

s Aoy . Melson, Superintendant
Santa Cruz Cily High School District

44-506
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2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

Watsonville Municipal Airport:
Headed for a Crash?

Synopsis

Watsonville Municipal Airport is a valuable asset to the City of Watsonville and to the
entire County of Santa Cruz. While land-use planning around most airports is
monitored by regional commissions specializing in airport issues, a unique loophole in
California State law permits the Watsonville City Council to serve in this capacity for
the airport. The airport’s existence is now threatened because the city is meeting its
mandated housing goals by planning housing developments in airport safety zones,
which could lead to increased noise complaints and untold liability in the event of an
accident.

The airport is economically valuable to the city, providing steady employment,
business opportunities, a substantial tax base, and drawing business and recreational
visitors. Strategically, the airport is a key asset in low frequency but high impact
disaster relief efforts, as was demonstrated following the Loma Prieta earthquake.
Before any irrevocable decisions are made, the benefits of the airport to the entire
region must be carefully evaluated through the formation of an independent Airport
Land Use Commission. Such a commission will provide an opportunity for community
input and to make impartial land use decisions more frequently to protect this critical
regional resource.

Definitions

ALUC: Airport Land Use Commission

ALUP Handbook: State of California Department of Transportation, Division of
Aeronautics, Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, 2002

AMBAG: Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments; a forum for study of
regional problems of the counties and cities in Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz

APV: Action Pajaro Valley; a consensus-based, nonprofit planning organization based
in Watsonville

Blast pad: a section of asphalt placed at the end of a runway to prevent erosion from
the blast of jet engines or large twin-engine aircraft as they are preparing for takeoff

CalTrans: in this document exclusively refers to State of California Department of
Transportation, Division of Aeronautics

City Council Resolution 00-00: the first two or three digits represent the resolution
number and the second two represent the calendar year, thus -00 is 2000, -99 is 1999.

Watsonville Municipal Airport: Page2-1
Headed for a Crash?
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Crosswind runway: a second airport runway at an angle to the first runway. This
permits aircraft activity when the wind is blowing across the first runway, rather than
parallel to it. At Watsonville Airport, this is Runway 8-26.

Direct economic impact: spending in the local area for goods and services by airport
tenants

FAA: Federal Aviation Administration

Indirect economic impact: the perception that the business community has on the
airport’s impact on local business operations

Induced economic impact: the multiplier effect that results from the re-spending of
the direct impact

LAFCO: Local Agency Formation Commission, governmental entity created by State
law in 1963 to regulate the boundaries of cities and special districts within a county

Low activity runway: a runway with less than 2,000 takeoffs and landings a year. The
ALUP Handbook allows elimination of the outermost Safety Zone 6 (Traffic Pattern
Zone) for a low activity runway.

Measure U: Urban Limit Line and Timing Initiative, City Council of Watsonville,
Resolution, 199-02, presented to the voters in June 2002

OES: Office of Emergency Services

PUC: Public Utilities Commission
Runway 26: southeast end of Runway 8-26
Runway 8: northwest end of Runway 8-26

! Frederick - CalTrans letter to Watsonville, April 21, 2006.

Page 2 - 2 Watsonville Municipal Airport:
Headed for a Crash?
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Figure 1: Runway Designators Each of the two paths of concrete
at Watsonville Airport contains two runways, depending upon the
direction the aircraft is heading when using the runway. The
runway designators (e.g. “8”) refer to the compass direction divided
by 10. Thus, an airplane landing on Runway 8 will approach from
the west (left side of figure) landing near the “8” with a compass
heading of (approximately) 80 degrees. Runway 8-26 refers to the
entire path of concrete, consisting of Runway 8 and Runway 26.

Safety zones: land near the airport where construction of buildings is limited. These
restrictions are mandated by the ALUP Handbook. [See Figure 2.]

Safety Zone 1: Runway Protection Zone

Safety Zone 2: Inner Approach/Departure Zone
Safety Zone 3: Inner Turning Zone

Safety Zone 4: Outer Approach/Departure Zone
Safety Zone 6: Traffic Pattern Zone

Tie-down: parking space for an airplane on the tarmac with facility to allow the
airplane to be literally tied down in place

Urban Limit Line: the boundary for city-provided services

WatsonvilleVISTA 2030: the City of Watsonville’s general plan for housing
development extending to the year 2030. This updated the “Watsonville 2005 General

Plan.”

Watsonville Municipal Airport: Page2 -3
Headed for a Crash?
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lll, showing how Runway 8 Safety Zones overlap Buena Vista Area | and how Zone 4
intrudes into Buena Vista Area Il. (Special thanks to California Department of

Figure 2: Watsonville Municipal Airport Safety Zones and Buena Vista Areas |, Il, and
Transportation, Division of Aeronautics for providing this map.)

Watsonville Municipal Airport:

Page 2 - 4
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Background

The Watsonville Municipal Airport was constructed by the Navy during World War 11
on land purchased by, and incorporated into, the City of Watsonville. In 1947 the
airport was transferred back to the city for $1 provided the land would be used as an
airport in perpetuity. Initial construction consisted of two runways, both built to
military specifications that make them suitable for use by heavy aircraft such as C-130s
and business jets. Two runways are needed to accommodate weather variations. The
primary runway, Runway 2-20, is the longest and can be used ninety-four percent of the
time. The shorter runway, Runway 8-26, can be used ninety-eight percent of the time
and is necessary not only for wind variations, but particularly in summer fog
conditions.

Economic factors that make the airport valuable include revenue from taxes,
businesses, fuel sales, tie-down and hangar rentals, and direct fiscal impact from
itinerant business and pleasure aircraft. Two studies were conducted on the economic
impact of the airport to the City of Watsonville and the region. The first was conducted
by citizens appointed by the City of Watsonville in 1991.% This study found the
Watsonville Airport had an estimated economic impact of more than $19 million
annually to the region. It also presented employment figures of sixty-one jobs at the
airport and 188 induced and indirect jobs, with taxes of $1.4 million, of which $1
million was retained locally. The second study was conducted by AMBAG in 2003 and
estimated that $35 million annually accrued to the region as both direct and induced
income.® The AMBAG study estimated that the indirect economic impact of the airport
on the region could be as high as $600 million a year, with 291 direct jobs, 329 induced
jobs, and 1,030 indirect jobs.

The Watsonville Airport played a vital role in the disaster relief efforts following the
Loma Prieta earthquake. Both four-lane roads into the county were closed due to
earthquake damage, although Highway 17 opened a few days later to limited traffic
while major repairs were carried out. During that time, the airport was the county’s
major conduit for incoming supplies. At present, many state, federal, and local
government entities have aircraft based at the airport for local emergency response.*

Housing development is a priority for the City of Watsonville: 2,283 units were
mandated by AMBAG in its 2002 report on regional housing needs.” State law requires
that adequate sites be identified during the 2002-2007 planning period. These goals
necessitate increasing the Urban Limit Line for the city, which is where conflicting
economic interests come into play. There is strong public support for preserving
agricultural land to the east and west without encroachment by housing. The

Watsonville Airport, Airport Economic Impact Study, p. 3, 1991.

*AMBAG, Airport Economic Impact Study for Monterey, San Benito and Santa Cruz Counties, p. 4,
August 13, 2003.

“Watsonville Airport: Airport Economic Impact Study, June 9, 1991.

*City of Watsonville, Housing Element, chart 4, p. 4-1.

Watsonville Municipal Airport: Page2-5
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compromise negotiated by Action Pajaro Valley includes environmentally sensitive
lands, open space, and relatively undeveloped land around the north side of the airport,
some of which is currently under agricultural use.

The City of Watsonville addressed the land acquisition issue by amending the
“Watsonville 2005General Plan” with Watsonville City Council Resolution 199-02.
This resolution was presented to, and passed by, Watsonville City voters as Measure U
in 2002. The measure outlined several areas for increasing the Urban Limit Line,
including the Buena Vista areas (on the map referred to as phases — see Figure 2)
designated as I, I, and 111, with Area | to be developed first. This area overlaps parts of
the safety zones to the north of Runway 8-26.

Scope

This investigation originated as a survey of California airport runways that had been
closed due to safety issues and noise complaints after housing densities had increased
nearby.

This report examines Watsonville Municipal Airport’s current importance to the entire
county as well as to the City of Watsonville. Federal and state regulations governing
airports were examined, particularly as they pertain to safety requirements around an
airport. City of Watsonville housing plans for areas contiguous to the airport were also
studied.

Sources [see Appendix]

Findings

1. AMBAG has declared that the City of Watsonville must plan for 2,283 new housing
units in the 2000-2007 period.®

2. City Council Resolution 199-02 was the text for Measure U and amended 1994°s
“Watsonville 2005 General Plan” (now replaced by WatsonvilleVISTA 2030) by
extending the city boundaries to include Buena Vista areas I, I1, and I11 as proposed
locations for meeting mandated housing goals.

3. Santa Cruz County’s Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) must
approve any city boundary extensions.

4. Measure U as presented in the pre-election voter information pamphlet reduced the
text of Resolution 199-02 from eighteen (18) pages to a single sentence with a
generic analysis by the City Attorney regarding Urban Limit Lines:

“Shall the City of Watsonville amend the Watsonville 2005 General Plan
thereby imposing certain restrictions on growth, as specified, and restricting

®City of Watsonville Housing Element, chart 4, p. 4-1.

Page 2 -6 Watsonville Municipal Airport:
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later amendments all as provided in the Watsonville Urban Limit Line and
Development Timing Initiative?”

A copy of the full text of Resolution 199-02 was only available upon request.’

A group called the Friends of Buena Vista presented their opposition to Measure U
on the voter’s information pamphlet, but because the area is currently outside the
city limits, none of the residents of the areas to be annexed were able to vote on the
measure.

The Friends of Buena Vista and other entities hired an attorney in 2005 to challenge
the City of Watsonville’s draft environmental impact document regarding
construction in the Buena Vista areas.

Neither City Council Resolution 199-02, nor Measure U, mentioned any possible
impact on the airport nor possible conflicts between housing and the airport, such as
safety and noise pollution.

The Watsonville Air Show is a significant regional event, generating annual
revenue between $500,000 and $3 million.®

Studies show the overall annual economic impact of the airport to the region is a
minimum of $45 million (in 2006 dollars) and could range as high as $600 million
when indirect economic impacts are included.®

Businesses and independent owners from all over the county base their aircraft at
the airport.™

Itinerant aircraft use the airport, bringing business and recreational visitors who add
approximately $9 million a year to the area.™

Watsonville Airport is used in the day-to-day operations of local government
entities including the California Highway Patrol, Civil Air Patrol, Drug
Enforcement Agency, FEMA, the FBI, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Services, and the Department of Fish and Game.

The Watsonville City Council has discussed the possibility of shortening Runway
8-26. This would limit the number of aircraft that could land there, particularly in
restrictive weather conditions. The Watsonville City Council rejected this option.

One of the guiding principles of Watsonville planners is to “encourage development
patterns that protect and are compatible with agricultural lands”*? which also exist
in the Buena Vista areas I, I, and I11. In addition, these areas are part of aircraft
safety zones. In Buena Vista I, this space includes Safety Zone 1, 2, and 3 (Runway
Protection Zone, Inner Approach Zone, and Inner Turning Zone) for Runway 8.

"City of Watsonville Voter Information Pamphlet, Measure U, 2002.

&www.watsonvilleairport.com; Don French, quoted in Register-Pajaronian, p. 6, June 18, 2005.

*AMBAG Airports Economic Impact Study, p 14, 2003.

WAMBAG Monterey Bay Regional Airport System Plan, Table 2-10, 2005.

“AMBAG Airports Economic Impact Study, p. 12, 2003.

2WatsonvilleVISTA2030.

Watsonville Municipal Airport: Page 2 -7
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

Watsonville Airport provided essential logistical support during the Loma Prieta
earthquake disaster relief operation. County emergency planners assume the airport,
if available, will be used again in this capacity during future major disaster relief
operations.

County emergency planners believe that in the event of a massive evacuation, all
highways would be gridlocked with outbound traffic, as happened in Houston
during the 2005 Hurricane Rita evacuation. Should a massive evacuation occur
here, Watsonville Airport will be the only practical means of getting significant
disaster relief assistance into Santa Cruz County.

The airport is not included in the county’s OES planning process. Although it is
acknowledged as an essential facility in the Santa Cruz County Operational Area
Emergency Management Plan, there has been no significant direct contact between
county or city emergency planners and airport personnel regarding the coordination
of emergency efforts.

Runway 8-26 has been used to significantly increase capacity during disaster relief
operations.

Runwa31/38-26 is used in twelve percent (12%) of all takeoffs and landings at the
airport.

Runway 8-26 can be used by all aircraft currently based at the airport. The
importance of the runway to future airport operation is demonstrated by the
improvements planned, such as the blast pads built at each end of the runway to
protect against erosion from heavier aircraft taking off.

Runway 8-26 increases airport availability from ninety-four (94%) to ninety-nine
percent (99%). Crosswind Runway 8-26 is particularly important during adverse
wind and fog conditions** prevalent in the summer. Summer weekends tend to be
the busiest time at the airport.

Runway 8-26 can keep the airport open during maintenance of Runway 2-20 or if
an accident closes 2-20 again.

The proposed densities for Buena Vista I specified in WatsonvilleVISTA 2030 will
result in more households being exposed to the risks of off-airport accidents and
subject to noise pollution.

The Watsonville City Council has eliminated Safety Zone 3 (Inner Turning Zone),
northwest of Runway 8 to justify greater housing density in Buena Vista I.*> This
action has been opposed by Santa Cruz County Second District Supervisor Ellen
Pirie, CalTrans, and others.'®

Bwatsonville Municipal Airport Master Plan, p. 26, 2002.

Y“Watsonville Municipal Airport Master Plan, p. 36, 2002

>City Council Resolution 74-05, p.3 & p. 5
'%pirie letter to Watsonville, May 5, 2006; Frederick - CalTrans letter to Watsonville, April 21, 2006;
agenda packet for Watsonville City Council meeting, May 23, 2006.
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Construction of additional housing northwest of Runway 8-26 will increase the
danger from an off-airport landing. Such an event occurred to aircraft N23039 in
the late 1970’s in the Buena Vista area. At that time, there were no serious
consequences because the aircraft was able to land safely in a plowed field.!’

WatsonvilleVISTA 2030 proposes a school in the Buena Vista Il area within Zone
6 (Traffic Pattern Zone), less than a mile from the northwest end of Runway 8-26.
CalTrans has stated that Watsonville City Council cannot omit school placement
safety investigation requirements within Zone 6.2

Discussion has occurred by attendees at Watsonville City Council meetings
regarding the possibility of shortening Runway 8 to reduce Safety Zones 2 (Inner
Safety Zone) and 4 (Outer Safety Zone).

A shortened runway could raise safety concerns, as was demonstrated when an
aircraft had to abort a takeoff from Runway 8. The extra length of the runway
allowed the aircraft to land safely, just barely within the confines of the airport.'®

Excessive noise is already becoming an issue at the new Pajaro Valley High
School.?

The purpose of an Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) is “to protect public
health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the orderly expansion of airports and the
adoption of land use measures that minimize the public's exposure to excessive
noise and safety hazards within areas around public airports to the extent that these
areas are not already devoted to incompatible uses.”®* Santa Cruz County is
specifically excepted from requiring the formation of an ALUC by Public Utilities
Code, PUC, Section 21670.1 (e), provided that they follow the requirements of
Section 21670.1 (d)(2) that “height, use, noise, safety, and density criteria that are
compatible with airport operations” are adopted as part of the general plans of the
county and city.?

The Watsonville City Council has been acting in the capacity of an ALUC. Because
it is acting as an ALUC, the Watsonville City Council is mandated by PUC Section
21670.1 (e) to incorporate height, use, noise, safety, and density criteria that are
compatible with airport operations, as described in the ALUP Handbook.

Because Watsonville Airport does not have a separate ALUC, CalTrans often has
not received timely notifications of Watsonville City Council actions, especially
those outside the guidelines of the ALUP Handbook. CalTrans has stated that this
has hampered its ability to offer expert opinions, and has precluded it from timely
oversight of planning decisions.

"Maintenance log of aircraft N23093, January 1, 1976.
'8Frederick - CalTrans letter to Watsonville, April 21, 2006.
“Chauvet, power point presentation to APV, February 25, 2005.
“Frederick - CalTrans letter to Watsonville, April 21, 2006.

2 ALUP Handbook, p 1-1, 2002.

*2California Public Utilities Code 21670.1(e).
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33. Without adequate documentation to support the critical change to this designation,
the Watsonville City Council designated Runway 8 as a low activity runway.?

» Waddel Engineering Corporation provided data in 1994 to the airport showing
that Runway 8-26 carried twelve percent (12%) of all airport traffic, with five
percent (5%) on Runway 8 and seven percent (7%) on Runway 26.%
Watsonville’s City Council Airport Committee reported an adjustment of this
pattern [two percent (2%) on Runway 8 and ten percent (10%) on Runway 26]
based solely on the estimates of the airport manager.?

> Extrapolating from a ten-day airport count, total annual aircraft operations
(takeoffs and landings) were estimated at 120,000 in 1991,%° and were later
estimated at 122,500 annually.?” Two percent (2%) of this number (2,450)
exceeds the guidelines for a low activity threshold (less than 2,000 annual
operations) by twenty-two percent (22%). However, the new estimate is less
than 100,000 aircraft operations annually, again based solely on the estimates
of the airport manager without a published study.

34. Inits April 12, 2005 report, the City Council Airport Committee claims “CalTrans
confirmed that the policies in the ALUP Handbook are intended as guidelines and
that variations in design, configuration and land use compatibility was [sic]
available and within the scope of the City Council.” This authority is used to
eliminate Safety Zone 3 (Inner Turning Zone), thereby overriding housing densities
mandated by the ALUP Handbook.

35. CalTrans has stated that formally designating a runway as low activity does not
justify the elimination of Safety Zone 3.%° Enforcing lower population densities in
Safety Zone 3 by limiting housing construction is intended to reduce the
consequences of an off-airport accident. Safety zones are intended to delineate
higher probabilities of an off-aircraft accident based on large numbers of operations
at airports across the country.

36. The recommendation approved by Watsonville’s City Council Airport Committee
was inconsistent with the report prepared by their airport planning consultant,
Walter Gillfillan and Associates. That report’s Option 3 presents the pros and cons
for shortening Runway 8 and moving Safety Zone 3 (Inner Turning Zone) onto

2Boyle, Principal Planner, “Final EIR Comments”, citing Don French, Airport Manager, March 22,
2006.

*Watsonville Municipal Airport Master Plan 2001-2020, p. 28, August 2002.

Recommendations on Revision to the Watsonville Airport Crosswind Runway (8-26), City Council
Airport Committee, April 1, 2006.

%\Watsonville Airport: Airport Economic Impact Study, Appendix, 1991.

?"\Watsonville Municipal Airport Master Plan 2001-2020, p.30, August 2002.

2ALUP Handbook, p. 9-42

»Recommendations on Revision to the Watsonville Airport Crosswind Runway (8-26), City Council
Airport Committee, p. 4, April 1, 2006.

AL UP Handbook, fig. 9K; Frederick - CalTrans letter to Watsonville, April 21, 2006.
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airport property. The Gillfillan report did not recommend eliminating Safety Zone 3
in any of its options.

The maximum densities recommended by the ALUP Handbook in Safety Zones as
shown in the following table:*!

Safety Zone Maximum Density
(dwelling units per acre)
1: Runway Protection Zone 0
2: Inner Approach/Departure Zone .0510.10
3: Inner Turning Zone 2010 .50
4: Outer Approach/Departure Zone .20t0 .50

If the proposed 2,250 homes are built on the 458 acres in the Buena Vista areas, the
resulting average housing density (approximately 5 dwelling units per acre) will
exceed the maximum density in Safety Zone 3 by a factor of 10 to 25. Any of the
planned “medium” (10-17 dwelling units per acre) density occurring within Safety
Zone 3 will exceed by 20 to 80 times the maximum density permitted.

CalTrans has recommended that an independent ALUC be formed.*

Conclusions

1.

While the City of Watsonville has a mandated housing goal, it does not have a
mandated location for the housing.

Watsonville Municipal Airport is not sufficiently valued as an economic asset to the
City of Watsonville and to Santa Cruz County.

Watsonville Airport is an essential regional asset in future disaster relief operations
in Santa Cruz County.

Crosswind Runway 8-26 is critical to the vitality and efficacy of Watsonville
Municipal Airport.

If development proceeds according to WatsonvilleVISTA 2030, noise pollution
may become a serious issue in the Buena Vista areas.

If development proceeds according to WatsonvilleVISTA 2030, the risk that an
engine failure will have life threatening consequences to those on the ground is
unacceptably increased.

*ALUP Handbook, Table 9-C p 9-47.
*Frederick - CalTrans letter to Watsonville, April 21, 2006.
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7.

10.

11.

12.

In the event of an off-airport accident in the Buena Vista areas, there will likely be a
significant demand for closure of Crosswind Runway 8-26 or even the airport itself.

The Watsonville City Council’s failure to enforce the maximum population
densities in airport safety zones may increase Watsonville’s exposure to legal
liability in the event of an off-airport accident in these areas. The fact that there are
high populations within the safety zones of other runways at the airport does not
justify continuing the practice of violating airport safety zone building densities
northwest of Runway 8.

WatsonvilleVISTA 2030 threatens the viability of the Crosswind Runway 8-26.

The Watsonville City Council has chosen to fulfill its housing planning needs at the
expense of airport safety and noise pollution.

Failure to enforce ALUP Handbook regulations to achieve the planning goals of
Measure U demonstrates an inherent conflict of interest in the City of Watsonville’s
ability to serve in the role of an ALUC.

The Watsonville City Council has not given appropriate weight to either the
airport’s or Santa Cruz County’s interests while serving as Watsonville Airport’s
ALUC.

Recommendations

1.

Santa Cruz County should form an ALUC, with the help of the City of Watsonville,
Action Pajaro Valley, Watsonville Pilots Association, and LAFCO.

The City of Watsonville should comply with the Airport Land Use Planning
requirements of the FAA and the State of California.

When LAFCO considers extending the Urban Limit Line to include the Buena
Vista areas, it should evaluate all aspects of the airport’s importance to the entire
county of Santa Cruz as well as to the City of Watsonville, its housing needs, and
the safety of the citizens.

Santa Cruz County should officially recognize the importance of the airport to its
general welfare, both financially and in disaster response, by helping form an
ALUC. This will help in ensuring the airport’s preservation as an asset to the entire
county.

The Santa Cruz County Office of Emergency Services and the city managers of the
Scotts Valley, Santa Cruz, Capitola, and Watsonville must interact with
Watsonville Municipal Airport personnel to include the airport in all emergency
preparedness plans that could require use of the airport.

Runway 8-26 is a vital component of Watsonville Municipal Airport and its current
operational capacity should be fully maintained.
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Responses required

Entity Findings | Recommendations Respond
Within
Santa Cruz County 5,9, 14-17, 1,3,4,5 60 Days
Board of Supervisors | 29-30, 35, 37 (September 1,
2006)
City of Watsonville 7,14,17-38 1,2,56 90 days
(October 1, 2006)
City of Santa Cruz 17 5 90 days
(October 1, 2006)
City of Capitola 17 5 90 days
(October 1, 2006)
City of Scotts Valley 17 5 90 days
(October 1, 2006)
LAFCO 3,30 1,3 90 days
(October 1, 2006)
Office of Emergency 15-17 5 90 days
Services (October 1, 2006)
County of Santa Cruz

Responses requested but not required

Entity Findings | Recommendations Respond
Within

Action Pajaro Valley 30 1 90 days
(October 1, 2006)

California 13-14, 23-26, 1,2 90 days

Department of 28, 32, 34-38 (October 1, 2006)

Transportation,

Division of

Aeronautics

Watsonville Pilots 30 1 90 days

Association

(October 1, 2006)
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Appendix - Sources

Interviews

California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics personnel.
City of Watsonville personnel and former personnel.
Santa Cruz County personnel.
Action Pajaro Valley personnel.
Web sites
“Abandoned & Little-Known Airfields,” www.airfields-freeman.com.
“AirNav: KWVI - Watsonville Municipal Airport,”www.airnav.com/airport/WVI.

“Airport Land Use Planning,”
www.dot.ca.gov/hag/planning/aeronaut/nhtmifile/landuse.php.

“AOPA Online - Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association,”www.aopa.org.

“California Division of Aeronautics,”
www.dot.ca.gov/ha/planning/aeronaut/htmlfile/index.php.

“City of Watsonville,” www.ci.watsonville.ca.us.

“CPI Inflation Calculator,”data.bls.gov/cqgi-bin/cpicalc.pl.

“Federal Aviation Administration,” www.faa.gov.

“FlightStats: Airports,” www.flightstats.us/airport

“Santa Cruz Sentinel - Online Edition,” www.santacruzsentinel.com.

“WAPA Online: Aviation Interests in the Greater Worcester Area,”
ww2.worcesterapa.org/articles.

“Watsonville Airport History,” www.watsonvilleairport.com/History.html.

“Watsonville Municipal Airport,” www.watsonvilleairport.com.

“Watsonville Pilots Assn, CA,” www.watsonvillepilots.org.

Documents

Agreement between the City of Watsonville and the United States of America,
June, 1943.

AMBAG, 2005 Monterey Bay Regional Airport System Plan, November 2005.

AMBAG, Airports Economic Impacts Study for Monterey, San Benito and Santa
Cruz Counties, Aug. 13, 2003.

Ballot Measure U, City of Watsonville, Voter Information Pamphlet, 2002.

Board of Aldermen, City of Watsonville, Resolutions 3355, 3366, 3373, 3389-
3405, 3413-3421, 3424-3429, 3437, 3456, 3559, 3731, 1942-1944.

Boyle, Keith, Principal Planner, City of Watsonville, Final EIR Comments, to
“Whom it may concern,” March 22, 1006.

Campaign to Save Pajaro Valley, P.O. Box 1423, Freedom, CA 95019, 1999.

California Department of Transportation Agency, California Airport Land Use
Planning Handbook, January 2002.

California Public Utilities Code Sect21670.1 et seq. Relating to the State
Aeronautics Act, February, 2006.

Chauvet, Dan, presentation to Action Pajaro Valley, February 25, 2005.
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City Council Airport Committee, memo to City Council, titled “Recommendations
on Revision to the Watsonville Airport Crosswind Runway (8-26),” April 1,
2005.

City Council, City of Watsonville agenda and minutes, August 10, 2004, April 12,
2005, May 23, 2006.

City Council, City of Watsonville, Resolutions 199-02; 309-02; 74-05.

City of Watsonville, Buena Vista I, Il and 111, Measure for future growth, February
2005.

City of Watsonville presentation to Action Pajaro Valley, February 25, 2005.

City of Watsonville Community Development Department. Memos from Director,
John T Doughty to Carlos Palacios, City Manager, April 4, 2004, August 10,
2004 and March 31, 2005.

City of Watsonville Housing Element p. 4-1, Chart 4-1 (no date on document).

City of Watsonville, Voter Information Pamphlet, Measure U, 2002.

City of Watsonville, WatsonvilleVISTA 2030, June 2005 draft, updating
“Watsonville 2005 General Plan” 1994.

Community Development Department, October 24, 2005.

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Aeronautics Commission: minutes of the
November 17, 2004 meeting.

Excerpts from the draft of the FAA master plan, 2005.

Federal Aviation Administration News, Directive APA 25-99, February 10, 1999.

Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77, Appendix B (1989), incorporated into
California Airport Land use Planning Handbook (January, 2002).

Frederick, Mary C., Acting Chief Division of Aeronautics California Department
of Transportation, letter to Keith Boyle, City of Watsonville Community
Development Dept., April 21, 2006.

French, Don, article in the Register-Pajaronian, p. 6, June 18, 2005.

French, Don, Airport Manager, memo entitled “Watsonville Airport, Past Present
and Future” to Carlos Palacios, City Manager, June 1999.

Hesnard, Sandy, California Department of Transportation, Division of
Aeronautics, Aviation Environmental Planner, letter to Keith Boyle, City of
Watsonville Community Development Department, October 24, 2005.

Instrument of Transfer between the United States of America and the City of
Watsonville, July, 1948.

Law Office of Alexander T. Henson, letter to City of Watsonville Planning
Department, October 19, 2005.

Office of Emergency Services, County of Santa Cruz, Operational Area
Emergency Management Plan, November 2005.

Overview Vision 100 — Century of Aviation Reauthorization Act, AOPA Online,
January 2005.

Pirie, Ellen, Santa Cruz County Second District Supervisor, letter to Watsonville
Mayor Antonio Rivas, May 5, 2006.

Walter E. Gillfillan and Associates, Walter Gillfillan memo to Watsonville General
Plan Steering Committee, June 24, 2004
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Watsonville Airport: Airport Economic Impact Study, June 9, 1991.

Watsonville Airport General Plan 2002, portions of updated version, 2003, updated
amendments, April 12, 2005.

Watsonville Pilots Association, Watsonville Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan,
August 1, 2002.

Watsonville Municipal Airport Master Plan, 2001-2020; adopted 2003, amended
by resolution 74-05, 2005.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DIVISION OF ABRONAUTICS —M.S #40

1120 N STREET 5
P. 0. BOX 942873 Flex your pajva.rif
SACRAMENTO, CA 94273-0001 Be-energy efficientl

PHONE (916) 654-4959
FAX (916) 653-9531
TTY (916) 651-6827

April 21, 2006

Mr. Keith Boyle

City of Watsonville Community Development Department
250 Main Street

Watsonville, CA 95076

Dear Mr. Boyle:

Re: City of Watsonville’s March 22, 2006 Response to Comments for the General Plan Update for
Watsonville Vista 2030; SCH# 1991123081

The California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, responded to the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Watsonville Vista 2030 General Plan update in a letter
dated October 24, 2005. We recently received the City of Watsonville’s (City) March 22, 2006
Response to Comments. We take this opportunity to voice our concerns with the City’s response and
to request that this letter be provided to the City Council for consideration prior to certification of the
Final EIR and adoption of the General Plan.

In the City’s March 22, 2006 Response to Comments, the City refers to Resolution 74-05. The
Division of Aeronautics did not receive copies of Resolution 74-05 or the notice of intent prior to or
in a timely manner following the April 12, 2005 adoption. We have since obtained copjes that
enabled us to respond to the March 22, 2006 Response to Comments.

It is our position that Resolution 74-05 should be invalidated for the following reasons:

1. Resolution 74-05 amended sevcral pages of the Watsonville Municipal Airport Master Plan.
Exhibit A, Table 37 identifying “Safety Compatibility Zones™ on page 75, specifically states that
the source is the “California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook (January 2002), Modified by
City Council on April 12, 2005.” The City Council does not have the authority to modify the
State of California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook (Handboak).

2. The Draft June 2005 General Plan does not reference the Resolution; reference to the Resolution
should have been incorporated into the draft General Plan.

3. We question the modification of the Watsonville Municipal Airport Master Plan through a
resolution process and not an accepted master plan public notification process. A Master Plan
study includes the creation of a public involvement program. Over the course of the study, the
public involvement program will encourage information sharing and collaboration among the
airport sponsor, users and tenants, resource agencies, elected and appointed public officials,
residents, travelers, and the general public. Collectively, these various groups form the
stakeholders who have an interest in the outcome of the study. An effective public involvement
program should provide these stakeholders with an early opportunity to comment, before major
decisions are made; provide adequate notice of opportunities for their involvement; and should

“Caltrans Improves mobility acrass California™
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provide for regular forums throughout the study. We consider amendments that change the basis
for nearly all Master Plan forecast projections to be a significant impact. We question not only the
modified safety zones, but also the basis for designating the crosswind runway as low activity.
One of the justifications cited by the City Council for designating Runway 8-26 as a “low activity
runway” is its use by “small aircraft”. In contrast, for example, the Airport Master Plan as
adopted on June 24, 2003, provides for construction of blast pads for Runway 8-26. (Blast pads
are sections of asphalt placed at the ends of runways.) This is done out of necessity where the
exhaust and propeller blast from jets and larger turbine aircraft erode the soil in the Runway
Safety Area immediately off the end of the runway pavement. This is not consistent with
operational characteristics of “small aircraft”.

4. Resolution 74-05 violates the State’s interpretation of the Handbook. As we stated in our
October 24, 2005 letter, adjusting safety zones for the Crosswind Runway 8-26 on the bais that it
is a “Jow activity runway” is incorrect. The Handbook has six different designated safety zones.
The Handbook only allows the elimination of the Traffic Pattern Zone (Zone 6) for a low activity
runway. Eliminating the Inner Turning Zone (Zone 3) is not an option. The only way to modify
Zone 3 is to obtajn approval from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to re-designate the
runway for a single-sided traffic pattern. A single-sided traffic pattern would result in the
elimination of only one wing of Zone 3 on the same side, at both ends of the runway. Safety Zone
3 was established because this area “traditionally experiences aircraft accidents”, By unjustifiably
eliminating Zone 3 and then removing the language to “avoid children’s schools, large day care
centers, hospitals, and nursing homes from Zone 6, Resolution 74-05 allows development of
incompatible “special function” land uses in the immediate vicinity of Watsonville Municipal
Airport and its most critical safety zone, the Runway Protection Zonc (Zone 1). Special function
uses require special protection. The significant common element is the relative inability of the
people occupying the space to move out of harm’s way.

Resolution 74-05 does not change the requirement for a school site investigation by the Division of
Acronautics in accordance with Education Code Section 17215. 1t is also our understanding that
representatives from the recently constructed Pajaro Valley High School to the southwest of the
airport are already voicing noise complaints. Pajaro Valley High School was constructed within
airport safety Zone 6 and just outside Zone 3.

Protecting people and property on the ground from the potential conseguences of near-airport aircraft
accidents is a fundamental land use compatibility-planning objective. Airport operators and pilots arc
trained to practice and promote safety and community awareness. Although the chance of an sircraft
injuring someone on the ground is historically quite low, and we cannot stress this enough, an aircraft
accident is a high consequence event. To protect people and property on the ground from the risks of
near-aitport aircraft accidents, restrictions on land use are essential. The potential severity of an off-
airport aircraft accident is highly dependent upon the nature of the land usc at the accident site. The
Handbook and airport Jand use commissions (ALUC) were created to identify and prevent
incompatible development in the vicinity of airports.

"Caltrans improves mobility across Colifornia”
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Decisions that cities and counties make regarding the use of land must not conflict with State law.
Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 21670 (1) states “it is in the public interest to provide for the
orderly development of each public use airport in this state and the area surrounding these
airports...and to prevent the creation of new noise and safety problems.” The City of Watsonville
must comply with PUC section 21670, 21670.1 and in particular 21670.1 (¢) which mandates that the
“affected city” utilize the State's Airport Land Use Planning Handbook regarding height, use, noise,
safety, and density criteria's.

PUC Section 21670.1(e) requires the City of Watsonville to incorporate the height, use, noise, safety,
and density criteria that are compatible with airport operations as established by this article, and
referred to as the Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, published by the Division of Aeronautics.
Failure to comply with these criteria requires that a County ALUC and an airport land use
compatibility plan be established. In previous correspondence with Santa Cruz County and the City
of Watsonville, the Division of Aeronautics’ position has been to not request the establishment of an
ALUC provided they have policies in their respective General or Specific Plans that prevent the
creation of new noise and safety problems. We now recommend the formation of a County ALUC,

If the City of Watsonville does not intend to implement the State's request in complying with the State
Aeronautics Act, please consider the subject letter as a request for an administrative appeal before the
appropriate body that is granted jurisdiction to address the State's concerns.

If you have any questions, please call me at (916) 654-5470.

Sincerely,

Original Signed by

MARY C. FREDERICK

Acting Chief

Division of Aeronautics

c:  State Clearinghouse, Watsonville Municipal Airport, Santa Cruz County

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Santa Cruz County
Jails Review

Definitions

Commissary: a place where inmates can purchase goods and toiletry items while in
custody. An inmate may request individuals from outside the jail to put money in his/her
account for these purchases, or an inmate can earn credits by attending classes or working
in the jail for these purchases.

County Jail: a jail facility, usually operated by the County Sheriff, to hold un-sentenced
prisoners suspected of felony or misdemeanor crimes and sentenced prisoners facing a
term of one year or less

Electronic Monitoring: a program run by the Probation Department in which the
offender is fitted with an ankle bracelet that is programmed to apprise the Probation
Department of his/her whereabouts

Felony: a major crime punishable by confinement in a state prison, county jail, or by
serving probation

Infirmary: an area within a healthcare unit set up and operated for the purpose of caring
for patients who need skilled nursing care but are not in need of hospitalization or
placement in a licensed nursing facility, and whose care cannot be managed safely in an
outpatient setting. It is not the area itself, but the scope of care provided that makes the
bed an infirmary bed.

Medium Security: a facility for inmates whose crime and criminal history do not pose a
high security risk. They are housed in a locked facility, but often in a dorm-like setting,
rather than in individual cells.

Minimum Security: a facility for inmates whose crime and criminal history pose very
little security risk. They are housed in an unlocked facility.

Misdemeanor: a less serious crime punishable by confinement in a county jail normally
for a period of one year or less, and/or probation

“O” Unit: the observation unit that includes rooms within the medical unit, where
inmates who are physically or mentally ill are monitored both by video and medical staff

Parole: a condition of a sentence whereupon a person convicted of a felony crime is
closely supervised by an agent (Parole Officer) of the California Department of
Corrections and Rehabilitation after being released from prison

Parole Hold: a parolee is placed in custody at the local county jail by his/her Parole
Officer for having violated the conditions of parole or for committing a new crime. A
hearing is held while the parolee is in custody (Valdivia Hearing) to determine the
disposition of the parole violation.

Jails Review Page 3-1
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Plastic Boats: used by the Sheriff to sleep inmates when the population surpasses the
maximum capacity of the facility. The boat-shaped plastic bed sits directly on the floor
within a cell block.

Prison: a place of confinement operated by the State of California to house persons
convicted of a felony crime

Probation: a condition of the sentence whereupon a person convicted of a felony or
misdemeanor crime, who is out of custody, is supervised by an agent (Probation Officer)
of the county Probation Department

Rated Capacity: California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, Corrections
Standards Authority, minimum standards for detention facilities, contained in Title 15 of
the California Code of Regulations. It includes the number of inmates each detention
facility was built to hold (rated capacity) and the number of inmates that can safely be
housed in the facility (maximum capacity).

Rubber Room: an isolated room in which the walls and floors are covered in a rubber
material. Inmates who present a serious danger to themselves can be housed in this room,
which is monitored by a surveillance camera and visited by staff every fifteen minutes.

SAFE: Safe and Free Environment Program which is derived from the Residential
Substance Abuse Treatment Grant (RSAT). This program is in operation at the Rountree
Medium Security facility for male inmates.

Sobriety Cell: used if a newly arrested individual needs time to sober up before going
through the booking process

Ward: an offender who is under the age of eighteen years whose case is under the
jurisdiction of the Juvenile Court

Background

There are seven facilities that comprise the jail system in Santa Cruz County:
1. Main Jail

Rountree Medium

Rountree Minimum

Blaine Street

Court Holding

I

Juvenile Hall
7. Camp 45

The first five facilities listed are operated by the Santa Cruz County Sheriff. Juvenile Hall
is operated by the Probation Department. The budget for each of these facilities is under
the control of the county Board of Supervisors. Camp 45 is operated by the California
Department of Corrections, and its budget is under the control of the State of California.
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The Grand Jury is mandated by California Penal Code § 919(b) to inspect and report on
the conditions and management of the jail facilities within the county. To satisfy this
mandate, the Criminal Justice Committee of the Grand Jury:

inspected each facility at least once;
spoke with management, staff, and inmates at each facility;

reviewed previous Grand Jury reports, paying particular interest to prior
recommendations;

reviewed relevant laws in the California Penal Code and Code of Regulation;

reviewed California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation inspection
reports for each facility.

Main Jail

The Santa Cruz Main Jail is located at 259 Water Street, across the street from the
County Courthouse. Two visits were made. The first visit was during the day on
September 29, 2005, and the second visit was in the evening on March 2, 2006.

Main Jail Findings

1.

On September 29, 2005, the total inmate population was 384. On March 2, 2006,
the population was 330. The current rated capacity is 311, with a maximum
capacity of 400. The jail population consists of both male and female inmates
who have cases pending, have been sentenced, or who are awaiting sentencing.
When beds are not available due to overcrowding, temporary beds called
“boats” are used.

All law enforcement agencies must bring newly arrested individuals to the main
jail for processing. This process is known as being “booked.” Additionally, all
newly booked inmates are shown a video that explains the rules and what the
inmate should expect while being housed at the jail. A copy of the video was
provided to this Grand Jury for review. The video is available in English and
Spanish.

The County of Santa Cruz had two significant issues of non-compliance issued
by the California Department of Corrections. The issues included overcrowding
and inadequate staffing.*

In the 2004-2005 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report Jail Review, it
was reported that the booking fees per inmate for the fiscal year through April
2005 were $168.00. This fee was paid by each city law enforcement agency, and
then each city agency was reimbursed by the State of California. Figures

! California Department of Corrections Inspection Report, November 17, 2005.
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provided by a county analyst reflect that revenue actually collected as of April
2005, was approximately $850,380.00. In May 2005, the booking fee was
increased to $211.35. However, due to the change in Government Code § 29550,
the county is now only able to bill for half of the actual costs of booking. The
actual “reimbursed” booking fee amount is now $105.68. Due to this reduction
in reimbursable booking fees, the actual revenue seen in the past year will be
lowered by thirty-seven percent.

5. The Grand Jury observed that this facility’s ongoing maintenance was apparent.
The smell of fresh paint was in the air, and painting of the inside was reported to
be continuous. Inside doors were being upgraded and/or repaired. Plans are in
place to renovate the plumbing and shower system in one of the cell block areas.
The jail was clean in appearance. Inmates were respectful toward all officers.

6. While there are cameras at the main entrance to the jail, surveillance cameras
were lacking on the outside of the facility by the vehicle entrance to the booking
area.

7. Visiting rooms, both “non-contact” and “contact” were inspected. Visiting hours
for both attorneys and civilians had strict requirements. A survey was sent to ten
defense attorney offices in the county soliciting input regarding conditions of the
visiting rooms and hours of visiting.* Soon after that survey, the visiting hours
for attorneys were expanded to allow 24-hour access, except at meals. The “non-
contact” attorney visiting rooms had been greatly improved. Feedback has been
positive.

8. Inmate grievances are reviewed by detention staff. Responses to the inmates’
grievances are made both orally and in writing.

9. Anupgraded “strip search room” is pending construction. Plans are in progress
to enlarge and remodel the kitchen facility.

10. A formal meeting room, once used as a library, is now being used to conduct
parole hearings.

11. Programs and classes that are available to the inmates include: educational and
GED programs, religious services, counseling, anger management, parenting
classes, domestic violence classes, and drug and alcohol classes. Attendance is
high.

12. Prior to inmate placement in a housing unit, strict criteria of classification are
followed. This placement process includes: an interview with the inmate to
determine criminal sophistication, gender, whether there is a need for the inmate
to be in protective custody due to gang affiliation and charges, if the inmate is an
escape risk, if the inmate has any physical, medical, or mental health needs.

13. Tuberculosis (TB) testing is an optional component of the booking process.

Z See Appendix.
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15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.
24,
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There was one reported death this year at the jail prior to our first site visit. A
copy of the report on this incident was requested from the Sheriff, but has not
been provided.

There have been no escapes in the past year.

Correctional officers receive twenty-four hours of training each year under the
Standard Training for Corrections, which is under the Department of
Corrections. This is state-mandated training to review commonly accepted
practice and to further educate officers and deputies on changes in the field and
in dealing with inmates.

The Medical Unit treats inmates from all county jail facilities. All medical staff
are employed by the county Health Services Agency (HSA), and their budget is
approved by the Board of Supervisors.

A member of the medical staff is on-site twenty-four hours a day, seven days a
week. Medical staff includes one physician, registered nurses, unlicensed
assistive personnel (UAP), a mental health psychiatric technician, a nurse
practitioner, and a medical assistant.

As stated in previous jail reviews, the nurses’ pay schedule is below what a
nurse can earn in the private sector. Detention facility nurses earn $37.00 per
hour, while a nurse at a local hospital could earn $51.00 per hour. In December
2005, there were three vacancies for registered nurses. These positions include
nursing responsibilities at the Main Jail, Juvenile Hall, and Rountree.

When an inmate requires medical treatment that cannot be provided by the
medical unit, for conditions such as stroke, heart attack, cancer, or broken bones,
the inmate is taken by ambulance or patrol car to Dominican Hospital, Doctors
on Duty, or the County Health Clinic. The hourly cost for a deputy to transport
an inmate is $65.00. The Sheriff’s Department has a contract for services with a
private security company to guard hospitalized inmates for $18.08 per hour.

“O” unit is designated for inmates with serious psychiatric problems. Seven of
the rooms have video monitoring. One healthcare worker is present in this unit.
There is a padded or “rubber” room known as Room 13 that is used to house
inmates who are a danger to themselves or others. The room is monitored by
video surveillance and physically inspected every fifteen minutes.

Inmates who need to take medication receive it in the form of a bubble pack. By
taking advantage of this method of dispensing medications to inmates, the jail is
able to return any unused medications. The County of Santa Cruz, through the
Health and Human Services Agency, has contracted with a company that allows
unused medication to be returned. Approximately ten to eighteen percent of the
jail population is on psychotropic drugs.

The jail has been, and continues to be, a no smoking facility.

The Grand Jury observed that the surrounding grounds were clean and well
maintained.
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Main Jail Conclusions

1.

10.

11.

All officers and staff conducted themselves in a professional manner during site
inspections.

Upgrades to the plumbing, kitchen, and the “strip search” rooms are being
undertaken.

The outside grounds are being maintained.
Overcrowding remains an issue.

The low pay scale for nursing staff makes it difficult to attract and keep
personnel.

The new “bubble pack” for dispensing medications has proven to be cost
effective.

A video prepared for newly arrested individuals has proven to be of assistance in
the booking process.

The recent improvements made to the interview rooms, the increase in attorney
visiting hours, and the renovation of the old library into a room used for parole
hearings have received positive responses.

Because TB testing for a newly booked inmate is non-mandatory, it raises a
health risk due to the fact that TB can be easily transmitted. The health risk to
staff and other inmates is a concern.

The lack of cameras for monitoring the outside garage/booking area needs to be
addressed for enhanced security.

The recent loss of booking fee revenue, due to the reduction in reimbursement
amounts from the State of California, will have an effect on the jail budget.

Main Jail Recommendations

1.

The Sheriff’s Department should continue with its improvement projects
currently in progress for the renovation of the plumbing, the kitchen, and the
“strip search” rooms.

The Board of Supervisors should review nurses’ salaries and consider pay
increases to attract and retain competent staff.

The projected loss of revenue due to the decrease in booking fees collected and
the impact that it will have on the jail and jail staff should be addressed by the
Board of Supervisors and the Sheriff.

Potential liability could be reduced by upgrading surveillance cameras for the
areas around the jail and garage/booking area. These upgrades should be
budgeted by the Board of Supervisors and implemented by the Sheriff.
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5. TB testing for newly booked inmates should be mandatory. Funding should be
provided by the Board of Supervisors and testing implemented by the Health
Services Agency.

6. Jail administrators and staff should be commended for their professionalism in
managing day-to-day duties and keeping up with modern advances in running an
efficient, secure facility.

Responses required

Entity Findings Recommendations Respond

Within
Santa Cruz County 3,4,6,9, 2-6 60 Days
Board of 13, 19, 20 (September 1,
Supervisors 2006)
Santa Cruz County 3,4,7,9, 1,3,5 60 Days
Sheriff-Coroner 13, 14, 20 (September 1,

2006)

Rountree

The Rountree Facility is located in Watsonville on Rountree Lane and includes medium
and minimum security facilities for sentenced males. Two site visits were made to both
facilities. The first visit was made in October 2005 in the late evening. The second visit
was made in February 2006 in the early morning hours. Each facility is unique in its
operational rules and programs offered.

Medium Security

The facility, located at 90 Rountree Lane in Watsonville, was built in 1993. The interior
of the building is maintained by inmates and is exemplary in appearance. The California
Department of Corrections has given the facility a rated capacity of 96 inmates and a
maximum of 110. All inmates are sentenced. There were seventy-five inmates at the time
of the first visit and sixty-six at the time of the second visit.
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Medium Security Findings

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Spanish is the primary language for forty-five to sixty percent of the inmate
population, although there is only one bilingual staff person per shift.

The Grand Jury observed that the four visiting stations were clean and generally
well maintained. Appointments for visiting are scheduled in advance and are
usually for one hour, two times per week. Visitors cannot be on parole or have
been in custody within the past sixty days.

A statewide no smoking policy was initiated in all detention facilities in
September 2005 and seems to be relatively well accepted. Correctional officers
have assisted in facilitating inmate acceptance.

There are several small, quiet rooms off a hallway across from the dormitories.
Some of the rooms are equipped with a computer, although there is no internet
access. The rooms allow for “time-off,” “cooling down,” separation of inmates,
or a space to discuss personal problems with a correctional officer.

The kitchen area is clean, and meals are sufficient in quantity. Inmates eat in two
twenty-minute shifts and are free to sit where they wish in the cafeteria. Vending
machines are located in the cafeteria area.

The living areas are dormitory style with five bays, each with eleven beds. A
correctional officer is present in the dormitory at all times.

The SAFE Program (an in-house drug program) has forty allocated beds. The
annual budget for the program is $200,000. There were twenty-seven inmates in
the program in October and twenty-four in the program in February.

The SAFE Program is voluntary, but has eligibility criteria. Volunteers must
complete all four phases of the program, even though it could result in an
extension of an inmate’s release date from Medium Security.

Funding for the SAFE Program is in jeopardy. When funding ran out in January
2006, the County of Santa Cruz agreed to fund the program through June.

Inmates in the SAFE Program have only one opportunity to participate in the
program. A discipline problem may result in removal from the program.

Several classrooms exist within the facility. Classes offered include: GED,
English as a Second Language, Substance Abuse, and Ray of Hope. Meetings
include A.A. and anger management. An AIDS class and testing are scheduled
quarterly.

During the October site visit, inmates were unable to view donated videos due to
copyright infringement. The issue had been resolved by the February visit. The
inmates now have satellite TV purchased entirely through the inmate welfare
fund.

Inmates who need frequent medical attention or have chronic conditions such as
diabetes mellitus, or psychiatric disorders are, generally, not placed at either
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39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.
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Rountree facility. However, on occasion, inmates who take single psychotropic
drugs may be placed at either facility if they are considered stable.

As noted in last year’s Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report, the lack of
an on-site nurse precludes inmates who require cardiac, psychotropic drug
combinations, or injectable medications from being placed in the medium or
minimum security facility.

No physician comes to the facility. It is reported that a nurse comes to the
facility eight hours every day, Monday through Friday, to check and/or replenish
medications. The nurse may check an inmate’s temperature and/or blood
pressure, if needed.

Medications are in bubble packs, kept in an alphabetical file, and are dispensed
under the supervision of an officer at mealtime. The process of medication
administration involves an inmate identifying himself, removing appropriate
medication from the bubble pack, taking the medication, and signing a card to
indicate receipt of the medicine. The medicine and files are secured except for
meal times. The most common medications are antihistamines, antibiotics, and
non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs.

An inmate requiring medical attention must be transported to the Main Jail
Facility, Doctors On Duty, or a local emergency room. The costs for
transportation, an accompanying officer, and services provided are significant.

Inmate dental work is performed at the Main Jail Facility one day a month. Only
basic services are rendered such as pulling teeth; fillings and crown work are not
considered basic. Transportation costs are incurred.

Testing for HIV, hepatitis C, tuberculosis, and sexually transmitted diseases is
optional.

Grievance procedures are posted in several areas. Grievances are generally
minor. The complaint form is filled out by the inmate and responded to by the
subject of the complaint. Typically, the supervisor will review the complaint and
subject’s response within several days and will seek a resolution.

Depending on the severity of the violation, discipline problems may be handled
with a verbal warning, revocation of privileges, or a return to the Main Jail.

Medium Security Conclusions

12.

13.

14.
15.

The physical appearance of the facility, including the kitchen and visiting areas,
is exemplary.

Bilingual staffing is minimal and is not always adequate to serve the inmate
population.

The SAFE Program is costly for the small number of inmates served.

Staff seem to be oriented toward problem resolution. Resolution of the recent
video copyright infringement issue was cost-effective and timely.
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16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Grievances are handled in a timely manner.

An on-site nurse would allow placement of additional low-risk inmates from the
main jail facility who require closer medication administration monitoring.

Inmates share an enclosed facility twenty-four hours a day with other inmates
who may not have agreed to medical testing for transmissible diseases.

Expenses for medical care, transportation to and from medical care, and the
additional cost of accompanying security personnel could be reduced.

Classes offered at the facility are located in formal classrooms and are in
keeping with the structured environment.

A mutually respectful relationship was consistently observed between the
correctional officers and inmates.

Medium Security Recommendations

7.

10.

11.
12.

13.

The Board of Supervisors and the Health Services Agency should seek reduction
of medical transportation and security costs by contracting with appropriate
local medical personnel. Contracting with a Physician Assistant or Nurse
Practitioner for one day a week (or even an on-call status) would reduce the
costs of transportation for non-urgent medical care.

The Sheriff should weigh the cost-effectiveness of the SAFE program (lacking
outcome statistics) against other needs at the facility.

As recommended in the 2004-2005 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report,
to alleviate overcrowding at the main jail, the Health Services Agency should
consider employing an on-site registered nurse to facilitate the transfer of lower
risk main jail inmates who require medication or monitoring of chronic
conditions to the Rountree Medium Facility. Appropriate funding should be
included in the budget by the Board of Supervisors.

Given the close proximity of inmates and the ease of air-borne transmission,
tuberculosis testing by the Health Services Agency should be mandatory and
incorporated into the booking process by the Sheriff.

The Sheriff should increase bilingual staff at the next hiring opportunity.

The Sheriff should remain open to the addition of vocational classes that build
self-esteem and facilitate preparation for employment and re-entry into society.

Staff should be commended by the Board of Supervisors for their knowledge,
professionalism, display of genuine concern for inmates, and the conscientious
manner in which they fulfill their duties.
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Responses required

Entity Findings Recommendations Respond
Within
Santa Cruz County 26-33, 7-10, 13 60 Days
Board of 36-45 (September 1,
Supervisors 2006)
Santa Cruz County 25, 31-35, 7,8,11, 12 60 Days
Sheriff-Coroner 41 (September 1,
2006)
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Minimum Security

The Minimum Security Facility, previously known as “The Farm,” is an older, barracks-
style facility built in the 1970s. The facility is located at 100 Rountree Lane in
Watsonville. The minimum security facility has a rated capacity for 162 and a maximum
of 250. It housed 114 inmates in October 2005 and 100 in February 2006.

Minimum Security Findings

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52,

53.

54,

55.

56.

Many of the inmates participate in work-release programs. The programs allow
employers within the county to request a certain number of inmates with
particular skills to work for them on a particular date.

Other inmates attend vocational classes on-site, go to Adult Education Computer
Assembly and Repair programs in Watsonville, or attend Adult Education GED
classes in Watsonville.

Educational programs are provided through a contract with the Pajaro Valley
Unified School District.

On-site vocational programs include classes about: computer skills
development, gardening and landscaping, English as a Second Language,
substance abuse (in English and Spanish), anger management, bible study, and
an animal bonding program.

An immensely popular series of vocational courses includes auto body,
advanced auto body, auto detailing, and auto paint mixing. This series has been
in existence since 1979. It commonly has a waiting list of thirty applicants.

Each of the programs/classes requires a certain number of hours (150-350) of
participation in order to earn a certificate.

Certificates earned by an inmate may be a consideration when an inmate
requests a modification of sentence.

A separate bicycle refurbishing program was started in 1998 in cooperation with
a local Marines Toys for Tots program. The Marines purchase parts for the bikes
and inmates refurbish eighty to one hundred bicycles per year. Marines then
distribute the bikes to children and teens in the Santa Cruz area.

The facility is partially sustained by inmates who are responsible for a portion of
the laundry service, maintenance of all buildings, and landscaping services.

The plumbing and septic systems are using outdated seven-gallon flush toilets.
Due to the older plumbing system, some of the laundry must be contracted out
to prevent system overload.

There is no perimeter fence on the thirty-acre site between the facility and
residential neighborhoods.
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58.
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Inmates are screened and selected for the minimum facility based on interviews
with the Sheriff’s Department correctional officers to determine appropriate fit.

In the past four years, escapes (walkaways) have been reduced in number from
thirty-three per year to nine per year.

Within the past year, cameras that monitor the facilities and grounds have been
upgraded from black and white to color, but are still too limited in their range
and clarity, according to detention staff.

Minimum Security Conclusions

22,
23.

24,
25.
26.

217.

28.

The facility offers a substantial number of quality vocational programs.

Vocational and work-release programs facilitate skill-building and opportunities
for potential employment upon release from custody.

The bicycle refurbishing program directly benefits the community.
The necessity to contract a portion of the laundry services is costly.

A residential neighborhood borders the perimeter of the property. The lack of a
fence around the property perimeter is a potential liability for the county.

The reduction in the number of walkaways is commendable and reflects the
integration of appropriate screening criteria.

Security of the facility and officer and inmate safety would be enhanced with
updated camera and monitoring equipment.

Minimum Security Recommendations

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

The Sheriff should continue all vocational programs and work-release
opportunities and should remain open to the addition of vocational programs
that prepare for employment.

The Board of Supervisors needs to be aware of and reduce potential liability for
the county by installing a fence to secure the grounds.

Bringing the plumbing and septic system up to modern standards would reduce
water usage and laundry services and should be implemented by the Board of
Supervisors and the Sheriff.

Upgrading camera and monitoring equipment would contribute to officer and
inmate safety and security of the facility. Sufficient funding should be provided
by the Board of Supervisors and implemented by the Sheriff.

Staff should be commended for their success in screening and inmate placement.

Staff should be commended for offering a variety of programs leading to
potential future employment, self-esteem, and community benefit.
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20. Staff is to be commended by the Board of Supervisors for their organization of

programs, work-release scheduling, and dedication to the goals of operating a
safe, structured, but humane facility.

Responses required

Entity Findings Recommendations Respond
Within
Santa Cruz County 49-53 14-19 60 Days
Board of (September 1,
Supervisors 2006)
Santa Cruz County 46-59 14-19 60 Days
Sheriff (September 1,
2006)

Blaine Street

This jail facility is located at 144 Blaine Street, Santa Cruz. It was opened in 1984. This
is a minimum security facility housing sentenced female inmates who are suited for
minimum security. The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation has
given this facility a rated capacity of thirty-two with a maximum capacity of forty-two.
The jail facility, a converted residence, is located in a residential neighborhood behind
the main jail.

Blaine Street Findings

60. This facility houses sentenced female inmates who pose a minimum threat to the
community. Common crimes are substance abuse, welfare fraud, bad checks,
and identification theft.

61. The inmate population is often from the community transient population. When
discharged, most inmates have no permanent residence.

62. The average monthly inmate population is twenty-seven. On October 13, 2005,
the population was twenty-eight and on March 2, 2006, the population was
thirty-two.

63. There were two escapes last year. If an inmate walks away from the facility, she
is charged with the crime of escape. The facility has a no-chase policy on
escapes in progress.

64. There is one correctional officer on duty each shift. The facility is supervised by
a Supervising Correctional Officer.

65. The Grand Jury observed that staff and inmates show mutual respect to each
other while at the facility.
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66. The Grand Jury observed that the grounds and facility are well maintained.

67. The Grand Jury observed that kitchen facilities were clean and appeared
adequate despite their non-institutional design. Meals are prepared by inmate
kitchen staff.

68. Inmates at this facility can work in the kitchen at the main jail and learn food
preparation job skills.

69. Inmates serve as Kitten Foster Parents, in cooperation with the Animal Shelter,
caring for kittens until they are old enough to be placed for adoption.

70. Inmates attending GED classes must be transported to the Adult Education
campus in Santa Cruz as there are not sufficient numbers of students to qualify
for on-site teaching.

71. Inmates and staff are not permitted to smoke at this facility.

72. Drugs and other prohibited items can be easily introduced into the facility by
throwing them over the fence from the public sidewalk.

73. On-site programs available to inmates include:
e Alcoholics Anonymous

e Narcotics Anonymous

e computer skills class

e parenting skills class

o literacy skills

e yoga instruction

74. Job skills training is minimal. The only training available is in the areas of
computer skills and kitchen skills.

75. The recidivism rate is high for inmates at this facility, as many do not have a
residence to return to or do not have useful job skills.

76. The facility passed inspection by the California Department of Corrections and
Rehabilitation.

77. Inmates are housed in two-person bedrooms that were observed to be clean and
well organized.

Blaine Street Conclusions

29. The facility is operated by a professional staff.

30. The facility is well maintained and designed to meet the needs of the
community.

31. The Kitten Foster Parent program provides a good service to the community and
inmates benefit from the act of caring for the animals.
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32.

33.

Blaine

21.
22,

23.

Additional fencing could reduce introduction of drugs and other prohibited
material into the facility.

More job skills training would help inmates find gainful employment upon
release from custody.

Street Recommendations

The Board of Supervisors should commend the staff for their professionalism.

Additional fencing that would not distract from the neighborhood setting should
be considered by the Sheriff, with sufficient funding provided by the Board of
Supervisors, to reduce the introduction of drugs and other prohibited items into
the facility.

The Sheriff should solicit additional job training classes from educational,
professional, and community organizations to help inmates be successful upon
their return to the community.

Responses required

Entity Findings | Recommendations Respond
Within

Santa Cruz County 72 22 60 Days

Board of (September 1, 2006)

Supervisors

Santa Cruz County 74,75 23 60 Days

Sheriff-Coroner (September 1, 2006)

Court Holding Facility

The Court Holding Facility is located in the basement of the Superior Court building
located at 701 Ocean Street in Santa Cruz and is operated by the Office of the Sheriff.
Inmates are transported by vehicle from their custodial facility and held at this facility
before and after their court appearances.

Court Holding Facility Findings

78.

79.
80.
81.

This facility passed inspection by the California Department of Corrections and
Rehabilitation as a holding facility.

The facility consists of five large concrete rooms for holding inmates.
Between forty and fifty inmates per day pass through the facility.
Inmates may change into personal clothing before appearance at a jury trial.
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82. Holding rooms are monitored by video surveillance.

83. There is no video surveillance covering the outside entrance to the facility or the
stairwell leading to the courts.

84. The facility was found to be clean and well maintained.

Court Holding Facility Conclusions

34. The facility is well organized and operated in an efficient manner.

35. Security would be enhanced by the addition of video surveillance cameras to the
exterior of the facility and stairwell leading to the courts.

Court Holding Facility Recommendations

24. The Board of Supervisors should commend the staff for their professionalism.

25. Sufficient funding should be provided by the Board of Supervisors for the
Sheriff to enhance the video surveillance capabilities to provide better security
for the public and staff in and around the facility.

Responses required

Entity Findings | Recommendations Respond
Within
Santa Cruz County 83 25 60 Days
Board of (September 1, 2006)
Supervisors
Santa Cruz County 83 25 60 Days
Sheriff-Coroner (September 1, 2006)
Juvenile Hall

Juvenile Hall is located at 3650 Graham Hill Road in Felton and is operated by the Santa
Cruz County Probation Department. It was established in 1968. It houses sentenced and
unsentenced juvenile offenders, both male and female, between the ages of twelve and
eighteen. It has a rated capacity of forty-two. The Juvenile Court branch of the Superior
Court of California is located within the facility and presides over all juvenile cases.

In 1999, Santa Cruz County Juvenile Hall was selected by the Annie E. Casey
Foundation as one of only four facilities in the nation as a model site for the reduction of
the unnecessary incarceration of juvenile offenders.
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Juvenile Hall Findings

85.

86.

87.
88.
89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.
95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

Juvenile Hall has been rated to house forty-two wards by the California
Department of Corrections. The average daily population between March 2005
and February 2006 was 18.4. This is down from 24.7 in 2004.

Approximately seventy-nine percent of the population is juvenile boys and
twelve percent is juvenile girls.

Sixty percent of staff are bilingual.
The average stay is five days. This figure is down from 10.6 days in 2002.

Juvenile Hall has passed inspections by the California Department of
Corrections, County of Santa Cruz Environmental Health Services, Scotts
Valley Fire Protection District, Superior Court of California, and the Santa Cruz
County Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Commission.

The County of Santa Cruz was found to be delinquent in conducting the
mandated medical/mental health inspections.

Wards are housed in two units, one of which houses more criminally
sophisticated wards. The units are connected by a common hallway.

Wards are housed in private rooms that are small but contain necessary personal
features. Wards spend most of their day outside their rooms.

Upon intake, wards are given an orientation on the rules of the facility and the
consequences of a violation. Rules are also posted on bulletin boards.

Grievances can be filed and placed in a grievance box that is checked daily.

Parents are charged a daily fee of $24 while their child is housed at Juvenile
Hall.

Local law enforcement agencies are not charged a booking fee. There is a local
protocol for booking criteria.

A Grand Jury inspection showed the grounds and facility to be clean and well
maintained.

The outside exercise area is considered too small by current state standards, and
the facility does not have a gymnasium or covered (shaded) courtyard. The
facility is exempted from conforming due to its age.

Staff and wards continue to complain of poor heating and air conditioning
within the facility.

100.According to staff, the video monitoring system is old and inadequate.

101.Most doors are secured by key-locking systems that can cause a delay during an

emergency response.

102.The food facilities were clean and appeared adequate. Food Services passed the

Nutritional Health Evaluation.

Page 3 -

18 Jails Review



2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

103.Nursing services are available seven days a week. There is one mental health
therapist to every four wards. Medications are administered in the morning and
evening. A physician assistant is present one time per week as is a physician.

104.The County Office of Education provides educational services at Juvenile Hall.
The school is named Robert A. Hartman School, and was one of only a few
detention facility schools that received a six-year accreditation from the Western
Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC).

105.The Probation Department continues to operate the Oasis Program that offers
home supervision and encourages pro-social activities. The program reports a
ninety percent success rate.

106.National studies have shown it is more beneficial to return offending juveniles
back to their community than detaining them in secure detention facilities such
as Juvenile Hall.

107.Santa Cruz County Juvenile Hall was selected as the model site in the nation for
small counties in the elimination of unnecessary use of secure detention of
juveniles. Model sites for larger counties were in Chicago, Oregon, and New
Mexico.

108.Santa Cruz County is prominently featured in a DVD produced by the Annie E.
Casey Foundation documenting the power and effectiveness of juvenile
detention alternatives to better protect public safety, help kids in trouble, and
save taxpayer dollars.

109.Juvenile Hall provides many programs to enrich the wards such as Barrios
Unidos, yoga, substance abuse counseling, writing, and poetry instruction.

110.The poetry program is immensely popular among the wards and offers them
instruction in the writing arts. It gives participants the opportunity to have their
writing published in a weekly newsletter published by Pacific News Service.
This program provides a therapeutic opportunity and builds self-esteem.

111.There have been no escapes from Juvenile Hall during the last year.

112.The Board of Supervisors appoints qualified members of the community to the
Santa Cruz County Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Commission,
which is charged with monitoring the practices and performance of staff at
Juvenile Hall and recommend changes.

113.This commission’s report reflects that Santa Cruz County has one of the most
highly regarded juvenile justice systems in the country.

Juvenile Hall Conclusions

36. Juvenile Hall is well managed and operated by a professional and caring staff.

37. Juvenile Hall buildings and grounds are well maintained despite the age of the
facilities.
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38.

39.
40.

41.
42.

43.

44,

45.

A covered outside exercise area would provide a better place for physical
activity during poor weather conditions.

Juvenile Hall provides excellent programs to enrich the wards.

Juvenile Hall has been nationally recognized for its efforts in reducing the
detention of juveniles.

Home supervision programs continue to be successful.

Video monitoring is inadequate and should be upgraded along with the
necessary electronic infrastructure to ensure safety and security.

Electronic security doors and intercom systems would provide better security
and safety.

The heating and ventilation system in Juvenile Hall continues to be inadequate
despite numerous recommendations for its upgrade.

The county and Juvenile Hall were delinquent in obtaining the required
medical/mental health inspection.

Juvenile Hall Recommendations

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Sufficient money should be budgeted by the Board of Supervisors to upgrade the
security system with emphasis on video monitoring, electronic security doors,
and the necessary infrastructure upgrades. This recommendation was made by
the Santa Cruz County Grand Jury in 2003, 2004, and 2005. The county agreed
with the recommendation, but it has not yet been implemented.

Sufficient money should be budgeted by the Board of Supervisors to upgrade the
heating and ventilation system at Juvenile Hall. This recommendation was also
made by the Santa Cruz County Grand Jury in 2003 and 2005. The county
agreed with the recommendation, but it also has not yet been implemented.

Sufficient money should be budgeted by the Board of Supervisors for the
construction of a covering over the courtyard area which would provide an
exercise area during poor weather conditions.

The Probation Department should ensure that medical/mental health inspections
(as with all other mandated inspections) are conducted in a timely fashion.

The Board of Supervisors should commend the Probation Department and
Juvenile Hall staff for their professionalism and their dedication to the
community.
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Response required

Entity Findings | Recommendations Respond

Within
Santa Cruz County 90, 26, 27, 28, 30 60 Days
Board of 99-101 (September 1,
Supervisors 2006)
Santa Cruz County 90 29 90 Days
Probation Dept. (October 1, 2006)
Camp 45

Camp 45 is located at 13575 Empire Grade Road in Santa Cruz and is operated by the
California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. It opened in June 2005 as a
prison camp to house low-risk adult male prisoners. The facility was previously operated
by the California Youth Authority from 1947 to 2005.

Camp 45 is a satellite facility of the California State Prison, Susanville, and is a minimum
security facility that is operated as a fire conservation camp in cooperation with the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF).

Camp 45 is operated by the State of California and is, therefore, not obligated to respond
to the Santa Cruz County Grand Jury, but it is invited to do so.

Camp 45 Findings
114.The facility has a rated capacity of 110 inmates.

115.The average daily population was 102 for the first quarter and 107 for the
second quarter.

116.As of December 13, 2005, there had been only one escape (walk-away).

117.Most inmates have less than one year remaining on their sentence. For every day
working in a program or on a fire crew, an inmate receives credit for two days
served.

118.Inmates convicted of a crime of violence and verified prison gang members are
not permitted to serve time at a camp.

119.No inmates from Santa Cruz County are permitted to serve time at this camp.
120.Probable cause and random drug testing is performed one to four times a month.

121. After an inmate is assigned to the camp, he must participate in a one-week
physical fitness training program and then attend a fire fighting school. Upon
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successful completion of these two programs, he is assigned to a fire crew led by
a CDF captain.

122.In preparation for opening the facility, staff met with local residents and agreed
to notify local homeowners’ associations and schools of any escapes.

123.0nly non-prescription products are available unless specific medication is
prescribed by a physician. Inmates with more serious medical problems are
either taken to a local medical facility or returned to their original institution for
treatment.

124.During the off season, fire crews are sent out to schools, parks, and other
facilities to perform vegetation removal.

125.There is a pre-release class to help inmates prepare for their return to society.

126.1In the first five months of operation, four staff members transferred from the
camp due to the high cost of living in the area and lack of family living quarters.
To maintain minimum staffing, correctional officers often work overtime or
must be brought in temporarily from other institutions.

127.Staff reported the recidivism rate is lower from camps than standard institutions.

128.There were no reported assaults on correctional officers. Inmate violation of
rules can result in loss of privileges or immediate return to their original
institution, depending on severity.

129.Due to the newness of the facility, there were few books and educational
materials in the library for inmates to read.

130.A Grand Jury inspection showed that the grounds and facilities were very clean
and well maintained.

Camp 45 Conclusions

46. The facility is operated by a conscientious and professional staff.

47. Due to the high cost of living in Santa Cruz County, retaining trained staff has
been a problem.

48. Additional books for the inmates to read would be a benefit.

49. The camp provides a service to the community.

Camp 45 Recommendations

31. Department of Corrections staff should continue to meet with neighborhood and
community organizations and be an active partner in the community.

32. Department of Corrections staff should reach out to community organizations to
obtain donations of appropriate books and learning materials for the educational
enrichment of the inmates.
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33. Department of Corrections should continue to seek solutions to affordable
housing problems to retain qualified professional staff.

Responses requested but not required

Entity Findings | Recommendations Respond

Within
California Dept. of 122, 126, 31-33 90 Days
Corrections and 129

Rehabilitation

(October 1, 2006)
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Appendix
RESULTS OF QUESTIONNAIRE PRESENTED

TO SANTA CRUZ COUNTY DEFENSE LAWYERS

Ten letters sent out to defense lawyers; some sole practitioners and two public
defender offices

Twenty-two responses received

Question: How long have you been a criminal defense attorney practicing in Santa
Cruz County?

From five months to over thirty years

Question: What is the average length of time that you wait to see a client at the main
jail in Santa Cruz?

Responses: Fifteen to twenty minutes, with the rare wait of over thirty minutes
Question: What interview room do you prefer (or request) when visiting a client?

Responses: Majority preferred *““contact rooms™ and the old library was mentioned
three times

Question: What is the most common problem, if any, that you encounter at the main
jail when seeing a client?

Twelve responses complained about lengthy waits
Twelve responses complained about restrictive hours

Four responses complained that the interview rooms were being used as holding cells
for Department #11

Eleven responses complained re: lengthy waits after pushing button alerting staff
when interview was over

Eleven responses complained of the smell of urine in “contact’ interview rooms
Eleven responses complained that the ““contact” interview rooms were dirty
Four responses complained that there were not enough interview rooms

Question: How would you characterize the attitude of the jail staff toward you and
your client(s)?

No complaints about jail personnel/detention officers
Question: Briefly describe the conditions of the interview rooms.
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Good (one response)

Smelly, disgusting, stuffy (sixteen responses)

No place to write (seven responses)

Conversations can be heard in other rooms and in the hallway (one response)
Cold (one response)

Fine (one response)

Unsafe (no place for attorney to exit if problem arises) (one response)

Question: Is there anything else you would like to add regarding the conditions of
the Santa Cruz Main Jail?

“Non-contact™ rooms are completely unacceptable - Can hear other interviews and
conversations

Jail needs expanded mental health treatment teams
Four responses specifically requested expanded visiting hours for attorneys

Five responses complained about the slow response to “panic button” when
interview is over.

Two responses compare other counties to Santa Cruz’ procedure of seeing inmates
and the word ““inefficient” was used to describe the Santa Cruz Main Jail process
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The Taser:
Don’t Be Shocked

Synopsis

Local law enforcement agencies use a variety of lethal and non-lethal weapons. One of
these weapons, the Taser, receives both positive and negative publicity. The 2005-2006
Grand Jury looked at the use of the Taser by local law enforcement agencies, focusing on
established policy and training.

The Grand Jury found that all local law enforcement agencies within the County of Santa
Cruz had current policies that thoroughly addressed important factors regarding Taser
use. The Grand Jury also found agencies were providing up-to-date training to their
officers. The overall reported reduction in injuries to officers and suspects, since Taser
usage was introduced, was an unanticipated finding.

Recommendations are made encouraging continued policy review and additional training.

Definitions

Afid Tags: Each air cartridge contains over forty minute particles that identify the serial
number of the air cartridge used.

Air cartridge: a replaceable cartridge for the Taser that uses compressed nitrogen to fire
two barbed probes on connecting wires, sending high-voltage current into the target

Barb: sharp point of the probe that is intended to penetrate clothing or skin. Penetration
of skin is not required for successful deployment.

Drive Stun: bringing the Taser into direct contact with the target after the air cartridge
has been expended or removed

Excited delirium: a behavioral condition whereby a person exhibits extremely agitated
and non-coherent behavior, elevated temperature, high tolerance to pain, and excessive
endurance without fatigue

Taser: a conducted-energy weapon that utilizes compressed nitrogen to shoot two probes
up to twenty-one feet. The probes are connected to the weapon by wires and when the
probes make contact with the target, the Taser transmits electrical pulses along the wires
and into the body of the target. Taser is both the company name and the product name.

Lethal Weapon: weapon that, by design, is capable of causing death

Non-Lethal or Less-Lethal Weapon: weapon that is designed and normally employed
to incapacitate, while minimizing fatalities

OC: Oleoresin Capsicum; also known as pepper spray; used as a non-lethal, self-defense
tool that irritates the eyes to cause tears, pain, and even temporary blindness
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POST: Commission on California Peace Officer Standards and Training; the agency that
regulates standards and training for California law enforcement officers

Use of Force: California Penal Code § 835a provides that: “Any peace officer who has
reasonable cause to believe that the person to be arrested has committed a public offense
may use reasonable force to effect the arrest, to prevent escape or to overcome resistance.
A peace officer who makes or attempts to make an arrest need not retreat or desist from
his efforts by reason of resistance or threatened resistance of the person being arrested;
nor shall such officer be deemed an aggressor or lose his right to self-defense by the use
of reasonable force to effect the arrest or to prevent escape or to overcome resistance.”

Background

Every day throughout the country, law enforcement officers are faced with difficult split-
second decisions to use lethal or non-lethal force to protect their lives, or the life of
another person. This difficult decision also falls upon law enforcement officers serving in
Santa Cruz County.

When lethal force is not justified, and sometimes when it is, law enforcement officers
employ non-lethal weapons to perform their duties. Various types of non-lethal weapons
are used by law enforcement including impact weapons, chemical agents, and defensive
tactics. More recently, less lethal munitions that deploy a bean-bag or a plastic projectile
have been available to law enforcement officers.

Most non-lethal weapons and force options depend on pain-compliance to be effective.
The effectiveness of these measures can be diminished by size, strength, mental
condition, or being under a chemically influenced state.

People under the influence of an illicit stimulant substance such as cocaine or
methamphetamine, or people with a history of mental illness who are not taking their
medications properly, are particularly prone to the condition of excited delirium. Pain-
compliance weapons and force are minimally effective on those in a state of excited
delirium. Therefore, law enforcement personnel are at greater risk for injury when they
must take control of such a person. Using hands-on force, or the Taser, can escalate a
state of excited delirium.

Taser, the brand name for the Thomas A. Swift Electronic Rifle, manufactured by Taser
International, is advertised as a less-lethal weapon that does not depend on pain-
compliance. The most current models of the Taser in use by local law enforcement, the
M26 (introduced in 1999) and the X26 (introduced in 2003) override the central nervous
system and incapacitate the subject. It is, therefore, more effective against persons who
have the ability to resist painful stimuli.

Taser International asserts that their current model, the X26, produces a low-amperage,
high-voltage discharge. Training material shows the amperage output of a standard
Christmas tree bulb as 1 amp, and that of the Taser as 0.0036 amps. Taser International
additionally asserts that the static discharge from a door knob can range from 35,000 to
100,000 volts compared to 50,000 volts from the Taser.
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When oleoresin capsicum (OC) or Pepper Spray was first introduced for use by law
enforcement its use was controversial. Use of the Taser is likewise controversial. While
news articles often focus on detrimental effects of Taser usage, the successful
deployment of Tasers and their effectiveness are less frequently reported. The American
Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) and Amnesty International are two organizations that have
been particularly critical of Taser use. Many studies have been conducted concerning the
Taser that reflect both sides of the controversy. The results are often contradictory.
Published articles often encourage a completely independent government-sponsored
study of the Taser, rather than studies conducted or commissioned by Taser International.

A study published by the Florida Gulf Coast University" examined 1,400 Orange County
(Florida) Sheriff’s Department use of force reports from 2001 to 2003. This study showed
that while subduing a target:

e impact weapons had high injury rates and lower effective rates
e chemical agents had very low injury rates but were often ineffective

e defensive tactics caused the largest number of suspect and officer injuries and
were often ineffective

e Taser was effective seventy-seven to ninety-five percent of the time and was
effective in de-escalation ninety percent of the time with a very low injury rate

The ACLU of Northern California (ACLU-NC) published a Taser Study in September
2005.2 Included in this study was a “Best Practices Taser Policy.” This did not represent
a “model policy,” rather “some of the best policies currently being employed by regional
law enforcement agencies.” Portions of the policies of Capitola and Scotts Valley Police
Departments were favorably cited by the ACLU-NC.

The Criminal Justice Committee of the 2005-2006 Grand Jury reviewed the departmental
policies of the five local law enforcement agencies (Capitola Police Department, City of
Santa Cruz Police Department, Scotts Valley Police Department, Watsonville Police
Department, and Santa Cruz County Sheriff-Coroner’s Office) pertaining to the use of the
Taser, and compared each policy with the “Best Practices Taser Policy” presented by the
ACLU-NC. State law enforcement agencies were excluded from the study.

Specific Taser training is not currently available from California Peace Officer Standards
and Training (POST). Law enforcement personnel are trained by department in-house
training staff who were previously trained by Taser International. Training material is
constantly updated. The current training version provided by Taser International is
version 12.0.

! Florida Gulf Coast University, “Taser Deployment and Injuries: Analysis of Current and Emerging
Trends,” undated document.

2 American Civil Liberties Union of Northern California, “Stun Gun Fallacy: How the Lack of Taser
Regulation Endangers Lives,” September 2005.
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Scope

This investigation focused on the policies and procedures of each local law enforcement
agency in the County of Santa Cruz for deployment of the Taser, training provided to
officers, and maintenance of the weapons to ensure Tasers are being used properly. The
investigation sought to determine if education was consistent with recognized training
standards. The purpose of the investigation was not to encourage or discourage the use of
the Taser by local law enforcement, nor to make any finding on the safety or science of
the Taser.

Sources [See Appendix]

Findings
1. Every local law enforcement agency has a Taser policy in place.

2. All local law enforcement agencies have reviewed and revised their Taser Policies
within the past twelve months.

3. Notall local law enforcement agencies publish a “use of force” report that includes
Taser use and deployment.

4. Every local law enforcement agency uses either the M26 or X26 Taser. No local
agency currently issues a Taser to each individual officer.

5. Every local law enforcement agency currently employs an officer trained to instruct
in the proper use of the Taser according to individual department policy.

6. Every local law enforcement agency uses the most current Taser training material
provided by Taser International for initial and updated Taser training. POST does not
provide Taser training to California law enforcement officers.

7. Taser training officers must be re-certified every two years.
Only officers who have received Taser training are authorized to carry a Taser.

Every local law enforcement agency requires that officers who are going to carry
Tasers on their duty shifts, must test the weapon prior to departing the office.

10. Officers carry a Taser on the opposite side of their bodies from their lethal weapons.

11. Itis reported by training officers that the mere threat of using a Taser will often de-
escalate a volatile situation.

12. The range of probes from a Taser is fifteen to twenty-one feet from weapon to target,
thus reducing the proximity of physical contact.

13. When either the M26 or the X26 is discharged, small, colored and transparent, coded
microdots, called afids, disburse into the surrounding area. The afids facilitate the
collection of evidence and are traceable to the taser weapon used.

14. Barbs that penetrate the skin can be removed easily by officers or medical personnel.
15. Commonly, photos are taken of barb sites after removal.
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20.

21.
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The M26 and X26 Taser models have built-in memory that documents use of the
weapon and are capable of being downloaded and used for statistical data gathering.
Not all local law enforcement agencies have purchased the computer hardware to
download this information.

Local law enforcement agency administrators were knowledgeable about the Taser
and the controversy surrounding its use.

A search of the literature by the Grand Jury found that death or injury, associated
with Taser utilization by law enforcement, occurred disproportionately in suspects on
drugs, in states of excited delirium, or in those who received persistent multiple
shocks.

It is difficult for law enforcement officers to quickly recognize the broad range of
symptoms exhibited in states of excited delirium.

All of the policy items listed in the ACLU-NC “Best Practices Taser Policy” are
partially or fully addressed in the Taser Policy of every local law enforcement
agency.

Local law enforcement administrators and training officers have told the 2005-2006
Grand Jury that officer Workers Compensation claims and suspect injuries have
declined since Taser use began.

Conclusions

1.

Local law enforcement agencies have policies that regulate Taser use that meet or
exceed the “Best Practices Taser Policy” recommended by the ACLU-NC.

Departmental administrators and Taser training officers are knowledgeable in the use
of the Taser and its possible risks.

Local law enforcement agencies are using the most current Taser training material.

Law enforcement agencies must have less-lethal weapons at their disposal to better
protect themselves and the public.

POST does not provide independent training in the use of the Taser.

Less-lethal weapons, such as the Taser, decrease the need for traditional defensive
tactics by law enforcement officers, and are reported to be responsible for a
reduction in costly Workers Compensation claims.

A person in a state of excited delirium poses a serious threat to law enforcement
personnel, as well as the general public.

Community outreach and the sharing of published reports showing the circumstances
and use of less-lethal weapons, including the Taser, would help to educate the public
and improve law enforcement relationships with the community.
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Recommendations

1.

Local law enforcement agencies should continue to be diligent in updating their
Taser policies to conform to changing regulations and technology.

Currently, all Taser training officers receive their training from Taser International.
Local law enforcement administrators should lobby POST to provide independent
training for Taser use.

Local law enforcement agencies should publish a Use of Force Report to include
Taser usage. Portions of this report could be shared with members of the community
to foster educational awareness and improve community relations.

The Grand Jury recommends that law enforcement agencies within the county begin
a tracking system to determine if a correlation between Taser deployment and the
number of law enforcement officer Workers Compensation claims exists.

Local law enforcement agencies should train their personnel in the recognition of
symptoms related to excited delirium and establish policies for handling persons in
that state. As soon as reasonably possible, the services of medical professionals
should be enlisted to render appropriate care.

Responses required

Entity Findings Recommendations Respond
Within
Santa Cruz County 3,6, 16, 1-5 60 Days
Sheriff-Coroner 19,21 (September 1,
2006)
Capitola Police 3, 6, 16, 1-5 90 Days
Department 19, 21 (October 1, 2006)
City of Santa Cruz 3, 6, 16, 1-5 90 Days
Police Department 19, 21 (October 1, 2006)
Scotts Valley 3, 6, 16, 1-5 90 Days
Police Department 19, 21 (October 1, 2006)
Watsonville Police 3, 6, 16, 1-5 90 Days
Department 19, 21 (October 1, 2006)

Page 3 - 30 The Taser: Don’t Be Shocked




2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

Appendix - Sources

Interviewed:

Chief of Police, Capitola Police Department.

Chief of Police, City of Santa Cruz Police Department.

Chief of Police, Scotts Valley Police Department.

Chief of Police, Watsonville Police Department.
Sheriff-Coroner, Santa Cruz County Sheriff-Coroner’s Office.
Training Officer, Capitola Police Department.

Training Officer, City of Santa Cruz Police Department.
Training Manager, Scotts Valley Police Department.

Training Officer, Watsonville Police Department.

Training Officer, Santa Cruz County Sheriff-Coroner’s Office.

Reviewed:

Documents/Articles/Policies and Procedures

American Civil Liberties Union of Northern California, “Stun Gun Fallacy: How the
Lack of Taser Regulation Endangers Lives,” September 2005.

Amnesty International, United States of America — Excessive and Lethal Force?
Amnesty International’s concerns about death and ill-treatment involving police
use of Tasers, November 2005, www.amnesty.org.

California Peace Officers Association, “Use of Force — A Sample Law Enforcement
Policy,” June 2004.

Capitola Police Department

“Less Lethal Impact Munitions,” March 10, 1996.
“Police Use of the Advanced Taser,” July 10, 2003.
“Police Use of the M-26 Advanced Taser.”

“Use of Force Policy,” August 8, 1988.

Coalition for Justice and Accountability, “Tasers: A Reassessment,” March 2005.

Florida Gulf Coast University, “Taser Deployment and Injuries: Analysis of Current
and Emerging Trends,” undated document.

Government Accountability Office, “Use of Tasers by Selected Law Enforcement
Agencies,” May 2005.

Ho M.D. FACEP, Jeffrey D, “Sudden In-Custody Death,” Policemag.com.

Ho M.D., Jeffrey, Miner M.D., James R., Lakireddy M.D., Dhanunjaya R., Bultman
M.D., Laura L., Heegoord M.D., MPH, William G., “Cardiovascular and
Physiologic Effects of Conducted Electrical Weapon Discharge in Resting
Adults,” Academic Emergency Medicine, 2006 (in press).

Madison Police Department Taser Report, January 2005.

McBride, Dr. Dennis K. and Teddeer, Natalie, Potomac Institute for Policy Studies
Report Number 05-04, March 29, 2005.

San Jose Police Department Response to the Santa Clara County Civil Grand Jury,
August 2005.

Santa Clara County Civil Grand Jury Report, 2004-2005.
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Santa Cruz City Police Department
2005 Intermediate Use of Force Overview.”
“Use of Force Policy.”
“Use of Taser — Policy and Procedure,” Revised 11/18/05.
Santa Cruz County Sheriff-Coroner’s Office
“Use of Force Policy,” March 4, 1996.
“Taser Devices — Operation and Reporting, March 08, 2006.”
“X-26 Taser Less-Lethal Expanded Course Outline.”
Scotts Valley Police Department
“Training Plan,” August 29, 2004.
“Use of Physical Force (including Taser Policy),” March 1, 2006.
Taser International
“Deadly Rhetoric: How the ACLU of Northern California’s Fight Against Law
Enforcement Control Tools Endangers Communities,” January 2006.
Press pack — includes a compilation of press releases from eight newspapers.
Product Warnings — Law Enforcement, March 20, 2006.
Saving Lives Everyday — Instructor Certification Course — Version 12.0,
November 2004.

The Law Enforcement Alliance of America, “ACLU Junk Science Puts Cops Lives
at Risk.”

United States Department of Defense — Human Effects Center of Excellence —
“Report on Human Effectiveness and Risk Characterization of Electromuscular
Incapacitation Devices,” October 18, 2004.

Watsonville Police Department

“Use of Force Policy,” January 9, 2002.
“Use of Taser — Policy and Procedure,” June 1, 2005.

Newspaper articles

Associated Press, “Man shot with stun gun sues Taser,” September 2005.
Contra Costa Times, “Department suspends use of tasers,” December 30, 2005.
Los Angeles Daily Journal, “Taser’s high-voltage dispute — dozens of injury claims
hit the Arizona company,” September 22, 2005.
Salt Lake Tribune, “Man subdued with taser doing well,” September 14, 2005.
San Jose Mercury News,
“Delay sought on taser decision,” October 18, 2005.
“Report critical of taser use,” undated article.
“Family lashes out at police over death — but witness says man ‘kept fighting’,”
November 21, 2005.
Santa Cruz Sentinel
“Police use taser on combative woman,” July 8, 2005.
“Taser policy sought after Santa Cruz victim acquitted of charges,” August 6,
2005.
“Police taser, arrest juvenile shoplifter,” August 15, 2005.
“Watsonville police defend latest use of taser,” August 17, 2005.
“Jail death probed — Taser used to control unruly man,” September 20, 2005.
“Coroner — Jail death was accident,” September 21, 2005.
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“Taser ruled out in death — Scuffle led to suffocation, certificate says,” September
23, 2005.

“SEC now formally investigating taser; company shares fall,” September 28,
2005.

“Police issue rules on use of taser stun guns,” October 1, 2005.

“ACLU: Police need tighter rules on tasers,” October 7, 2005.

“Parolee threatening Watsonville police stung,” October 8, 2005.

“Man claims taser immunity, stunned twice with taser,” October 15, 2005.

“Civilian tasers — all 50,000 volts worth — worry local police,” November 5, 2005.

“Capitola — Police use taser to subdue teen,” November 22, 2005.

“Taser guns need to be re-evaluated,” undated article.

“Deputies use taser after traffic stop,” January 6, 2006.

“Watsonville man tasered in hospital,” January 26, 2006.

“Beating victim dies in police struggle,” January 29, 2006.

“Man stunned with taser gun dies at hospital,” February 2, 2006.

“Officers use taser on man threatening them with knife,” February 8, 2006.

“Police use taser to disarm man,” March 21, 2006.

Web Sites

Associated Press, www.associatedpress.com, “Man Shot with Stun Gun Sues Taser,”
September 2005.
CBS news, www.cbsnews.com,
Jones, Susan, “Police Shot Him but ACLU Killed Him, Group Says,” February
17, 2006.
CBS News Online, “Indepth Tasers — FAQs,” undated.
Contra Costa Times, www.contracosta times.com
McNamara, Danielle, “Officer Shoots, Kills Man Armed with Butcher’s tool,”
February 16, 2006.
McNamara, Danielle, “Department Suspends Use of Taser Guns,” December 30,
2005.
Detroit Freepress, www.freep.com, Meyer, Zlati, “Autopsy: Taser was not at fault in
death,” Detroit Freepress, September 2, 2005.
Education, www.education.org, “Excited Delirium, Restraint Asphyxia, Positional
Asphyxia and “In-Custody Death’ Syndromes,” August 2005.
Forbes, www.forbes.com, “Update 1: Taser SEC Closes Two Investigations,”
December 13, 2005.
Fort Worth Weekly, www.corpwatch.org, Gorman, Peter, “US: torture by Taser,”
June 24, 2005.
Officer.com, www.officer.com, Brooks, Eric, “Most sophisticated Police Use of
Tasers Study Backed by Federal Grant,” March 8, 2006.
Orland Sentinel, www.orland sentinel.com, Ailworth, Erin and Ma, Ken, “Man Set
on Fire as Taser Hits Lighter,” February 23, 2006.
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Domestic Violence in Santa Cruz County:
Have We Kept the Promise?

Synopsis

The Grand Jury chose to investigate domestic violence as a result of reviewing three
reports: the State Attorney General’s Task Force on Domestic Violence released in July
2005," the 2003 and 2004 editions of the Santa Cruz County Community Assessment
Project - crime and domestic violence data sections, and the 2003 and 2004 Santa Cruz
County Domestic Violence Commission Annual Reports to the Community. The Grand
Jury wanted to determine if victims of domestic violence had an opportunity to be safe
and if batterers involved in domestic violence were being held accountable. A broad
approach was taken and the answers to these questions were only partially answered by
this investigation due to limitations imposed on the Grand Jury investigative process.
Recommendations are made to further address and improve upon the services related to
domestic violence in Santa Cruz County.

The Grand Jury initially looked at the two locally established advisory bodies, the
Domestic Violence Commission (DVC) and the Commission for Prevention of Violence
Against Women (CPVAW), to determine if they were effective as proactive, watchdog
entities on behalf of victims. The CPVAW was found to be proactive and effective. The
DVC was found to be minimally effective in several areas and woefully inadequate in
many other areas. Subsequently, a large number of recommendations are being made to
assist the DVC in re-gaining focus and organizational effectiveness.

Funding, while not the focus of this investigation, was addressed to assess the
environment in which all domestic violence-related service providers must function.
Limited resources exist beyond the federal, state, and county funding streams that often
vacillate with political and economic changes. Although the two primary, local,
charitable organizations within the county are well respected and efficiently run, it is
difficult for new organizations to be acknowledged or funded. Suggestions for
consideration are included.

The Grand Jury then focused attention on organizations that provided direct services to
victims. While not an easy path, the Grand Jury found that the opportunity to be safe
exists. In general, direct services were found to be good to excellent. Domestic violence
service providers would benefit from sharing information, experience, and referrals.
Several recommendations are made regarding the need for collaboration as a cost-
effective measure.

! Lockyer, Bill, California State Attorney General, Keeping the Promise: Protecting the Victims of
Domestic Violence and Holding Batterers Accountable, June 2005.
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Batterers’ Intervention Programs in Santa Cruz County include both state-certified fifty-
two week programs and support groups for batterers. State-certified programs, reviewed
by the Probation Department, include consequences for noncompliance with program
rules concerning attendance and homework. Since the Grand Jury is specifically excluded
from investigating the courts, research was limited to whether batterers’ programs are
holding batterers accountable. The Grand Jury found that programs are run well by
qualified and dedicated staff. However, not every segment of society in Santa Cruz
County is served. For example, there is no specific program for gay, lesbian, or
transgender batterers. Only one program has groups for female perpetrators.

Finally, the Grand Jury looked at legal components related to domestic violence: law
enforcement, legal assistance available to victims, the role of the District Attorney’s
Family Protection Unit, and the role of the Probation Department in ensuring compliance
with mandated fifty-two week intervention programs. Each component plays an
important role in determining victim safety and batterer accountability. When each
component functions optimally, batterers are held accountable and victims experience a
greater degree of safety. To this end, several recommendations are made to strengthen the
infrastructure that is in place.

Definitions

501 (c) 3 Corporation: a nonprofit, nonstock corporation in California, organized for
religious, charitable, social, educational, recreational, or similar purposes formed under
the Nonprofit Corporation Law

ALTO: Adults Learning to Take Opportunity; assists with long-term recovery from drug
and/or alcohol abuse and confronting violent behavior. Services include a state-certified
Batterers’ Intervention Program.

ASR: Applied Survey Research; an independent, nonprofit research organization

Batterers’ Intervention Program: a fifty-two week program that consists of two-hour
weekly sessions. Batterers are to file proof of enrollment in a Batterers’ Intervention
Program with the court within thirty days of conviction.

BWTF: Battered Women’s Task Force, a collective of facilitators that provides support
to battered women through weekly support group meetings

CALWorks: a welfare program that gives cash aid and services to eligible needy
California families

CAP: Community Assessment Program, a United Way and county-funded community
profile assessment

CASA: Court Appointed Special Advocate; a trained volunteer appointed by a judge to
become a child's consistent support through the court system

Children’s Network: an interagency planning council formed to improve the delivery of
services to the children and families of Santa Cruz County
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CLETS: California Law Enforcement Telecommunication System. CLETS allows law
enforcement agencies to access information such as criminal checks, Department of
Motor Vehicles information, warrant checks, and records of stolen property.

Community Foundation of Santa Cruz County: a nonprofit, charitable organization
based in Santa Cruz County.

Court Watch Programs: volunteers who sit in court and carefully observe court
proceedings and record and report court actions. This program serves two purposes: the
observer’s presence reminds judges and prosecutors of the importance the community
places on how cases are handled, and their observations provide invaluable problem
analysis.

CPO: Criminal Protective Order, issued in criminal courts when sentencing a domestic
violence defendant to probation

CPVAW: Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against Women, a Santa Cruz
City commission formed in 1982

DdM: Defensa de Mujeres, a nonprofit agency that provides services to victims of
domestic violence. It merged with Women’s Crisis Support in 2005.

Deferred Judgment: a program in which some people arrested for lower-level drug
offenses, such as non-violent offenses and possession for personal use only, may be
eligible to plead guilty, accept this program, complete the program, and then have the
charges dropped from their record

DOJ: Department of Justice. Criminal protective orders must be recorded in a statewide
database maintained by the DOJ.

DV: domestic violence and emotional abuse are behaviors used by one person in a
relationship to control the other. Partners may be married or not married; heterosexual,
gay, or lesbian; living together, separated, or dating.

DVC: Domestic Violence Commission; a Santa Cruz County advisory commission to the
Board of Supervisors

DVROS: Domestic Violence Restraining Order System; a Department of Justice tracking
system for all domestic violence recorded cases

EPO: Emergency Protective Order; can be obtained by a victim at any time from a police
officer who responds to a call for assistance. This is a stop-gap measure that can be
obtained immediately, after which the victim can seek a TRO.

Familia Center: a nonprofit agency that provides services to low-income people within
the community

Family Court: court where divorce and child custody cases are heard

Family Court Services: include mediation, family dispute resolution, and custody
evaluations
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Family Law Facilitator: a program in the Santa Cruz County Superior Court that assists
people who do not have attorneys with the following: child support orders; health
insurance orders; spousal support orders, custody and visitation orders; and starting,
responding to, or finalizing a divorce, separation, or parentage case

Family Matters: a now-defunct nonprofit organization that provided services to
survivors of domestic violence, most recently to male victims

Fenix Outpatient Services: a nonprofit organization whose services include a state-
certified Batterers Intervention Program

First Five Santa Cruz County: the government agency in Santa Cruz County that
administers local revenues from Children and Families First Act

Formal Probation: when a Probation Officer is regularly in contact with an offender

Healthy Kids: a First Five program designed to provide comprehensive healthcare
coverage for children without health insurance

HRA: Human Resource Agency; the Santa Cruz County government agency that
includes Family and Children’s Services, Adult and Long Term Care, Benefit Services,
and Careerworks

HSA: Health Services Agency; the Santa Cruz County government agency including the
following departments: Environmental Health, Public Health, Medical Care, Substance
Abuse Prevention and Treatment, and Mental Health

Informal Probation: when an offender is not supervised by the county Probation
Department or by the court

JANUS: a community-based, private, nonprofit organization that treats both alcohol and
chemical dependencies

MOAB: Men Overcoming Abusive Behavior, a men’s peer support group for anger
management

OAH: Order After Hearing; orders issued in Family Court that include all requirements
listed in a restraining order

OES: Office of Emergency Services; receives reports of domestic violence by telephone
or in writing

PTA: Pacific Treatment Associates; a for-profit agency that includes a state-certified
Batterers’ Intervention Program

Proposition 36: This initiative allows most people convicted of first- and second-time,
nonviolent, simple drug possession, to receive drug treatment instead of incarceration.

RO: Restraining Order, issued in family court in the form of an Order After Hearing.
Restrained person shall not contact, molest, harass, attack, strike, threaten, sexually
assault, batter, telephone, send any messages to, follow, stalk, destroy the personal
property of, disturb the peace of, keep under surveillance, or block movements in public
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places or thoroughfares of the person seeking the order. The order expires three years
from the date of issuance.

SAFE Connections for Kids: a supervised child visitation program
S.A.N.E.: Sexual Assault Nurse Examiner
S.A.R.T.: Sexual Assault Response Team

SCCC: Santa Cruz Community Counseling Center is a nonprofit organization providing
a wide range of mental health and social services.

Survivor: a positive reference to those who have experienced domestic violence and are
seeking to change their circumstances

SYB: Simply Your Best; a for-profit agency, services include a state-certified Batterers’
Intervention Program for both men and women

Treatment/Diversion programs: Judges can “divert” defendants from criminal
prosecution to these programs. If convicted of domestic violence, a batterer would have
to attend and complete such a program. If a defendant successfully completes the
program, the arrest would be wiped off the books; if not, prosecution could be reinstated.

TRO: Temporary Restraining Order, issued in Family Court when a victim offers
“reasonable proof” of domestic violence. The duration of a TRO is twenty days and can
be extended by the judge pending a hearing. Its purpose is to ensure a period of
separation, prevent a recurrence of domestic violence, and prohibit personal contact with
the victim.

Vertical Prosecution: each case is handled by the same prosecution team from the time a
complaint is reviewed and sent to the county level until final disposition of the case.

Victim: defined under Family Code § 6211 as spouse, former spouse, cohabitant, former
cohabitant, person with a dating or engagement relationship

Victim Advocate: a trained support person who provides services to survivors of
domestic violence. These services may include being present during a S.A.R.T.
examination or helping with completion of legal forms and court processes.

Victim Witness Assistance Center: a state-funded agency located in the Santa Cruz
County District Attorney’s Office can assist a victim of violent crime with emergency
services, such as food, shelter, clothing, and transportation. The program can also provide
counseling, restitution, and an advocate to assist during court proceedings.

VINE: a program that offers twenty-four-hour, 365-day a year, toll-free telephone
services in English and Spanish to victims of crime and other concerned individuals.
Callers can anonymously access vital offender information, including custody status,
inmate location, upcoming court events, and sentence expiration. Callers can register to
be notified of any change in an offender's custody status, such as release, transfer, escape,
court event, or sentence expiration.
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WAWC: Walnut Avenue Women’s Center, a nonprofit family resource center
established seventy years ago

WCS: Women’s Crisis Support; a nonprofit agency established in 1977, provides
services to victims of domestic violence; merged with Defensa de Mujeres in 2005

Overview

One in every three women will be affected by domestic violence in her lifetime. On
average, more than three women are murdered by their husbands or boyfriends in this
country every day. In 2000, intimate partner homicides accounted for thirty-three percent
of the murders of women. Between the years 2000 and 2005, two homicides occurred
within Santa Cruz County related to domestic violence.

Domestic violence is defined as a pattern of coercive and abusive behaviors that is
perpetrated by adults or adolescents against current or former intimate partners in order to
control the partner. Of those involved in organizations related to domestic violence, most
would agree that power and control are central issues of domestic violence. Behaviors
may include repeated physical abuse, psychological abuse, or sexual assault, all of which
typically progress in severity, leading to social isolation and potentially resulting in death.
Psychological abuse may include behaviors such as: threats, physical or social isolation,
ridicule, financial constraints, or public humiliation. The vast majority of assaults on
current or former partners are committed against women.

Domestic violence is a serious concern at county, state, and national levels. Three recent
reports, two county and one state, each address the issue of domestic violence in Santa
Cruz County. The state report is a one-time project authorized by the State Attorney
General, while the other two are annual reports within the county. Each publication
addresses distinct components of domestic violence. This investigation seeks to
determine an accurate picture of domestic violence in Santa Cruz County with a focus on
victim safety and batterer accountability.

The Community Assessment Project (CAP), a United Way and county-funded eleven-
year community profile assessment, provides data for the county as a whole and then
breaks down data by city (Capitola, Santa Cruz, Scotts Valley, and Watsonville). There
are two sections relevant to the topic of domestic violence. The first, Crime Rate,
separately identifies rape statistics; the second, Domestic Violence, includes number of
calls, cases with weapons, community feelings, and prevalence of child witnesses to
domestic violence.

A thirty percent increase countywide in domestic violence calls occurred within the
County of Santa Cruz for the reporting year of 2004. Domestic violence calls have
increased in all cities except Capitola over the past ten years. The largest increase
occurred in the City of Santa Cruz and the smallest in Watsonville. When looking at the
past five years, the percentage change reflects a decrease in Capitola, Scotts Valley, and
Watsonville while the City of Santa Cruz and the unincorporated areas continue to report
an increase in calls. Still, in 2003, the domestic violence call rate for Santa Cruz County
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rose by 25.8 percent while the call rate for the state of California fell by 30.4 percent. The
number of domestic violence calls reported by cities within the county varies
considerably and may be due to differences in reporting and whether sexual assault
reports are included within the category of domestic violence or are reported separately.
However, the number of calls related to domestic violence reported within the county
serves as a point of departure and merits closer scrutiny. Do the increased numbers reflect
a greater awareness of community support or do the numbers reflect an actual increase of
domestic violence within our population?

The number of domestic violence cases with weapons has decreased in the cities of
Capitola and Scotts Valley within the past year but has increased twenty percent in
unincorporated areas and fifty percent in the cities of Watsonville and Santa Cruz. In
contrast, the number of domestic violence cases with weapons has been dramatically
declining for the state as a whole.

When reviewing crime rates as a whole in Santa Cruz County, violent crime, (homicide,
rape, robbery, and aggravated assault), has dropped 28.6 percent in the past ten years.
The violent crime rate per 1,000 population is 4.6 and has remained relatively stable for
the past five years. This appears to be good news. However, the crime of rape has
increased within the county 47.6 percent over a ten-year period and nearly twenty-five
percent over the past five years. A review of major cities in the county reveals that rape
as a crime has increased in every city except the unincorporated area for the past ten
years. Five year rates show a less dramatic increase ranging from one hundred (one to
two incidents) to two hundred (eight to twenty-five) percent but, nonetheless, an increase.
Tables reflecting ten-year rape data are from the Community Assessment Project and are
located in Appendix B.

The Domestic Violence Commission (DVC), an advisory commission to the Board of
Supervisors, is composed of members who are representatives of county organizations
concerned with the issue of domestic violence. The DVC began issuing an annual report
on domestic violence within the county under the auspices of the District Attorney’s
Office in 2003. To the extent data can be compared from 2003 to 2004, the number of
clients placing domestic violence calls to law enforcement agencies increased nearly
sixty-three percent while felony arrests decreased twenty-two percent, and misdemeanor
arrests remained the same despite the increase in reporting. The 2004 report does not
identify cities making felony and misdemeanor arrests in contrast to the previous year
when Watsonville had the highest number of felony arrests and Santa Cruz the highest
misdemeanor. Of 1,061 cases sent to the District Attorney’s Office in 2004, 663 or sixty-
two percent were filed as either felony or misdemeanors. The average number of felony
domestic violence cases filed by the District Attorney’s Office each month decreased by
twenty-eight percent. Emergency Protective Orders decreased by twenty-eight percent.
Temporary Restraining Orders, often filed with the assistance of an advocate, remained
essentially the same (Order After Hearing) and Permanent Restraining Orders, requiring a
court process, declined thirty-three percent. The 2005 Domestic Violence Commission
Annual Report to the Community, usually distributed in April, had not yet been published
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at the time of this report and was unavailable for comparison to the previous year. A
proof copy of the document was requested by the Grand Jury but was denied.

The State of California released a two-year task force report in June 2005 titled, Keeping
the Promise — Victim Safety. The report focused on four areas: victim safety,
enforcement, health care reporting, and batterer accountability. While data for the report
was obtained primarily from ten counties within the state, many specific statistical
profiles within the report were obtained from all counties, including Santa Cruz, and
reflect comparative regional data. Data that included Santa Cruz County was related to
the issuance of restraining orders and the number of unserved orders. Santa Cruz was
ranked among counties (thirty-four) with a population of 100,000 or more and was
positively identified in the first quartile for the issuance of Criminal and Emergency
Protective Orders. The county was identified in the second quartile for the issuance of
Family Court Orders After Hearing. Both of the above are positive indicators. A less than
desirable ranking, third quartile, occurred for Santa Cruz County in the areas of the
number of unserved Criminal Protective Orders (5.4% unserved), as well as the number
of unserved Family Court Orders After Hearing (28.9% unserved). A DVC
Commissioner stated that strategies to improve the numbers of unserved restraining
orders will need to be addressed by appropriate constituents of the legal community.

An additional report, a twenty-year retrospective (1984 -2004) on sexual assault in the
City of Santa Cruz, was conducted under the direction of the Commission for Prevention
of Violence Against Women. The report was made public in April 2006 and revealed the
increasing level of sexual assault in the City of Santa Cruz. The request by the CPVAW
to form an investigative task force was deemed to be redundant and unnecessary by the
City of Santa Cruz Police Department representative. Subsequently, the request was
declined by the Santa Cruz City Council.

In addition to the Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Department, there are four municipal
police departments within the county (Capitola, Santa Cruz, Scotts Valley, and
Watsonville). California Penal Code § 273.5 identifies domestic violence as a criminal
act. Statistical reporting occurs monthly and is sent to the District Attorney’s Office
where a determination is made to file a complaint or dismiss. Information to stakeholder
organizations regarding disposition of a case is available only if a mutually agreed-upon
procedure for exchange of this information between the District Attorney’s Office and the
agency is in place.

Many service providers for both victims and batterers exist within the county. Most
agencies are non-profit and receive county and/or state funds. A few are privately funded.
While never sufficient, funding may come from a variety of sources and is often
competitively sought. Court referrals to non-profit and private agencies for batterers
and/or victims for counseling, classes, shelter, and/or legal assistance are common.

The Santa Cruz County Grand Jury last addressed the issue of domestic violence in 1995.
However, the report addressed only mortality rates in relation to domestic violence.
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Scope

In an attempt to reflect an accurate picture of domestic violence in Santa Cruz County,
the report is divided into the following sections:

e Advisory bodies

e Funding

e Direct services for victims

e Sexual assault response

e Batterers’ Intervention Programs

e Legal system
Victim safety and batterer accountability is the primary focus of this investigation.
Methods utilized to gather information included:

e Interviews

e Literature search

e Document reviews

e Questionnaire

e Site visits

Sources [see Appendix A]
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Advisory Commissions:
A Finger on the Pulse?

Background

For more than twenty-five years, domestic violence advisory groups in Santa Cruz
County have advocated for survivors and influenced and guided policy. This section of
the report covers two of these bodies, the Santa Cruz City Commission for the Prevention
of Violence Against Women (CPVAW) and Santa Cruz County Domestic Violence
Commission (DVC).

CPVAW was formed in 1981 by community initiative and became a Santa Cruz City
commission in 1982. CPVAW is a self-described, “pro-active think tank that creates
solutions to ending violence against women and girls.” Each Santa Cruz City Council
member nominates one commissioner for appointment and approval. Seven
commissioners, who are all volunteers and must be Santa Cruz City residents, serve four-
year terms. Officers, including a chair and vice chair, serve one-year terms. The focus of
CPVAW varies with the interest of its members. Presently, the commission is centered on
sexual assault more than domestic violence.

According to the bylaws of the commission, its purposes are to:

e prevent sexual assault and domestic violence against women in the City of Santa
Cruz;

e ensure quality services for women who have experienced sexual assault and
domestic violence in the City of Santa Cruz; and

e make issues of sexual assault and domestic violence public concerns of the
citizens of Santa Cruz.?

CPVAW programs include: self-defense classes for women and girls, the Safe Place
Network, educational events for teen men and women, a grants program, and
collaboration with the City of Santa Cruz Police Department (SCPD). With the
cooperation of proprietors, CPVAW also distributes coasters at bars citing the penal code
for assault upon one who has consumed too much alcohol. In addition, a media release
advice packet in both Spanish and English for law enforcement, and educational outreach
at high schools has been developed.

2 City of Santa Cruz, Commission on the Prevention of Violence Against Women, “Community Resources
Brochure,” October 2002.
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On April 25, 2006, CPVAW presented a report on rape and sexual assault to the Santa
Cruz City Council. The report indicated an increase in both rape and sexual assault in the
city. As a result, CPVAW called for the formation of a task force to address the issue.
The report included:

e |ong-term data regarding the increase in reported rapes in the City of Santa
Cruz over a ten- and twenty-year period;

e acomparison of the rate of rape in the City of Santa Cruz with the State of
California and five cities of similar character (Huntington Beach, San Diego,
San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Berkeley); and

e demographics (age, location, ethnicity, stranger, non-stranger, brief encounter,
etc.) of reported sexual assaults in Santa Cruz for a focused two-year period of
2003 and 2004.°

Although all data used in the report was provided by SCPD, questions were raised by the
SCPD regarding accuracy and interpretation of the data. Rather than participating in a
task force, the SCPD believed that its limited resources should be directed toward victim
assistance and investigation.* Subsequently, the Santa Cruz City Council denied the task
force proposal and proposed an alternate plan. In this proposal, the Santa Cruz City
Public Safety Committee and CPVAW will combine to devise an action plan.

The Domestic Violence Commission (DVC), established by the Board of Supervisors in
1994, has approximately twenty-four to twenty-eight volunteer members who represent a
variety of domestic violence-related agencies throughout the county. There are three
types of membership seats on the DVC: membership by ex officio status (based on the
office they hold), membership by agency representation, and membership at-large.
Members appointed by position serve as long as they hold their qualifying positions. At-
large members and agency representatives serve for four years with staggered terms.
Terms of office for non-ex officio members begin on April 1. A representative from the
County Administrative Office holds a position seat. A complete list of members is on the
DVC web site.”

The DVC has five county-mandated responsibilities [County Code Chapter 2.118.050]:

e helping to increase coordination between agencies, departments, and the courts,
and with victims of domestic violence and abuse;

e promoting effective and accessible education and treatment;

® Applied Survey Research, The Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against Women: Report on
Rape and Sexual Assault, presentation to the Santa Cruz City Council, April 25, 2006.

* See Appendix C.

® Santa Cruz County Domestic Violence Commission web site, http://sccounty01.co.santa-
cruz.ca.us/da/dvc/mission.asp.
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e improving responses to domestic violence to reduce incidents of domestic
violence;

e examining domestic violence issues and making recommendations to the Board of
Supervisors; and

e establishing a committee from among the membership to develop protocols for
use by law enforcement officers.

The DVC’s major projects include producing an annual report on domestic violence for
the past three years, hosting an annual recognition ceremony to honor direct service
providers, and procuring several grants. In addition, meetings provide an opportunity for
domestic violence-related agencies to network.

CPVAW Findings

1.

CPVAW bylaws state that its goals include preventing domestic violence against
women, providing quality services, and ensuring public awareness of domestic
violence as well as programs to prevent sexual assault.

CPVAW pursues its preventative role through educational outreach.
There is an ongoing demand for CPVAW self-defense classes.

Grand Jury members observed that CPVVAW meetings are well organized and
productive.

The CPVAW has posted a written mission statement, agendas, and minutes on the
CPVAW web site.®

Terms on CPVAW are staggered so that no more than two commission seats expire at
the end of a given year. Commissioners may not serve more than two consecutive
terms. The commission bylaws mandate monthly meetings. Commissioners are
allowed three absences with notification or two without notification per calendar year.

The Grand Jury conducted an informal survey of downtown business sites (identified
by the Safe Place Network decal) that showed out of twelve employees at different
business establishments, only six were aware of the network and how to respond to an
incident. Only one employee offered a brochure. Several employees were completely
unaware of what the sticker represented; some offered creative responses.

CPVAW provides information on domestic violence in Spanish both on its web site
and in its pamphlets.

CPVAW has an annual budget of $70,000 that pays for a half-time administrative
assistant, educational outreach, and instructors for self-defense classes. All CPVAW
commissioners are volunteers.

® Santa Cruz City Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against Women web site,
http://www.ci.santa-cruz.ca.us/.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

According to a CPVAW member, CPVAW *“has had significant difficulty in
obtaining District Attorney’s Office dispositions and updates.”’

The CPVAW report to the Santa Cruz City Council states that the rate of reported
rape is higher in the City of Santa Cruz than comparative cities, counties, surrounding
regions, and the State of California. The 2004 rate in Santa Cruz is 2.10 per 1,000
females while the rate in California is .53 per 1,000 females.

Santa Cruz City Police officials stated at the April 25, 2006, Santa Cruz City Council
meeting that “the higher number of reported rapes may be due to more victims
reporting such crimes and a new electronic reporting system started in 1999 that
better captures crime statistics.”® The SCPD officials did not have evidence
supporting the reason for the increase.

One of the reasons the Santa Cruz City Council cited for denying the establishment of
the Rape and Sexual Assault Task Force is that it has no jurisdiction to compel some
of the potential members of the proposed task force, such as the Santa Cruz City
Schools Superintendent, to participate in this project.

DVC Findings

14.

15.

16.

17.

The DVC held a retreat in February 2006 to establish goals and revitalize the
commission. Goals agreed upon at this retreat included:

e improving and reorganizing commission structure;

e evaluating and improving the annual report to the community, emphasizing the
effectiveness of Batterers’ Intervention Programs; and

e providing the community with education about domestic violence.

According to the Executive Summary of the DVC Retreat Preparation Questionnaire
Report, “The members’ issues and concerns in 2006 are strikingly similar to the ones
reported in 2002.”°

The goals of the DVC and its subcommittees vary from year-to-year depending on the
interests of the chair and the membership.

The DVC produces an annual report for the Board of Supervisors that highlights
activities, accomplishments, and future goals. The 2003-2004 report was not
approved as of October 12, 2005 due to lack of quorum in meetings.

The annual report by the DVC to the Board of Supervisors is not on the DVC web
site. DVC operating subcommittees are not identified on the web site, and their

" Santa Cruz City Council Meeting Minutes, July 28, 1987.
8 Santa Cruz Sentinel, “City works to increase rape awareness,” April 26, 2006.

° Archer, Kay Bowden, “Santa Cruz County Domestic Violence Commission, 2006 Retreat Preparation
Questionnaire Report,” February 2006.
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reports, if they exist, are not included in DVC minutes. The DVC web site does not
include a full set of DVC agendas and minutes.

18. The Domestic Violence Commission Annual Report to the Community includes
information and statistics on advocacy groups, rate of child witness to domestic
violence, law enforcement, District Attorney filings, and court protective orders.

19. The DVC web site and annual report to the community are not translated into
Spanish.

20. The DVC has no budget. Staff has been provided by the organization to which the
chair belongs. Printing of the annual reports has been paid for by a variety of sources:
the Sheriff’s Department, the District Attorney’s Office, and the Community
Foundation. The DVC is seeking donations to print the 2004-2005 report to be
released in Spring or Summer 2006.

21. Grand Jury members have observed that agendas are not followed and reports from
subcommittees were not made at DVVC meetings, and action items were not tracked
from meeting to meeting. The meetings also lack member attendance and
participation.

22. DVC meeting requirements are set by the bylaws of the DVC that state meetings are
to be held monthly.

23. On February 11, 2004, the DVC approved a motion to hold six and not twelve
meetings per year. Three were to be held in Watsonville. Some commissioners
expressed concern that the reduction would impact the work of the commission.*°

24. The DVC minutes of March 9, 2005, state, “a quorum consists of one person more
than one-half of the appointed members (i.e., fourteen members). An absence policy
states that if a member is absent from three consecutive regular meetings without
good cause, he or she could be removed from the commission.

25. DVC meetings in which a quorum was present are represented below:

19 santa Cruz County Domestic Violence Commission, Minutes, October 12, 2005.
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26.

217.

28.

29.

YEAR NUMBER OF MEETINGS QUORUM
2001 10 10
2002™ 10 8
2003 10 7
2004 7 4
2005 7 5

Table 1: Domestic Violence Commission Quorum Meeting Record.

The DVC chair and vice chair are elected to one-year terms beginning in April.
However, there has been no scheduled meeting in April for the past three years.

For the past three years, the DVC has had no latino or gay/lesbian/transgender
representatives. Three vacancies on the DVC have been open since January 2005.

In November 2005, the DVC had existing subcommittees composed of a
commissioner chair and private citizens who may or may not have been members of
the DVC. At its February 2006 retreat, subcommittees were formulated consisting
solely of commission members.

Subcommittees reported on their activities at DVC meetings from 2001 until 2004.
The minutes of 2004 and 2005 do not reflect subcommittee action.

CPVAW Conclusions

1.

According to its bylaws, CPVAW?’s stated focus is on both sexual assault and
domestic violence; however, current focus seems to be primarily on sexual assault.

CPVAW has a long history of action and accomplishment and serves the City of
Santa Cruz conscientiously.

Due to turnover in downtown businesses, not all employees in businesses displaying
the Safe Place Network decal are as informed as they should be about the network.

CPVAW meets regularly according to its bylaws and has sufficient attendance to
accomplish its goals. CPVAW reviews its bylaws in a timely manner.

CPVAW’s documents are readily available to the public. Agendas, minutes, bylaws,
and mission statement are on its web site.

CPVAW’s membership and leadership terms are established to maintain energy and
promote infusion of new ideas.

" Two sets of minutes missing in 2002.
12 One set of minutes missing in 2003.
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Providing CPVAW information in Spanish is a valuable service to an important
segment of survivors.

Receiving updates on case dispositions from the District Attorney’s Office would
allow for better statistical collection and a more complete understanding of domestic
violence and sexual assault in the City of Santa Cruz.

Both SCPD and CPVAW agree that there is an increase in rape and sexual assault in
the City of Santa Cruz. The first step in any action plan to address this problem would
be to obtain hard evidence on the reason for the increase.

The Santa Cruz City Council does not have the authority to compel county, law
enforcement, and school officials to participate in a task force on rape and sexual
assault.

DVC Conclusions

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

The DVC membership is concerned about the structure and goals of the commission
and has taken preliminary steps in identifying its problems.

The Domestic Violence Commission Annual Report to the Community provides
Santa Cruz County with valuable information about the trends in domestic violence
reporting, services of local providers, and responses of law enforcement.

Translating the Domestic Violence Commission Annual Report to the Community
into Spanish would increase its readership in an important constituency.

Because the DVC has no budget for publishing its annual report, valuable volunteer
time is lost by having to solicit funds.

The DVC’s mandated responsibilities are not routinely addressed. DVC meetings
with the required quorum are not frequent enough to conduct the work of the
commission. Comparison of concerns stated at the two DVC Retreats (2002 and
2006) shows that these issues have not been adequately addressed. Evaluating
Batterers’ Intervention Programs has been a DVC goal for several years.

The DVC violates its own bylaws by not meeting on a monthly basis and not meeting
in Watsonville.

Since 2004, attendance and interest have decreased with the reduction in number of
meetings per year. Due to the reduction in number of meetings, the DVC is unable to
accomplish its stated goals in depth.

Information on DVC activities and organization are not readily available to the
public.

DVC membership terms are long and can be for extended periods of time leading to
disinterest and lack of participation. Vacancies leave the DVC without representation
in key areas.
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20.

21.
22,

A term of one year as DVC chair is not sufficient for the chair to gain experience and
to allow for established goals to be implemented.

Opportunities for networking are not exploited at DVC meetings.

Without hundreds of hours of volunteer work, advisory groups in Santa Cruz County
would not exist.

CPVAW Recommendations

1.

CPVAW should address issues of domestic violence so that efforts are equal to those
expended on sexual assault.

CPVAW volunteers are to be commended for their dedication and accomplishments
in increasing awareness of domestic violence and sexual assault in the City of Santa
Cruz.

CPVAW should continue to serve the City of Santa Cruz and its citizens by
maintaining all current programs and by publicizing the activities of CPVAW in a
timely and organized manner.

CPVAW is to be commended for providing information on domestic violence in
Spanish.

CPVAW should continue to conduct ongoing education about the Safe Place Network
with downtown business employees.

The District Attorney’s Office should report sexual assault and domestic violence
case dispositions to CPVAW and DVC regularly rather than requiring a request.

The 2006-2007 Grand Jury should consider investigating the crime of rape and sexual
assault in Santa Cruz County.

DVC Recommendations

8.

10.

11.

DVC volunteers are to be commended for recognizing problems with commission
function and organization and taking preliminary steps to remedy them.

The DVC should establish clear and focused goals and strategies at the beginning of
each year and submit them to the Board of Supervisors annually. These goals and
objectives should be published on the DVC web site.

The Board of Supervisors should hold established commissions responsible for
achieving goals and objectives and for following their bylaws.

The DVC should post the annual report to the Board of Supervisors on the county
web site along with goals, agendas, and minutes. The DVC should base its annual
report to the Board of Supervisors on the achievement of previously stated goals. The
web site should be updated with these items in a timely manner.
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20.
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22,

23.

24,
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The DVC should continue to publish the annual Domestic Violence Commission
Report to the Community. The 2005-2006 Grand Jury Final Report is a beginning
step in evaluating batterers’ intervention programs. The DVC can build on this
research to evaluate batterer accountability throughout the legal system. In addition,
the report should identify cities making felony and misdemeanor arrests as does the
2003 report rather than just giving totals for the county.

The Board of Supervisors should guarantee funding for the annual DVC report to the
community.

Domestic violence advisory groups should make sure their literature is in both
Spanish and English.

Individual members of the DVC should insist on compliance with bylaws concerning
monthly meetings and attendance. With established goals and productivity as the
highest concern, bylaws could be amended if necessary.

The DVC should consider changing its bylaws to shorten and stagger terms of office
to infuse the DVC with fresh ideas and energy.

The DVC should consider re-establishing an executive committee and identifying
these members on the DVC web site. It should also consider increasing the number of
officers to share responsibilities.

The DVC should fill its vacancies and remedy the attendance problem.
The DVC should consider amending its bylaws to increase the chair’s term of office.
The DVC should develop an orientation process for new members.

The DVC should require each member to give an annual presentation on the
organization he or she represents to update the commission as a whole.

Individual members of the DVC should take full advantage of networking
opportunities to collaborate, problem solve, and determine whether unaddressed
needs of survivors exist.

The DVC should include information about its subcommittees on the county web site.
It should also include progress reports on projects.

DVC volunteers are to be commended for increasing awareness of domestic violence
in Santa Cruz County.
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Responses required

Entities Findings | Recommendations Respond
Within

Santa Cruz County 17 -18, 23 - 10-13 60 Days

Board of 26 (September 1, 2006)

Supervisors

Santa Cruz City 4,7,11-13 1-5 60 Days

Council (September 1, 2006)

Santa Cruz County 15,18 - 30 8-9,11-12,14-24 90 Days

Domestic Violence (October 1, 2006)

Commission

Santa Cruz City 4,7,11-13 1-5 90 Days

Commission for the (October 1, 2006)

Prevention of

Violence Against

Women

District Attorney’s 10 6 60 Days

Office

(September 1, 2006)
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Shallow Pockets, Deep Needs:
Funding

An appropriate quote from the Community Foundation of Santa Cruz
County’s recent 2005 Nonprofit Landscape Study offers a reflective
thought in regard to funding of service providers, in general, and for the
purposes of this report, to domestic violence service providers. “Providing
nonprofits with the technical, financial and volunteer support necessary to
help them thrive is ultimately in the best interest of all Santa Cruz County
residents. **

Background

Organizations providing services related to domestic violence are funded through federal,
state, and local grants, private donors, and charitable distributions. Of all the service
providing agencies related to domestic violence that were reviewed by the Santa Cruz
County Grand Jury, most were among the nonprofit sector, two were for profit, and one
was self-sustaining with little or no funds.

The Santa Cruz County Human Resource Agency (HRA) subcontracts with at least sixty
Health and Human Services nonprofits to provide a wide range of social services within
the county. The Health Services Agency (HSA) funds health-related nonprofits that
provide drug and alcohol abuse programs. Funding for these agencies comes from
county, federal, and state funding sources. Additional monies from a fee on marriage
licenses and from the Probation Department are allocated to domestic violence-related
programs in the county. At present, no single-source document identifies the total funding
of nonprofits in the county by service provider, the granting agency that allocates funds
to their organization, and the mix of public and private monies from various sources.
Contracts with nonprofits totaled over six million dollars in fiscal year 2004-2005.*
Because there is no single-source document, the Grand Jury was unable to determine the
percentage of funds specifically allocated to domestic violence service providers.
Decisions to allocate county funds are made by the Board of Supervisors and are based
on recommendations of budget analysts, department directors, and oversight boards. In
this time of budget constraints, legitimate concerns are raised regarding the cost of
duplicated services and administrative costs. The recent administrative consolidation
(1999) and subsequent merger (2005) of Defensa de Mujeres and Women’s Crisis
Support provides an example of potential budget efficiency (economy of scale).

“In contrast to other California counties that have experienced a slow down in nonprofit
growth, [the number of] Santa Cruz County nonprofits have continued to grow by forty-

The Community Foundation of Santa Cruz County, 2005 Santa Cruz County Nonprofit Landscape Study.
“The Community Foundation of Santa Cruz County, 2005 Santa Cruz County Nonprofit Landscape Study.
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five percent in the last fifteen years; fifteen percent in the last five years.”*
Consequently, those making funding allocation decisions must consider many more
organizations than previously.

The nonprofit funding environment is limited and competitive in Santa Cruz County.
Currently, only two local charitable organizations, the United Way and the Community
Foundation of Santa Cruz County, fund the growth or creative projects, such as a pilot
project or new materials, of domestic violence service providers beyond their established
funding base. Contributions from local charities and individual contributions represent a
minimal percentage of an organization’s total operating budget. Consequently, reliance
on federal, state, and local funding sources becomes central to maintaining a core
operational budget.*®

With salaries often higher for comparable positions in nearby larger cities, many
organizations rely on the passion and compassion of individuals dedicated to a particular
cause. Based on a recent study of nonprofits in Santa Cruz County by the Community
Foundation of Santa Cruz County, “one-third of nonprofits operate with an annual budget
of less than $50,000; half with two or fewer staff members, and nearly one-third rely on
an all volunteer workforce.”"’

Establishing a diverse funding base through fund raising, grant writing, and development
of marketing and solicitation materials requires staff, time, energy, and specific skill sets.
The Grand Jury has deduced that young organizations with less staff, visibility, and
minimal strategic short- and long-term goals often flounder and struggle for years before
becoming established or disappearing altogether. One such organization, offering a
unique service, ceased operation within the past year. The majority of organizations
reviewed in this report relies heavily on volunteers within the community to support and
implement organizational goals.

Core funding of nonprofit organizations related to domestic violence is established
through federal and state grants, service contracts with local government, and private
donations. Additional monies could be obtained from two local charitable, funding
organizations, the United Way of Santa Cruz County and the Community Foundation of
Santa Cruz County. An assessment of these sources follows.

United Way Findings

1. The Executive Director of United Way has held the position for fourteen years. The
organizational structure includes a board of trustees and decision-making committees.
A mission statement exists and a recently adopted Fund Distribution Plan document
details the process for funding.

>The Community Foundation of Santa Cruz County, 2005 Santa Cruz County Nonprofit Landscape Study.
®The Community Foundation of Santa Cruz County, 2005 Santa Cruz County Nonprofit Landscape Study.
"The Community Foundation of Santa Cruz County, 2005 Santa Cruz County Nonprofit Landscape Study.
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United Way has sixteen staff members, half of whom are First Five employees.
United Way also staffs the Children’s Network.

United Way raises approximately $1.3 million per year through local agencies,
employers, businesses, and corporate and private donors.

Consideration for initial funding by United Way must meet criteria in one of five
funding areas: Youth, Disabled, Homeless Families, Healthy Families, and Elders.

In addition to the established funding areas, three United Way initiatives currently
underway are: Go for Health, Together for Youth, and Success by Six.

An extensive application for funding by United Way must be submitted. The
application process is coordinated by the Human Resource Agency and can be shared
with and utilized by other city and county funding sources.

The United Way currently funds thirty-three organizations, each for a three-year
cycle.

The Walnut Avenue Women’s Center Support Groups have been funded by United
Way for the past three years.

A designated United Way committee determines if funding for an agency will be
renewed for an additional three-year cycle.

Individual donors can designate monies to the United Way general fund, to one of the
thirty-three agencies selected for funding, or to any other agency in the community.

A scheduled one-hour, on-site evaluation of United Way-funded agencies occurs each
year by an evaluation team. The evaluation team consists of one United Way
employee and three or four volunteer community members who have received a two-
hour training. The evaluation form used by the team is thorough in scope. Some
volunteer evaluators have served for many years.

United Way plays a directive and contributory role in the development and annual
distribution of the Community Assessment Project (CAP). The CAP has been
produced for eleven years and provides access to trended data related to many social
issues of concern to various members of the community.

Community Foundation of Santa Cruz County Findings

13.

14.

The Community Foundation of Santa Cruz County was established in 1982. The
current Executive Director has been in the position for ten years. An eighteen-
member volunteer board of directors actively guides a staff of 9.3 employees all of
whom have nonprofit experience.

The Community Foundation recently participated in a study of time/cost analysis to
streamline its operations and guide strategic planning.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

217.

Web site and marketing materials for Community Foundation are current and
thorough.

The Community Foundation of Santa Cruz County funds nonprofit organizations or
agencies designated by donors.

The range of total funds distributed annually by Community Foundation is $500,000 -
$4,000,000 depending on monies earned, raised, or received that year.

Annual distributions by Community Foundation for all selected competitive grants
range from $500,000 - $770,000.

Funding sources for the Community Foundation include investments, donors,
partnerships, and fundraising.

The Community Foundation maintains seven fields of interest in which to receive and
disburse monies: Arts and Humanities, Community Development, Education,
Environment, Health, Historic Preservation, and Human Services.

Funds are disbursed by Community Foundation to local nonprofits based on grant
application or donor-advised funds.

Community Foundation funding for 2003 to domestic violence-related service
providers included Walnut Avenue Women’s Center, Women’s Crisis Support-
Defensa de Mujeres, and Familia Center.

Community Foundation funding for 2004 and 2005 to domestic violence-related
service providers included Walnut Avenue Women’s Center, Defensa de Mujeres,
and Women’s Crisis Support.

There is an annual competitive application process for Community Foundation grant
funds.

After receiving grant funds from the Community Foundation, an agency must wait for
three years before submitting another grant application. However, some agencies
receive annual distributions from donor-advised funds.

Community Foundation staff evaluate the expenditure of distributed funds through
site visits and mid-term and final reports. On occasion, site visits are made prior to
funding.

Other programs and services of benefit to the community offered through the
Community Foundation include:

e management training workshops;

e grant application workshops;

e a CD-ROM data base of other funding foundations;

e aboard match program to assist nonprofits in finding board members;

e estate planning; and
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e alist of nonprofits and their purposes to assist donors in making their
contribution decision.

The Community Foundation underwrote a study of local nonprofits in 1999 and 2005
to assess the local nonprofit landscape.

There is no single-source document that identifies the budgets of domestic violence-
related agencies in Santa Cruz County.

Representatives of the United Way and Community Foundation of Santa Cruz County
expressed concern regarding the duplication of services within the county and
subsequent duplicated administrative costs.

Conclusions

10.

Leadership in both organizations is stable.

Both organizations are well entrenched within the community, are efficiently run, and
provide valuable services to the community.

Both organizations maintain a degree of transparency with information readily
available through current web site access, printed materials, and media exposure.

Many grass roots service agencies in the county rely on yearly funding from United
Way. However, it is difficult for a new organization to become one of the thirty-three
organizations selected for annual funding.

Since funding by United Way is for a three-year cycle, it is important that evaluations
yield accurate information. Scheduled one-hour site evaluations may not provide an
accurate assessment.

The Community Foundation provides an important source of financial assistance to
local, stable, 501(c) 3 nonprofits seeking funds for specific projects. It is difficult for
young organizations or established non-501 (c) 3 agencies that have no funding
source, such as Battered Women’s Task Force, to receive small grant consideration.

The United Way produces the annual Community Assessment Project (CAP) that
provides a broad range of trended and comparative data for the community. In
relation to this Grand Jury report, the areas of crime and domestic violence are of
import. It is a valuable resource for county organizations and residents.

The 2005 Santa Cruz County Nonprofit Landscape study underwritten by the
Community Foundation is a valuable point-in-time resource that serves the
community.

The broad variety of programs and projects offered by the Community Foundation
reflects its philanthropic goal of outreach to the community.

An overall picture of domestic violence-related funding in a single-source funding
document would be useful to the DVC in meeting its goals.
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11. In an environment of continuing countywide budget constraints, and the continuing

growth in the numbers of nonprofits, a study of duplicated services and administrative
costs by nonprofit agencies within the county has not occurred. Representatives from
the United Way and the Community Foundation would be likely leaders to initiate
and/or participate in such a study.

Recommendations

1.

The Grand Jury commends the United Way for fulfilling its purpose, for its
organization and transparency, and the annual production of the Community
Assessment Project and strongly recommends that it maintain its role in this project.

The Grand Jury commends the Community Foundation of Santa Cruz County for its
organization, transparency, and its broad range of services provided to the nonprofit
sector and recommends that it maintain all services.

The United Way should consider periodic, spontaneous, rather than scheduled,
evaluative site visits.

The United Way should consider a small funding category for new or young
organizations that provide unique services.

The Community Foundation may want to consider a trial program wherein a selected,
young (less than four years old) nonprofit, offering a unique service, or an
established, productive but unfunded agency could be assisted financially and
managerially for a selected period of time.

Representatives from both organizations should be active participants in future
county-wide discussions on the collaborative efforts of nonprofits and the impact of
duplicated services and costs.

The DVC should collect budgetary information on direct service providers and
Batterers’ Intervention Programs to get an overall picture of funding.

Responses requested, but not required

Entity Findings Recommendations | Respond
Within

United Way 9,11, 30 1,3,4,6 90 Days
(October 1, 2006)

Community 20, 24, 30 2,5,6 90 days

Foundation of (October 1, 2006)

Santa Cruz County
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Entity Findings Recommendations | Respond
Within
Domestic Violence 29 7 90 Days

Commission of
Santa Cruz County

(October 1, 2006)
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A Trusted Hand When Needed:
Direct Services to Survivors

Background

Two primary nonprofit organizations, Women’s Crisis Support-Defensa de Mujeres and
Walnut Avenue Women’s Center, provide a variety of services and programs that enable
female victims to address their life situations and, eventually, to rebuild their lives. A
third organization that provides direct services to women is the Battered Women’s Task
Force (BWTF). It is housed within the Walnut Avenue Women’s Center. A fourth
organization, Familia Center, offers services to low-income families. One additional
organization, Family Matters, offered services to male victims, but ceased operation
within the past year.

Women’s Crisis Support (WCS) was established in 1977 in Santa Cruz. Defensa de
Mujeres (DdM) was established in Watsonville in 1990. The two organizations were
administratively consolidated in 1999 and officially merged in 2005. Four facilities exist
under the umbrella of WCS-DdM: an administrative office in Watsonville, a service
provider center in Watsonville, a service provider center in the City of Santa Cruz, and an
emergency shelter located within the county. The organization owns the administrative
building, the service center in Watsonville, and the shelter. The service center located in
the City of Santa Cruz is leased. WCS-DdM has a ten-member board of directors
currently working on a five-year strategic plan. Operational bylaws are in existence. The
Executive Director has been in the position for nine years. There are approximately
thirty-nine staff members, all of whom are bilingual. A newsletter, N.E.W.S.
(Networking to Ensure Women’s Safety), is published quarterly. Several other brochures
and flyers list pertinent information about the organization and the services provided. All
services are available in English and Spanish. Services include:

e emergency shelter for women and their children

e telephone and in-person individual crisis support

¢ legal assistance with document preparation

e individual and group support and counseling

e court advocacy

e victim advocate with Sexual Assault Response Team
e neighborhood outreach

e parenting classes
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e workshops for families

e self-defense classes for adult and teen women

e state-mandated domestic violence training for employees and volunteers
e victim advocate training
e community presentations

e training for law enforcement agencies

e healthy families program
e children’s and teen’s support groups

Approximately 1,700 clients were provided domestic violence-related services in the year
2004-2005. The most frequently used services were: advocacy, peer counseling, crisis
intervention, and legal services. Services were utilized by all ethnicities. In 2005, WCS-
DdM provided emergency shelter to fifty-six women and sixty-eight children. Length of
stay ranged from one to ninety-one days with an average of twenty-four days. Total bed
nights provided were 2,972. The Client Satisfaction Survey, conducted by Applied
Survey Research in 2002-2003, reflected quite favorably on the organization. Large
numbers of volunteers support the organization.

The Walnut Avenue Women’s Center (WAWC) is located in the City of Santa Cruz. It
was established seventy years ago as part of the YWCA. It later became independent and
assumed its present name. The center owns the building in which it is located. The
WAWC currently has an eight-member board of directors that meets monthly. The board
operates under established bylaws. The Executive Director has been in the position for
thirteen years. Seventy-five percent of the WAWC’s thirty-eight employees are bilingual.
The WAWC is considered a family resource center and offers a variety of programs
including:

e childcare centers

e afamily literacy program

e youth programs

e adomestic violence program

e teen mom program

e mentoring program for youth

e parenting classes

e SAFE Connections for Kids (a supervised child visitation program)

WAWC has a satellite presence in Live Oak and at Santa Cruz High School. The center
does not have a shelter but collaborates with the WCS-DdM shelter and can provide safe
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houses for those in need. Nearly fifty percent of clients served in the domestic violence
program are Latina. Ninety percent of those in the Literacy Program and sixty percent of
those in the childcare program are Latina. There is a large number of volunteers who
serve the center. Services are free unless the ability to pay on a sliding scale is
established. WAWC served approximately 1,900 clients seeking domestic violence
services in 2005.

Both WCS-DdM and WAWC receive funding through federal, state, and county funding
streams. Federal and state funding sources include the Office of Emergency Services and
the Department of Health Services — Domestic Violence Division. County funding is
administered through the Health Services Agency and the Human Resource Agency. In
addition, cities within the county contribute annually to operational budgets. Federal,
state, and county funding varies from year-to-year with the political and economic
climate. Both organizations receive monies from the United Way and the Community
Foundation of Santa Cruz County. Funds from other foundations are sought and received.
It is common for one organization to have six or more funding sources. Each source must
be tracked, and the organization must be available for audits and site visits by the funding
agency. The instability of funding necessitates fundraising activities each year. Although
time-consuming, grant writing is a common and necessary endeavor to procure funds for
on-going programs and special projects.

The Battered Women’s Task Force (BWTF) has been in existence for over fifteen years.
It is a collective of ten to fifteen facilitators who provide support to battered women
through weekly support group meetings. The meetings are conducted at the WAWC.
Those attending the groups are referred to as survivors and are assisted through three
levels of self-development to process their experiences and strengthen their decision-
making for the future. Meetings are confidential and serve to facilitate the healing
process. Drop-ins are welcome. Grocery supplies from Second Harvest Food Bank are
often distributed at the end of meetings. The BWTF has no consistent funding source but
may receive small amounts of money from time-to-time through grants. Monies obtained
through grants are used to produce materials for the survivors and to increase public
awareness. The BWTF has produced an excellent resource book for participants,
however, it is currently available only in English.

The Grand Jury developed an open-ended questionnaire in English and Spanish to solicit
survivor input. The questionnaires were distributed to facilitators in areas where support
groups or shelters were located. The intent was to provide a voice to survivors and to
gather information from survivors about problematic areas encountered within the
system. Respondents overwhelmingly indicated their appreciation for the centers that
offered them services. Respondents from shelters expressed gratitude for having a safe
and supportive environment in which to begin healing and to take positive steps. With
childcare services offered, the opportunity to attend a support group without the
responsibilities of childcare promoted attendance and participation at the service centers.
Survivors viewed support groups as a lifeline to continued growth. Legal assistance and
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court advocacy were reported to strengthen their resolve and facilitate personal progress.
Other amenities such as food distribution, social service and health referrals, and clothing
distribution were also appreciated. Frustrations included the large number of agencies to
be contacted by survivors to access needed assistance. The lack of transportation was
reported to hamper the ability to access assistance, seek employment, access health care,
and provide for the welfare of children. Personal frustrations centered around living with
fear for personal safety, perceived indifferent response by female police officers, the
unknown, and the emotional rollercoaster of deciding to start anew.

Familia Center is a nonprofit organization that was started in 1983 as a satellite clinic of
the Women’s Health Center in the Beach Flats area. After closing for one year, it
reopened in 1993 in the City of Santa Cruz as a health services agency education center.
The center has a board of directors and is in the process of purchasing its building.
Criteria for employment at Familia Center includes the ability to read, write, and speak
English. The eight current employees are bilingual. Familia Center’s primary purpose is
to provide services to low-income people within the community. Familia Center is part of
the Healthy Kids Program through First Five. The center’s day care program serves
twenty to twenty-five children each day. Additional drop-ins are also welcome. Court
referrals to Familia Center are few and are primarily from Child Protective Services and
police agencies. The center offers five, six-week parenting classes each year throughout
the county. One of the classes is conducted at WAWC. The parenting classes are free.
When appropriate, referrals are made to Defensa de Mujeres for shelter services. Other
services provided by Familia Center include:

e advocacy and support

e assistance with health insurance enroliment

e a home visitor program to assist families with referrals

e assistance with translation in completing applications and forms
e aschool readiness program for children ages three to five

e food and clothing distribution

e educational workshops including computer use for beginners, ESL, diabetes
education and nutrition, and vegetarian cooking

e youth enrichment programs include the homework club, teen homework lab, fun
Friday, and summer fun

The average number of clients served on a monthly basis is 285. Unduplicated contacts
for the year 2004-2005 were 1,626. Eighty-one percent of all clients are Latino and two-
thirds of those receiving services are female. Seventy-three percent of all clients
receiving services are monolingual Spanish. Ninety-two percent are considered to be in a
very low-income bracket despite a majority being employed. The services most utilized
were food and clothing assistance. Familia Center coordinates with a large number of
other nonprofit organizations within the county. All materials are in English and Spanish.
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Funding for Familia Center is from a diverse funding stream that includes federal pass-
through monies, state grants, foundation and endowment funds, First Five funds, private
donors, and the Community Foundation of Santa Cruz County. Client satisfaction surveys
conducted in 2004 and 2005 revealed a strong level of trust with staff at the center.

Family Matters was started in Scotts Valley in 2001 as a nonprofit organization to
provide services related to domestic violence. It ceased operation in December 2005. All
five staff members were volunteers. The Executive Officer and the Administrative
Assistant were bilingual, but only the Executive Officer could translate in confidential
settings. Five brochures, available only in English, addressed specific topics. Services
provided by Family Matters included crisis intervention for males and females, assistance
with legal documents, court advocacy, referrals, and educational outreach. Funding was
through small grants and charitable donations. With the exception of one filing fee,
services were free. During 2005, focus was on male victims. Although the outreach was
unique, law enforcement agencies within the county relate that less than ten percent of
domestic violence cases involve the male as victim. It is possible that male victims do not
report as readily. Nonetheless, this agency may have remained viable if it had
collaborated with other existing agencies to offer services under their name, as does
BWTF, or if sufficient funding or assistance for start-up agencies existed within the
county. Without paid staff, it is difficult to develop the stability (organizational structure,
mission and goal statements, strategic plans, and evaluative measures) required for
funding by most organizations.

Women'’s Crisis Support-Defensa de Mujeres Findings

1. The Women’s Crisis Support and Defensa de Mujeres are one organization.

2. WCS-DdM has a board of directors, established bylaws, and an Executive Director
who has been in the position for nine years.

3. WCS-DdM is transparent in its operations. All materials requested by the Grand Jury
were promptly submitted and indicated an efficient level of organization and tracking
of data.

4. The Women’s Crisis Support service center is located in the City of Santa Cruz and
offers individual and group counseling to women who have experienced domestic
violence or sexual assault.

5. The DdM service center is located in Watsonville and offers individual and group
counseling to women who have experienced domestic violence or sexual assault.

6. WCS-DdM offers a wide variety of programs in English and Spanish that serve
women, teens, and families.
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7. WCS-DdM provides the sixty-hour, state-mandated training for those planning to
work or volunteer in the field of domestic violence. Two training sessions are
conducted each year. Approximately thirty-six to forty persons were trained in 2005.

8. Over 1,700 women received support through WCS-DdM in the past year. Additional
services were provided to families and those in parenting and self-defense classes.

9. A fifteen-bed emergency shelter exists within the county and is operated by WCS-
DdM. The shelter provided bed space to fifty-six women and sixty-eight children in
2005. Total bed nights was 2,972.

10. WCS-DdM trains and is the sole source within the county for Victim Advocates who
function as part of the Sexual Assault Response Team. There are over fifty trained
Victim Advocates with at least three people on call at all times. All employees of
WCS-DdM are advocate trained and can function in the role of Victim Advocate.

11. Information regarding WCS-DdM is available to the public through brochures, flyers,
a quarterly newsletter, and its web site www.wcs-ddm.org.

12. WCS-DdM partners with the Commission for Prevention of Violence Against
Women (CPVAW) to offer the Safe Place Network among downtown Santa Cruz
businesses.

13. The Executive Director of WCS-DdM holds a commissioner seat on the Domestic
Violence Commission, has a moderate attendance record, and actively participates in
meetings attended.

Walnut Avenue Women’s Center Findings

14. The Walnut Avenue Women’s Center (WAWC) is located in the City of Santa Cruz.

15. WAWC has an established board of directors, established bylaws, and an Executive
Director who has been in the position for thirteen years.

16. WAWC is a family resource center that offers programs for children, families, and
women with issues related to domestic violence.

17. Seventy-five percent of the employees at WAWC are bilingual.

18. WAWC operates three childcare centers. There is a waiting list for childcare. One of
the childcare programs is for newborns of teen moms, and another is for toddlers of
teen moms.

19. WAWC provides for the presence of a victim advocate within the Santa Cruz County
Court building to facilitate immediate assistance in completing legal forms and to
explain other court processes. Judges are aware of the advocates’ presence and are
able to make immediate referrals.
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20. WAWC partners with the Commission for Prevention of Violence Against Women
(CPVAW) to address sexual assault issues in the workplace. CPVAW supplies a
video, and WAWC sends an advocate to speak and answer questions on the topic.

21. The Executive Director of WAWC holds a commissioner seat on the Domestic
Violence Commission and has attended and participated sporadically over the past
several years.

22. Both WCS-DdM and WAWC have a large number of volunteers. Many volunteers
were previously victims of abuse. It is reported that they volunteer to express their
belief in, and appreciation for, the support they received.

23. Funding for WCS-DdM and WAWC comes from federal, state, county, and city
sources. Additional monies are received from foundations, grants, and private donors.
Each source requires tracking, audits, and possible site visits.

Battered Women'’s Task Force Findings

24. The Battered Women’s Task Force (BWTF) has been in existence for over fifteen
years and is located within the Walnut Avenue Women’s Center in the City of Santa
Cruz.

25. The purpose of the BWTF is to provide support to women who have been abused and
to facilitate their healing process.

26. BWTF has no consistent funding source.

27. Survivors in support groups at BWTF, surveyed by the Grand Jury, confirm the
importance of being able to attend the group sessions.

28. The brochure produced by the BWTF deals thoroughly with the subject of domestic
abuse and serves as a resource to participants.

29. The BWTF brochure is only available in English.

30. The director of the BWTF holds an approved commissioner seat on the DVC and has
an excellent record of attendance over the past several years.

Survivor Survey Findings

31. Childcare is provided during all support group sessions at WCS-DdM, WAWC, and
BWTF.

32. Survivors, surveyed by the Grand Jury, express gratitude for the services offered
through WCS-DdM, WAWC, and BWTF.

33. Survivors, surveyed by the Grand Jury, express frustration about negotiating the
myriad number of contacts necessary to secure assistance in rebuilding their lives.
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Some of their frustrations related to perceived indifference shown by female police
officers during the initial contact.

Familia Center Findings

34.
35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Familia Center was established in 1983 and is located in the City of Santa Cruz.

Familia Center serves low-income families and offers a broad array of programs for
children, teens, parents, and adults.

All staff at Familia Center are bilingual but are not trained in the state-mandated
domestic violence curriculum.

There is no domestic violence screening tool as part of the initial application for
services at Familia Center.

Clients receiving services from Familia Center are predominantly Latino, female,
low-income, and monolingual Spanish. The majority of clients is employed.

Customer service surveys conducted by Familia Center over the past three years
consistently indicate a strong level of trust in staff.

Parenting classes are offered throughout the county by Familia Center and are
attended primarily by women. One of the classes is conducted at the WAWC site.
Parenting classes include information on domestic violence and alcohol abuse during
the last class session.

Conclusions

1.

Women’s Crisis Support-Defensa de Mujeres is a well established, well organized
agency that provides a broad array of domestic violence-related services to the
community. The public can readily obtain information about WCS-DdM through
their outreach materials.

The state-mandated training programs conducted by WCS-DdM for volunteers and
potential domestic violence-related employees support employment in the field.

Programs conducted by WCS-DdM to train Victim Advocates provide
knowledgeable participants in the S.A.R.T. process and ensure an adequate supply of
advocates.

The emergency shelter and safe houses located within the county serve their intended
purpose.

Sensitivity to demographics through employment of bilingual personnel, and the
availability of agency materials in English and Spanish, demonstrate an inclusive
outreach to members of the community seeking domestic violence-related services.

Individual and group counseling and support services offered by WCS-DdM,
WAWC, and BWTF are well attended and valued by participants.
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The provision of supervised childcare at service centers promotes attendance at
support groups.

WAWC is an established, organized agency that has provided services for seventy
years. Currently, it serves as a family resource center offering services to children,
parents, teens, and victims of domestic violence.

Court advocacy provided by WAWC helps to decrease confusion and stress within
victims and contributes to time efficiency within the court system.

A great deal of time is spent at each organization securing funds, writing grants,
tracking expenditures, writing reports, and preparing for audits and site visits. The
efforts are duplicated at each entity and for each funding source.

The BWTF has a fifteen-year history of providing confidential support in a peer
setting that is valued by its participants.

With no funding source, BWTF is limited in its production of materials.

Survivors are currently dependent on counselors and/or facilitators to express their
concerns, frustrations, and needs. Counselors and/or facilitators may or may not be
able to advocate for or have access to other appropriate agencies.

Representatives of WCS-DdM, WAWC, and BWTF are approved commissioners on
the DVC. As providers of direct services to those experiencing domestic violence,
their attendance and participation is vital in assisting other DVC commissioners to
meet the mandated goals.

Familia Center is an established, well organized agency that provides a broad array of
services for low-income families.

As an agency trusted by its clients, Familia Center could serve as a referring agency
to those needing domestic violence-related services. With no employee training or
intake screening tool, an opportunity to screen applicants for domestic violence
concerns is missing. Without such a tool, employees may not readily recognize the
need for a domestic violence-related referral.

Parenting classes and childcare centers, provided by Familia Center, are well attended
and are strategically located to appeal to clients considering or receiving other
domestic violence-related services.

Offering related services (such as parenting classes) within other established agencies
promotes utilization of services, efficient use of space, and is cost-effective by
reducing overhead costs.

The organizations providing direct services to victims of domestic violence rely on
volunteers to assist with accomplishing their goals.
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20. WCS-DdM, WAWC, BWTF, and Familia Center have a history of collaborating with

other community agencies to accomplish their goals and may partner with a specific
agency for focused projects.

21. It would serve the community if WCS-DdM, WAWC, BWTF, and Familia Center

met several times each year to share program offerings, assess programs, discuss
potential collaborations, and determine duplicative efforts and costs.

Recommendations

1.

10.

The Grand Jury commends WCS-DdM for their organization, responsiveness,
transparency, collaboration with other agencies, and the variety and quality of
services offered.

The Grand Jury commends WAWC for the variety of services they provide for
children, teens, families, and victims of domestic violence, especially court advocacy,
and for their collaboration with other agencies.

The duplicated efforts of WCS-DdM and WAWC in grant and report writing, as well
as fundraising, should be assessed. Creative solutions to reduce time and effort
expended by the Executive Directors in these activities should be sought. (An
example of such efforts might be a shared position for grant writing or fundraising).

The Grand Jury commends BWTF for its long-standing history of volunteerism and
its front-line service to survivors.

The BWTF should seek small grant funding to provide materials in English and
Spanish for participants and for public outreach efforts.

Representatives from WCS-DdM, WAWC, and BWTF, who serve as commissioners
on the Domestic Violence Commission, should attend monthly meetings regularly,
serve as proactive members, and ensure compliance of the commission with stated
bylaws.

A system should be developed wherein survivors can express their thoughts and
frustrations at strategic points in time within the healing process. The input should be
collected by group facilitators, forwarded to a representative DVC commissioner, and
discussed at DVC meetings.

The Grand Jury commends Familia Center for its vast outreach to low-income
members of the community and the wide variety of services offered.

Familia Center should collaborate with WCS-DdM for domestic violence training for
its employees so they may readily recognize a need for referral.

As a trusted agency within the community, Familia Center should incorporate a
domestic violence screening tool with its intake application for services in order to
recognize and refer clients as early as possible to appropriate agencies.
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11. The Grand Jury commends the many volunteers of Santa Cruz County who assist
domestic violence-related agencies in meeting their goals.

12. The Grand Jury recommends that WCS-DdM, WAWC, BWTF, and Familia Center
meet at least twice each year to share program information, discuss program
utilization, address common concerns, discuss potential collaboration projects, and
assess duplicated efforts and cost.

Responses requested but not required

Entity Findings Recommendations | Respond
Within

Women’s Crisis 13, 23, 32-33 1,3,6-7,12 90 days

Support —

Defensa de (October 1, 2006)

Mujeres

Walnut Avenue 21, 23, 32-33, 2-3,6-7,12 90 days

Women’s Center (October 1, 2006)

Battered 26 - 30, 33 4-7,12 90 days

Women’s Task (October 1, 2006)

Force

Familia Center 36 -37,39-40 8-10, 12 90 days

(October 1, 2006)
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A Painful Secret:
Sexual Assault Response Team

Background

The recently released Commission for Prevention of Violence Against Women
(CPVAW) twenty-year study of sexual assault in the City of Santa Cruz and the eleventh
annual report by the Community Assessment Project indicate an increase in the number
of sexual assaults and rapes in the county.™® It is unknown what percentage of sexual
assault or rape is a component of the broader picture of domestic violence. Specific data
linking the two is not reported by any agency. A Sexual Assault Response Team
(S.A.R.T.) exists within the county and is composed of a peace officer from the
jurisdictional agency, a sexual assault nurse examiner (S.A.N.E.), and a Victim Advocate.
The Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office monitors the budget and implementation of the
S.A.R.T. process. Funding for the program is on a pro rata basis from each of four police
departments and the Sheriff’s Office. In addition, Dominican Hospital and the University
of California Santa Cruz contribute annually to the S.A.N.E. budget.

Three registered nurses, with specific training in sexual assault forensic evidence
collection and certification in pediatrics, share S.A.N.E. responsibilities within the
county. Designated sexual assault examination rooms are maintained by the S.A.N.E. in
the Emergency Departments of Dominican Hospital and Watsonville Hospital. When a
sexual assault is reported, a peace officer is dispatched to the scene. Once an evaluation
has been made by a responding officer or deputy, a sexual assault examination may be
authorized by law enforcement. Initially, the S.A.N.E. is notified by dispatch or a peace
officer. Response must be within one hour. The evaluation and decision by law
enforcement to proceed with an examination begins the S.A.R.T. process. An advocate
for the victim is notified by dispatch or the nurse examiner. Victim Advocates have
received specific training to provide support to victims of sexual assault and are on-call
through Women’s Crisis Support-Defensa de Mujeres.

Evidence is collected only with the consent of the victim, and only if a police report is
filed. The law enforcement officer makes the determination if a crime has been
committed and may file a report regardless of victim consent. Under these protocols, a
victim of sexual assault has the right to refuse the collection of evidence and may do so
for a variety of reasons including fear of retaliation from an alleged suspect. A victim
also has the right to withhold cooperation in a criminal investigation once evidence has
been collected. If a police report is filed and evidence is collected, reports are forwarded
to the District Attorney’s Office for evaluation. As a result, certain time and material

18 See tables in Appendix B.
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costs are incurred, regardless of whether the victim recants, is making a false claim, or
wishes to proceed. If a police report is not filed, California State Law still requires a
mandatory report (Mandatory Report of Injury — Penal Code § 11160).

In contrast to Santa Cruz County protocol, San Francisco County protocol allows victims
of sexual assault to determine if they want police involvement prior to examination at the
hospital, after examination, or not at all. This allows the control and decision-making to
remain with the victim rather than with an outside agent. If police involvement is not
desired, evidence is collected, the examination is performed, and a report is telephoned or
mailed to the San Francisco Police Department, Domestic Violence Unit in compliance
with California State Law, Mandatory Report of Injury. Mandatory reporting does not
generate an official police report and does not result in police action unless the victim
makes a direct request to a police department. Although mandatory reporting by a health
care worker does not require consent of the victim, it is customary for the health care
worker to inform the victim of mandatory reporting requirements. Completed mandatory
reports are maintained in a confidential file at the hospital or the police department.

In Santa Cruz County, responsibilities of the S.A.N.E. include: collecting and preserving
evidence, maintaining extensive records on specific state-approved forms, and providing
testimony in court, if needed. The type of evidence collected is broad in scope and may
be collected from the victim and/or the suspect. The average length of time for a S.A.N.E.
process is three to four hours. The average length of time for a victim advocate to be
present is eight to ten hours. In addition, S.A.R.T members participate in bi-monthly and
quarterly meetings to review and critique recent incidents. Crime lab updates, regulation
changes, and current policies and procedures are also discussed. Representatives of other
community agencies related to sexual assault (law enforcement, health services, Child
Protective Services, Family and Children’s Services, Women’s Crisis Support-Defensa
de Mujeres, the District Attorney’s Office) are invited to attend the bi-monthly meetings.

In 2004, Victim Advocates responded to sixty-four S.A.R.T. requests. In 2005, Victim
Advocates responded to sixty-five requests. The monthly average of calls for Victim
Advocate participation is 5.4. Reported sexual assaults for 2004 were ninety-eight; for
2005, ninety. In each of the years 2004 and 2005, the S.A.N.E performed seventy-eight
sexual assault examinations each year (2004 and 2005). Crime statistics and domestic
violence data are posted monthly to the Sheriff’s Department web site, however, the
number and location of sexual assaults are not specifically identified. The web site
includes a section of frequently asked questions related to sexual assault and domestic
violence. The Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office has reviewed and revised specific
documents related to sexual assault. These include: Santa Cruz County Sheriff-Coroner
Sexual Assault Investigations, S.A.N.E. budget for 2005-2006 and 2006-2007, and Santa
Cruz County Sheriff-Coroner Sex Offenders/Notifications and Disclosures.
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Findings
1. The current process of the S.A.R.T. response is under the auspices of the Santa Cruz
County Sheriff’s Office.

2. No agency in the county tracks data to determine the number of sexual assaults
related to domestic violence.

3. Multiple expenses are incurred by the county when filing a sexual assault police
report, regardless of whether the victim cooperates or recants.

4. The S.A.R.T. model utilized in Santa Cruz County is law enforcement driven.
The sexual assault response model utilized in San Francisco County is victim driven.

6. The Sexual Assault Investigations Unit of the Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office
works cooperatively with other related community organizations.

7. In Santa Cruz County, the number of sexual assaults, with a breakdown by city and
the number of call-outs to a S.A.N.E. and Victim Advocate, are not readily available
to the public.

8. The Sheriff’s Office has reviewed and revised documents related to sexual assault in
a timely manner.

Conclusions

1. Tracking sexual assault and domestic violence incidents should be an on-going
process of the county advisory body, the Domestic Violence Commission.

2. Some expenses incurred by the law enforcement-initiated model could be reduced by
adopting a victim-initiated model.

3. The Sheriff’s Office includes other community agencies in its meetings and
discussions related to sexual assault.

4. Data that accurately reflects sexual assault by location should be made accessible to
the public.

Recommendations

1. The Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office should select a liaison commissioner from
the DVC who would receive and report monthly sexual assault statistics to the
Domestic Violence Commission and attend bi-monthly S.A.R.T. meetings.

2. The Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office should consider a trial program to analyze
costs and effectiveness of a victim-driven sexual assault response model.

3. The Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office should include the city locations of sexual
assault incidents in the monthly updates to its web site.
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4. The Grand Jury commends the Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office for its oversight of
the S.A.R.T. program and for its inclusion in meetings of other appropriate agencies

within the county.

5. The DVC should collect and analyze monthly sexual assault statistics.

Responses Required

Entity Findings Recommendations Respond
Within

Santa Cruz 2 1,5 90 Days

County Domestic (October 1, 2006)

Violence

Commission

Santa Cruz 2,3,4,57 12,34 60 Days

County Sheriff- (September 1, 2006)

Coroner
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Power and Control: Breaking a Cycle
Batterers’ Intervention Programs

Background

Batterers’ Intervention Programs are an important part of a comprehensive community
effort to eliminate domestic violence. Batterers’ programs in Santa Cruz County fit a
variety of models but have similar goals. This section will cover five programs. Four are
state-certified, and one program is predominately a peer support group.

In addition to these five programs, a ten-week program on anger management is offered
at the Rountree Minimum Security Facility. This program is a peer support group and is
not a state-certified Batterers’ Intervention Program. The Pajaro Valley Unified School
District conducts this well-attended program that has been existence for ten years.

Minimum standards for Batterers’ Intervention Programs were established by California
Penal Code § 1203.097(c)(2) that states the court “shall refer persons for diversion only
to batterers’ programs that have been approved by the probation department.”? State-
certified programs are fifty-two weeks in length, have a mandated curriculum, and
require attendance tracking. Topics include, but are not limited to: accepting
responsibility, emotional abuse, responsible parenting, anger control, conflict resolution,
and cycle of violence.

Adults Learning to Take Opportunity (ALTO), a state-certified program, has been in
existence for thirty years. ALTO means stop in Spanish. ALTO’s stated purpose is to
assist in long-term recovery from behaviors of drug and/or alcohol abuse and to confront
violent behavior. It focuses on education rather than therapy and introduces batterers to
community support groups. ALTO participants explore their belief systems and decision-
making processes as a way of learning to avoid violent behavior. Services include: adult
outpatient mental services, youth services, and outpatient recovery (mainly from drugs).
All participants in the domestic violence program must accept responsibility for their
actions and sign a contract stating such.

ALTO serves approximately 1,700 people per year. Clients must be eighteen years or
older. The waiting period to enroll in the program is three to five days. Some participants
are referred by a drug court, Family Sobriety Court, or are on a deferred judgment. ALTO
shares clients with JANUS and refers the clients to an appropriate twelve-step program.
Domestic violence clients are in a fifty-two week program and pay on a sliding scale.
Due to an increase in the number of local Batterers’ Intervention Programs, the
percentage of domestic violence enrollment in overall ALTO programs has dropped in

19 California Alliance Against Domestic Violence, Model Guidelines for Batterers’ Programs, Modesto,
California, May 1994.
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recent years from ninety-five to seventy percent per year. Approximately eighteen
percent of participants do not complete the program.

ALTO receives funding from the county through the Health Services Agency (HSA),
CALWorks, and Proposition 36 monies, as well as from private sources such as the
Human Race fundraiser. It also receives funding from private fees charged on a sliding
scale. Participants with drunk driving convictions must pay their own fees.

Fenix, Inc. began in the early 1980s and went out of business in 2003. At that time, the
Santa Cruz Counseling Center (SCCC) took over the service that was renamed Fenix
Outpatient Services (Fenix). According to a Fenix administrator, the transition from
Fenix, Inc. to SCCC was seamless. Hermanas Recovery Program, a residential drug and
alcohol program, is also under the auspices of SCCC and shares a director with Fenix
Outpatient Services. Fenix conducts drug and alcohol outpatient counseling and offers a
domestic violence program. The Fenix domestic violence program is a state-certified,
fifty-two week Batterers’ Intervention Program. It receives referrals from the court. As of
May 2006, the program had no waiting list and four openings. The Fenix domestic
violence program has four groups conducted in Spanish. Each group can accommodate
twelve participants. The group facilitator has over twenty years of experience in domestic
violence counseling.

The Fenix domestic violence program costs $1,350 per year, but the fee can be paid in
installments. Fenix sends monthly attendance reports to the Probation Department. In
addition, batterers make regular court appearances to report on their progress. Fenix tries
to work with participants who cannot continue to pay their fees instead of immediately
terminating them from the program.

Fenix receives funding from Santa Cruz County through both HSA and HRA. Hermanas
receives funding from San Benito County Substance Abuse and Child Protective Services
and Monterey County Health and Human Services as well as from Santa Cruz County.

Men’s Overcoming Abusive Behavior (MOAB), established in 1994, is a men’s peer
support group for anger management. The program began with five volunteer members
and has had several name changes in its history. The program is not certified as a fifty-
two week Batterers’ Intervention Program for men on parole or probation. However,
MOAB will confirm a participant’s attendance to his Probation Officer. Some meeting
facilitators also have experienced, and been helped by, anger management support. The
drop-in program has no specific curriculum and meets twice a week at a local church.
MOAB receives some court referrals, but most participants attend as a result of word-of-
mouth referrals. MOAB meeting participants must maintain their sobriety and not
participate in violence. Meetings are usually attended by twenty to thirty-five
participants, and there is no waiting list.

Pacific Treatment Associates (PTA), a state-certified program, began as a treatment
program for sex offenders in 1988. In 1991, the PTA domestic violence intervention
program was added. PTA works with perpetrators, and emphasizes preventing re-offense
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through “learning to understand, predict and control abusive behavior.”?® Program
components include education, individual sessions, and enrollment in a twelve-step
program. Participants must stay clean and sober and demonstrate a change in their
thinking about domestic violence.

The PTA domestic violence group has five staff members. Most of them have Master’s
degrees, and all of them have forty hours of core-basic domestic violence training. In
addition, they take sixteen continuing education units per year.?

PTA receives referrals from the courts and the Probation Department. Generally, the
public is unaware of this agency. It has provided some educational outreach to schools,
the CASA organization, and churches to publicize the issues of domestic violence and
sexual assault. Few participants are self-referred; most are referred by other agencies.

PTA coordinates with other agencies: Family and Children’s Services, federal probation,
parole, public defenders, the District Attorney’s Office, and other counties such as Santa
Clara, San Benito, and Monterey. PTA is satisfied with the coordination and cooperation
among these agencies.

The PTA domestic violence program has served 805 clients since inception and is
currently serving forty-two. Approximately twenty percent of its clients have been
terminated from the program before completion due to absenteeism, not paying fees,
violating probation, or transferring out of county. Attendance for the domestic violence
program is set by legislation and is provided to the Probation Department on a monthly
basis. If participants have three unexcused absences a year, PTA informs the Probation
Department.

PTA is a for-profit organization and does not receive or apply for grants. All funding
comes from client fees, and nonpayment is a cause for termination from the program.
Domestic violence participants pay $25-35 per week for a two-hour group session.

Because domestic violence and sexual assault may be linked, with both characterized by
aggressive behavior, a program for sexual offenders is also offered by PTA.

Simply Your Best (SYB), a state-certified program, is a private educational service that
began in 2001. The program is only for adults and offers a range of classes such as
Domestic Violence Intervention, Parenting, Anger Management, Skill Building, Personal
Development, Healthy Teens, and a course on aggressive driving prevention. At its
inception, SYB was the only domestic violence intervention program in Santa Cruz
County that met and exceeded the standards for such programs as established by
California law. The SYB Domestic Violence Intervention Program is certified and
reviewed by the Probation Department.

2 pacific Treatment Associates, “Introduction to Domestic Violence Prevention Program,” no date.
2! California Penal Code § 1203.098.
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SYB is a service-on-demand organization instituting new classes as necessary. SYB’s
focus is educational rather than counseling. Assigned homework from facilitators
includes reading assignments.

Currently, SYB has fifty-five to sixty clients. More men than women attend the program.
There is a separate class for women offenders. The majority of participants is not court
ordered. Survivors are notified by mail that their partners are attending the program, and
survivors are invited to attend or receive information. However, few survivors attend
classes with their partners.

SYB referrals are from County Mental Health, Family and Children’s Services,
University of California Santa Cruz, the Santa Cruz County Probation Department, and
Criminal, Civil, Family Court, Family Court Services, and area businesses. In addition,
SYB has printed materials and a web site.

Classes vary in length. Materials and curriculum are predominately in English. The anger
management and parenting curriculum are also in Spanish. If demand warranted, SYB
would translate materials into Spanish.

Funding is private, and SYB is self-sustaining. SYB programs are offered on a sliding
scale of $20-50. The initial enrollment fee is $50. Class fees depend on the length of the
class. If a client owes a balance of more than $100, he or she is barred from the next
class.

Batterers’ Intervention Program Findings

1. Exact statistics on the numbers of Spanish-speaking batterers in Santa Cruz County
are not known.

2. According to Batterers’ Intervention Program administrators, the needs of the
gay/lesbian/transgender community are not being specifically addressed in any of
these five programs. A representative from WCS-DdM reported an increase in the
number of leshians seeking services for domestic violence.

3. Resources exist for men on probation for domestic violence, but currently, there is no
state-certified program in local detention facilities.

4. llliteracy is sometimes a problem for participants in Batterers’ Intervention Programs.
These programs require written homework assignments. None of the Batterers’
Intervention Programs has tutors or other academic support to help clients with
dyslexia or other learning disabilities.

5. According to Batterers’ Intervention Program administrators, alcohol and drug use
are major problems related to domestic violence. Reportedly, eighty percent of men
participating in Batterers’ Intervention Programs were abusing substances when the
domestic violence incident happened.
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6. According to a Batterers’ Intervention Program administrator, domestic violence
intervention programs in the county compete for the same client population and do
not systematically network.

7. The fifty-two week Batterers’ Intervention Program must be completed before
probation can be terminated. The program is considered a term of probation.

ALTO Findings

8. ALTO has materials in both Spanish and English.

9. ALTO has approximately twenty-three employees including seven full-time and
seven part-time certified drug and alcohol state-licensed staff. These staff members
must take forty hours of continuing education units (CEUS) every two years to
maintain their licenses. ALTO also uses interns.

10. ALTO’s success rate is about fifty percent for domestic violence program graduates.
An ALTO administrator determines the success rate by manually tracking cases
through the District Attorney’s Office and compiling statistics. The District
Attorney’s Office does not provide statistics to ALTO. Determining the success rate
of a program is used to adjust curriculum and teaching methods.

Fenix Findings
11. Fenix has over twenty years of experience in outpatient counseling. The domestic
violence group facilitator has over twenty years of experience.

12. The state-certified Fenix domestic violence program serves the Spanish-speaking
community. The program is fifty-two weeks in length, and there are consequences for
absences and non-payment of fees.

13. The Fenix domestic violence program is self-supporting.

MOAB Findings

14. MOAB has literature on anger management in both Spanish and English.

15. At present, MOAB does not receive public funding. Participants are requested to
make a donation at each meeting. A portion of donations is given to the church in
which they meet. In the past, MOAB received a grant from CPVAW to place an ad in
Good Times.

16. MOAB is not a state-certified program and does not formally coordinate with other
agencies that deal with domestic violence.
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Pacific Treatment Associates Findings

17.

18.

The state-certified PTA domestic violence program has been in existence since 1991.
Most of the domestic violence staff have Master’s degrees and appropriate training.
PTA is a for-profit organization and does not receive or apply for grants. Its focus is
educational. Court-referred participants experience consequences for not following
the program guidelines.

Once a client’s probation is completed, PTA does no formal follow up. There is no
established avenue for PTA to receive status reports from the District Attorney’s
Office. PTA informally asks participants for information on their progress but cannot
always verify facts.

Simply Your Best Findings

19.

20.

21.

SYB staff are trained and certified human development professionals and anger
management consultants. Five of the staff have backgrounds in education.
Independent contractors have Master’s degrees in education. Three of the facilitators
are bilingual. The director’s background is in education and counseling.

Court referrals to SYB pay on a sliding scale, and progress reports are sent to the
referring agency. Clients may be concurrently attending Alcoholics Anonymous or
Narcotics Anonymous and must obtain a signature for attendance. An unexcused
absence can be cause for removal from the program. In the fifty-two-week program,
participants can have five excused absences and are terminated if a sixth occurs.
Clients must pay a class fee for absences. Not completing a homework assignment is
considered an absence.

SYB is developing a relapse prevention program. A program representative stated
that follow-up is important to find out if skills learned by participants are actually
being used with positive results.

Conclusions

1.

Valuable volunteer and paid staff time is taken up by tracking cases when those
statistics could be provided by the District Attorney’s Office. Knowing case
dispositions assists state-certified Batterers’ Intervention Programs evaluating and
improving the success of their programs.

It is unclear whether every segment of society in Santa Cruz County needing
treatment is adequately served by Batterers’ Intervention Programs.

Batterers’ Intervention Program staff would benefit from sharing information,
experience, and referrals.

Batterers’ Intervention Program staff spend a lot of time processing paperwork
associated with funding, often undergoing similar audits from different agencies.
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Domestic violence is an ongoing problem that lasts longer than fifty-two weeks.
Outreach and follow-up for graduates of domestic violence intervention programs
might help prevent relapses.

A participant’s problems with alcohol and substance abuse complicate treatment in a
domestic violence intervention program.

ALTO is a long-standing and successful program in Santa Cruz County. ALTO is a
valuable resource for Spanish-speaking batterers. ALTO participants who do not
follow program guidelines experience consequences that help emphasize batterer
accountability.

Fenix provides a valuable service to the Spanish-speaking community. Fenix
participants who do not follow the program guidelines experience consequences that
help emphasize batterer accountability.

MOAB facilitators are a dedicated group of volunteers who have been serving Santa
Cruz County for over ten years with few resources. They provide support groups for
batterers who wish to change their behavior. Participants attend these support groups
voluntarily.

PTA is a well-established program with trained staff. Its curriculum is well designed.
Experiencing consequences for not following program guidelines helps to make
batterers accountable for their actions.

SYB staff is certified and trained to facilitate and lead classes in anger management
and domestic violence intervention. They have both academic credentials and
experience. SYB holds its participants accountable for attendance, homework, and
fees.

Recommendations

1.

To enable evaluation of the success of Batterers’ Intervention Programs, the District
Attorney’s Office and local law enforcement should provide these state-certified
programs with case dispositions and progress reports on their participants.

The domestic violence intervention community should coordinate efforts to ensure
that all segments of society are served and that services are not duplicated.

The County of Santa Cruz and Batterers’ Intervention Programs should work to
ensure adequate services to Spanish-speaking batterers.

The Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office and Batterers’ Intervention Programs should
work to ensure improved services for incarcerated batterers.

Batterers’ Intervention Programs should consider providing academic support for
participants with learning disabilities.

Batterers’ Intervention Programs should explore the need for programs for gay,
transgender, or leshian batterers.
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7.

10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.
16.

Advisory bodies and domestic violence providers should put continuing emphasis on
drug and alcohol issues.

Advisory bodies and domestic violence intervention providers should share program
information, experience, and referrals in a systematic manner.

ALTO is to be commended for its work in assisting participants through their
recovery from drugs, alcohol, and violent behavior.

Fenix is to be commended for its dedication and service to the Spanish-speaking
community.

MOAB facilitators are to be commended for their long-standing dedication in
volunteering to support batterers in eliminating their violent behaviors through peer
support and suggested behavorial changes.

MOAB should consider outreach to and coordination with other domestic violence
intervention providers. Graduates of other programs could be referred to MOAB as a
source of continuing support.

PTA should be commended for hiring qualified and credentialed staff.

PTA should be commended for providing a valuable resource to assist the community
in ending domestic violence.

SYB should be commended for hiring qualified and credentialed staff.

SYB should be commended for its continuing dedication to improving its curriculum
to try to address all components that lead to domestic violence and for providing a
valuable resource to the community.

Responses required

Entities Findings | Recommendations | Respond
Within

Santa Cruz County 3,7,10, 18 1 60 Days

Board of (September 1, 2006)

Supervisors

Santa Cruz County 2,3,4,7 2,3,56 90 Days

Probation (October 1, 2006)

Department

Santa Cruz County 3,7 4 60 Days

Sheriff-Coroner (September 1, 2006)

Santa Cruz County 5,10, 18 1 60 Days

District Attorney (September 1, 2006)
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Responses requested but not required

Entities Findings | Recommendations | Respond
Within
ALTO 2-4,6 2-8 90 Days
(October 1, 2006)
Fenix 2-4,6 2-8 90 Days
(October 1, 2006)
MOAB 2-4,6 2-8 90 Days
(October 1, 2006)
Pacific Treatment 2-4,6 2-8 90 Days
Associates (October 1, 2006)
Simply Your Best 2-4,6 2-8 90 Days
(October 1, 2006)
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To Serve and Protect:
What's Law Got To Do With It?
The Legal System

Law Enforcement Protocol

California Penal Code? defines a domestic violence offender as follows:

Any person who willfully inflicts upon a person who is his or her spouse,
former spouse, cohabitant, former cohabitant, or the mother or father of
his or her child, corporal injury resulting in a traumatic condition, is guilty
of a felony, and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by
imprisonment in the state prison for two, three, or four years, or in a
county jail for not more than one year, or by a fine of up to six thousand
dollars ($6,000) or by both that fine and imprisonment.

Interviews were conducted with five local law enforcement agencies regarding their
protocol in responding to domestic violence calls. The five agencies interviewed were the
City of Santa Cruz Police Department, the Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office, Scotts
Valley Police Department, Capitola Police Department, and the Watsonville Police
Department. Additionally, interviews were conducted with representatives from the Santa
Cruz County District Attorney’s Office, the Family Law Facilitator, and the Santa Cruz
County Probation Department.

Law enforcement agency representatives stated that they follow the countywide
Domestic Violence Protocol for Law Enforcement, Santa Cruz Law Enforcement Chief’s
Association, last updated in May 2002. Listed below are procedures that all interviewed
law enforcement agencies are to follow when responding to a domestic violence call.

1.  When responding to a domestic violence call, the dispatcher verifies whether a
restraining order has been issued by contacting the California Law Enforcement
Telecommunication System (CLETS). All restraining orders issued are entered into
CLETS.

2. Prior to arriving at the scene of a domestic violence call, the responding officer
receives all pertinent information about the reported incident from the dispatcher.
The dispatcher is responsible for obtaining as much information from the caller as
possible to assist the officer. The officer is fully informed about: the address of the
incident; the reporting party; summary of the event; the need for an ambulance;

22 California Penal Code § 273.5, subdivision (a), Felony to Inflict Corporal Injury on Current or Former
Spouse or Cohabitant; Conditions of Probation.
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presence of a suspect; if weapons are involved or present in the home; if there is a

suspicion of drugs or alcohol; the presence of children at the scene; if a restraining
order is on file; and the criminal status of the suspect. Jurisdiction is determined by
location of incident.

3. Once an officer has arrived at the scene, he or she determines: the location of the
victim, suspect, and any witnesses; if weapons are in the home or involved in the
incident; if there are any injuries so aid may be provided; and the need to separate
victim, witnesses, and suspect. An audio tape recording is used to memorialize the
interviews.

4. When conducting interviews with the victim and perpetrator, officers observe the
following: victim’s and suspect’s conditions and demeanors, including victim’s
emotional state, torn clothing, condition of make-up, and any injuries.

5. Ifitis difficult for the officer to determine which party is the victim, the officer must
establish:

a. which party is in actual fear of the other; whether one party escalated the level
of violence, i.e., did one party retaliate to a provocation;

b. who made the 911 call;
c. acomparison of victim’s and perpetrator’s physical appearances;

d. any history of violence by one of the parties against the other, if one party is
usually the aggressor; and,

e. if there are injuries, do they appear to be defense wounds.

6. The officer should obtain a photograph of the suspected perpetrator and have the
victim identify that person as being the person who committed the acts described. By
having the victim positively identify the person, the case can proceed without the
victim if that becomes necessary.

7. The officer obtains a copy of the restraining order, if any, and verifies proof of
service. If there is no restraining order on file, the victim is advised how to obtain
one. The officer also has the authority to issue an Emergency Protective Order (EPO)
for the victim if requested. The EPO will provide the victim protection for five days,
sufficient time to obtain a Temporary Restraining Order (TRO).

8. If there is a restraining order on file that has not been served, the officer informs the
restrained person of the order and its terms. There are two avenues to verify the
existence of the order; the protected person produces a copy of the order, or the
officer verifies the existence of the order by contacting the dispatcher. The restrained
person can be served with the restraining order by the investigating officer. In that
case, the officer completes a proof of service and files it with the Superior Court.

9. The victim is advised of the following:
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a. he or she has a right to request confidentiality pursuant to Penal Code § 293 and
Government Code § 6524(f); and

b. prosecution of the suspect is the decision of the District Attorney’s Office. The
victim should never be asked if he or she wishes to “press” or “drop” charges or
if he or she will cooperate in the prosecution of the offender.

10. The officers supply victims with an Emergency Resource Card. The Emergency
Resource Card is in both English and Spanish and lists contact information for:

a. all advocacy groups;

b. Victim Witness Assistance;
c. health care providers;

d. Child Protective Services;
Adult Protective Services;

@

f.  Santa Cruz City Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against Women;
and

g. definitions of sexual assault and domestic violence.

Additionally, victims of domestic violence can contact Victim Information and
Notification Everyday (VINE) to obtain offender information. This service is a free,
twenty-four telephone service that allows the victim to check on the custody status of
an offender in the Santa Cruz County Jail. The victim can register for automatic
notification when an inmate is released, transferred, or escapes. This service is
provided through the Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office.

11. The officer shall follow his or her department’s procedure for notifying an advocacy
agency to provide telephone, or in-person, crisis support for the victim. Most law
enforcement agencies have a memorandum of understanding with an advocacy
agency to provide twenty-four hour crisis support.

Once the above procedures have been followed with the victim, the suspect is taken into
custody. The suspect is read his or her Miranda rights, and evidence is collected. The
officer prepares a crime report, which includes the Domestic Violence Incident Report
form. The officer, in preparing the report, must maintain objectivity in reporting and
avoid personal opinions regarding comments from victim or suspect. The_ Domestic
Violence Incident Report form is used by all local law enforcement agencies.

The Domestic Violence Protocol for Law Enforcement also includes:
e apolicy statement
e definitions

e mandatory reporting of domestic violence by health care providers
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e 911 operator/dispatcher response

e procedure for follow-up investigation

e enforcement of restraining orders

e victim assistance

e training

o “officer involved” cases (a domestic violence allegation involving a peace officer)

Additionally, the protocol directs each agency to develop a policy of report writing to
classify whether the situation is a crime, an incident, or for information only. Reports are
forwarded to the District Attorney’s Office.

All agencies interviewed indicate that a “pro arrest policy” exists within the county. A
“pro arrest policy” refers to a philosophical position in which physical arrest is
encouraged in every situation where an arrest is legally permissible.

Four out of the five law enforcement agencies contact an advocate from the Women’s
Crisis Support-Defensa de Mujeres (WCS-DdM) to assist victims. The City of Santa
Cruz Police Department is the only agency with an in-house advocate who is a full-time
employee, on-call twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week and who regularly attends
Domestic Violence Commission meetings.

Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office has created a protocol specifically for sexual assaults.
This department gives training to WCS-DdM; it is a two-hour training that is conducted
twice a year. Sergeants receive training updates through the District Attorney’s Office
and also attend seminars and conferences with the encouragement of the department. The
Sheriff’s Office receives approximately 357 domestic violence calls a year.

Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office uses the “Tiburon” interagency communication
system to obtain information on suspects. All other county law enforcement agencies use
the “Alliance” interagency communication system that allows each agency to share and
access information. Law enforcement agencies did not see the different communication
systems as an obstacle to obtaining information through CLETS.

All other law enforcement agencies interviewed receive training from WCS-DdM, attend
seminars and conferences specific to domestic violence, and meet with advocates from
WCS-DdM.

The Court Process

Once an individual has been arrested, the arresting agency prepares a report and forwards
it to the District Attorney’s Office for review and filing. The District Attorney has forty-
eight hours to file charges against the alleged perpetrator. The decision to file a case is
determined by the supervising Assistant District Attorney or the District Attorney based
on a preponderance of evidence. Filed case statistics, as well as “no file” cases, are
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entered into a database system known as the “Damien” system. These statistics are
provided to the Domestic Violence Commission for its annual report. Additionally, a
Victim Witness Assistance representative receives a copy of the police report and
contacts the victim to assess needs. The victim is eligible to receive relocation money and
counseling. Victim Witness Assistance has two counselors in Santa Cruz, one in
Watsonville, and volunteers.

Domestic violence cases are handled by the “Family Protection Unit” within the District
Attorney’s Office. Currently, there are three Assistant District Attorneys in this unit with
one supervisor. Of the three, one bilingual Assistant District Attorney splits time between
the Santa Cruz County Courthouse and the Watsonville Courthouse. Training is provided
through the California District Attorney’s Association and is offered twice a year.
However, an Assistant District Attorney initially assigned to the Family Protection Unit
is not required to have a background in prosecuting domestic violence cases. Training
occurs during that Assistant District Attorney’s assignment, and on-the-job training is
considered invaluable. Domestic violence cases are described as being the most difficult
to prosecute. Currently, there are twenty-five to thirty cases for each of three Assistant
District Attorneys. Most cases do not reach the trial stage. A plea bargain is common.
Probation is used more often in sentencing than incarceration.

The Family Protection Unit of the District Attorney’s Office relies on the arresting
agency to follow protocol in writing reports and collecting evidence. As much evidence
as possible must be collected. Tape recording, as well as taking photographs, is essential
in prosecuting these cases successfully.

Grant monies are sought by and awarded to the District Attorney’s Office. Common
funding sources are: Violence Against Women (VAWA); California Spousal Abuser
Prosecution Program (SAPP), established by California Penal Code § 273.8 and the 1994
Battered Women’s Protection Act; and the Office of Emergency Services. Assistant
District Attorneys in the Family Protection Unit do not participate in the grant-writing
process and do not receive progress reports subsequent to grant implementation. It was
announced at the January 2006 DVC meeting that the District Attorney’s Office had been
awarded a three-year $300,000 grant. The grant was to provide funding for the South
County District Attorney’s Office to employ a Spanish-speaking Assistant District
Attorney, Investigation Inspector, and support staff to help Latino victims of domestic
violence. The positions have yet to be filled. In addition, the District Attorney’s Office
has received grant monies ($70,000) from the Violence Against Women Vertical
Prosecution Program. The grant is called “No Mas” and is also proposed to partially fund
a prosecutor, investigator, and advocate, all of whom would be Spanish speaking, for the
Watsonville office. Outreach to the community will emphasize the fact that immigration
status is irrelevant to the prosecution of domestic violence crimes. Performance timelines
for the grants are not known.

Since November 2005, approximately three hundred domestic violence related cases have
been heard by the courts. The Family Protection Unit has the highest caseload of any
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felony or misdemeanor unit in the District Attorney’s Office. Domestic violence cases are
difficult and time intensive for the District Attorney’s Office to prosecute partly because
there are no mandatory sentencing requirements. While a sexual assault case may have
strict sentencing mandates, the charge in domestic violence cases could be reduced from
a felony to a misdemeanor by the presiding judge.

According to a District Attorney’s Office representative, sexual assault in domestic
violence cases is rarely reported. If a victim were to report sexual assault rather than a
slap or push, the prosecution of the domestic violence charge could carry a more severe
sentence. Domestic violence cases are also difficult because of the emotional issues
present. Approximately, eighty percent (80%) of domestic violence victims recant or are
uncooperative in the prosecution process. Nevertheless, even if a victim recants, the case
can go forward without his or her cooperation.

Although a batterer is rarely female, there are currently three cases pending in which a
female perpetrator is being charged with domestic violence. Gay/lesbian/transgender
cases are rare.

The victim commonly chooses an advocate from WCS-DdM or WAWC to assist her
through the court process. That advocate attends all court proceedings to support the
victim. Additionally, the advocate communicates with the prosecuting Assistant District
Attorney to keep the victim informed as to the case status.

A victim can obtain a temporary or permanent restraining order by contacting the WCS-
DdM, the Family Law Facilitator, WAWC, or by retaining an attorney. Additionally,
WCS-DdM and WAWC provide assistance by guiding victims of domestic violence
through the paperwork and court process. Once a restraining order is issued, the court
clerk is responsible for entering it into CLETS. An advocate will assist the victim in
obtaining and serving a temporary restraining order and will attend all court hearings to
make sure the final orders are processed and served on the perpetrator.

The Family Law Facilitator has been in existence since 1977. This free service assists
people attempting to obtain court orders for divorce, domestic violence concerns, and
child support matters. The two facilitators, who are attorneys, do not represent these
individuals in court. The facilitator’s office is located in the county building, and
individuals are seen on a first-come, first-served basis. The facilitator sees individuals at
the Watsonville courthouse on Thursdays. One part-time facilitator is bilingual. Three
volunteer attorneys who work four hours per week are basically training in family law
practice. University of California Santa Cruz interns also assist in the facilitator’s office
for approximately three months. The office receives about 2,000 calls a month and assists
approximately ten to thirty people a day, five days a week.

When a victim has requested a temporary restraining order and the perpetrator has been
served, the victim must then go to court to obtain the restraining order. Typically, the
final restraining order is valid for three years from the date it is issued and can be
renewed by making an application to the court.
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A temporary restraining order protects the individual for approximately twenty days. The
term of this temporary order can be extended by a judge if the protected person cannot
locate and serve the perpetrator. Once the perpetrator has been served, the victim, or his
or her legal representative, and the perpetrator must appear before a judge of the Superior
Court. The perpetrator has a right to respond to the allegations in the victim’s temporary
orders, and it is up to the judge to review and process both the allegations and responses.
A judge reads both declarations prior to the court hearing and attempts to determine
exactly what occurred. If, at the end of the hearing, the judge concludes that a CLETS
Order After Hearing (DV-130) should be issued, one is prepared and then must be served
on the perpetrator. If the perpetrator is present in court at the time of the issuance of the
restraining order, service is effective immediately. If the perpetrator is not present in
court, service of the restraining order on the perpetrator is required. A peace officer, or
any person not a party to the action, can serve the perpetrator with the order and file the
proof of service with the Superior Court Clerk’s Office. The clerk then enters that
information into the CLETS database. Violation of the restraining order is a crime.

The Santa Cruz County Probation Department provides information and
recommendations for sentencing purposes. Approximately 5,000 adult cases are currently
divided among 100 to 120 staff. In the beginning of 2006, 122 of those cases were
domestic violence cases.

When a person has been convicted of a domestic violence crime, that individual must
enroll in and complete a fifty-two week Batterers’ Intervention Program as a term of his
or her probation. The batterer’s attendance and participation is monitored by court review
and agency calls. Additionally, the Probation Department certifies programs for batterers
and makes referrals for batterers and their victims. The Probation Department reviews the
curriculum of the program to ensure that it conforms to state mandates. When a
probationer is first enrolled in the program, that individual meets weekly with an
assigned officer, then monthly, and finally, every three months.

Findings

1. Representatives from all interviewed law enforcement agencies state that their
agencies follow the countywide Domestic Violence Protocol for Law Enforcement -
Santa Cruz County Law Enforcement Chief’s Association.

2. Victims are given an Emergency Resource Card that includes a referral to advocacy
agencies.

3. An officer responding to a domestic violence call can provide the victim with an
Emergency Protective Order that allows the victim sufficient time to obtain a
temporary restraining order.

4. Once a restraining order has been issued, the Court Clerk’s Office is responsible for
entering all restraining orders in CLETS. Law enforcement agencies can then access
this system when responding to a domestic violence scene.
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5.

10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Each agency incorporates the Domestic Violence Incident Report form in its crime
report.

All law enforcement agencies indicated that they have a “pro arrest” policy.

Representatives from all interviewed law enforcement agencies state that their
agencies stay current on changes in the community by meeting with local advocacy
groups.

The Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office meets with WCS-DdM and WAWC for
training purposes. Sergeants also receive training updates through the District
Attorney’s Office.

The City of Santa Cruz Police Department has an in-house advocate who is on-call
twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week. All other agencies contact local
advocacy groups for victim assistance/support.

A VINE information card, prepared by the Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Office, is not
being distributed to victims by any of the law enforcement agencies.

According to a representative from the District Attorney’s Office, the Family
Protection Unit relies on the arresting agency to follow protocol in collecting
evidence. Tape recording, as well as taking photographs, is essential in prosecuting
domestic violence cases successfully. The domestic violence protocol states that an
audio tape recording is to be used to memorialize interviews.

According to a representative from the District Attorney’s Office, Santa Cruz County
Sheriff deputies do not always record interviews when responding to a domestic
violence call.

Victims who recant do not stop or prevent the prosecution of the batterer.

WCS-DdM, the Family Law Facilitator, and WAWC assist individuals seeking
protection through the court process.

According to a representative from the District Attorney’s Office, that office has no
set procedure for communicating with local advocacy groups. The District
Attorney’s Office is aware of these services and appreciates an advocacy presence in
the courtroom on behalf of the victims. The majority of their contact with these
agencies is to supply copies of restraining orders and updates of the batterer’s case.
Case information is public record.

Within the District Attorney’s Office, the Family Protection Unit, consisting of three
attorneys and one supervisor, has the highest caseload in the District Attorney’s
Office.

The Grand Jury has been informed that a need exists for Spanish speaking Assistant
District Attorneys, investigators, and advocates.

The “No Mas” grant is intended to pay for a Spanish-speaking Assistant District
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25.
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Attorney, investigator, and victim advocate. Sixty percent of the cases filed are from
the Latino community in the City of Watsonville.

According to the “No Mas” grant application, key factors that contribute to domestic
violence include: high unemployment (sixteen percent), a large population of young
people, low educational attainment, substance abuse, and poverty.

Victim Witness Assistance, located in the District Attorney’s Office, reviews police
reports and contacts victims to provide financial assistance and counseling.

Superior Court Judges issue temporary restraining orders, as well as process a case
to its completion. Judges hearing criminal cases will review a family court file if
children are involved.

When interviewing law enforcement agencies, a concern was raised as to differences
in restraining orders issued on the same case in both criminal court and family court.
The protected person may have exceptions contained in a family law-issued
restraining order that would not be reflected in the criminal restraining order due to
child visitation outlines. When children are involved, the CLETS Order After
Hearing (Form DV-130) has a provision that alerts the responding officer that there
is a child visitation agreement out of family court.

Representatives from the District Attorney’s Office and the Probation Department
state that these offices have excellent communication and are working closely to
ensure that batterers complete the requirements of Batterers’ Intervention Programs.

According to the Probation Department, lack of resources to help domestic violence
offenders make improvements in their lives is a continuing concern. Children who
have witnessed violence in the home can become victims or violent themselves.

The State Attorney General’s Task Force Report on Domestic Violence (2005)
emphasizes the importance of holding batterers accountable.

Conclusions

1.

Although all local law enforcement agencies state that they follow the Domestic
Violence Protocol for Law Enforcement as well as their own department’s protocols,
some exceptions have been reported.

The VINE card is a valuable resource that gives victims information that can help
ensure their safety.

Not tape recording an interview during a domestic violence call is contrary to the
protocol. Gathering as much evidence as possible, including tape recording, is
necessary to successfully prosecute cases. If a victim recants, the tape recording is
invaluable.

The use of an in-house advocate by the City of Santa Cruz Police Department has
provided valuable assistance in handling domestic violence cases from the time of
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10.

11.

arrest and in the report writing process.

The confusion in the aftermath of a domestic violence incident will be lessened if a
victim has current copies of all restraining orders easily accessible.

Law enforcement agencies would benefit from a training session on the various
Domestic Violence Forms.

Domestic violence advisory bodies would benefit from knowing more about the “No
Mas” grant and any other domestic violence-related funding in the county and how it
is being used.

Due to the high volume of cases handled by the Family Protection Unit, adequate
staffing is essential.

The constant presence of an advocate in domestic violence court proceedings as a
support for the victim is critical.

The Family Law Facilitator has proven to be a valuable resource for people who
cannot afford the services of a private attorney and are seeking assistance in
obtaining a divorce, domestic violence orders, and child support orders.

Holding batterers accountable for their actions contributes to victim safety.

Recommendations

1.

All local law enforcement agencies should be commended for promoting awareness
of the following: the countywide domestic violence protocol, the creation of
additional agency policies, the collection of evidence, and report preparation.

The City of Santa Cruz Police Department’s in-house advocate should be
commended for assisting the department and victims in these emotionally charged
cases.

Law enforcement agencies should add the VINE information card to their victim
information procedure.

Law enforcement agencies should continue to ensure comprehensive evidence
collection.

Law enforcement agencies and the courts should continue to advise victims to keep
current copies of their restraining orders on their persons to assist a responding
officer.?

The District Attorney should make information about the “No Mas” grant, and any
other domestic violence-related grants, more readily accessible to domestic violence
advisory bodies.

28 CLETS Order After Hearing, Page 2 of 5, Section 9.
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7. Advocacy groups, law enforcement, and the District Attorney’s Office should
improve interagency communication in their continuing efforts to assist victims of
domestic violence.

8. The District Attorney’s Office should periodically monitor caseloads to make sure
that staffing is adequate for the number of cases.

9. The Probation Department should continue to hold batterers accountable for meeting
all requirements of probation.
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Responses required

Entities Findings | Recommendations Respond
Within
Santa Cruz County 1-9 60 Days
Board of (September 1,
Supervisors 2006)
City of Capitola 7,9-11,22 1,3-57 90 Days
Police Department (October 1, 2006)
City of Santa Cruz 7,9-11, 22 1-57 90 Days
Police Department (October 1, 2006)
City of Scotts 7,9-11, 22 1,3-57 90 Days
Valley Police (October 1, 2006)
Department
City of Watsonville | 7,9-11, 22 1,3-57 90 Days
Police Department (October 1, 2006)
Santa Cruz County 7-12,22 1,3-57 60 Days
Sheriff-Coroner (September 1,
2006)
Santa Cruz County 11,13, 15 - 6,7,8 60 Days
District Attorney 19, 23 (September 1,
2006)
Santa Cruz County 23-25 9 90 Days

Probation
Department

(October 1, 2006)
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Appendix A —Sources

Brochures/Handouts/Pamphlets

Battered Women'’s Task Force Booklet, no date.
Capitola Police Department, “Community Resource Card,” no date.
City of Santa Cruz, Commission on the Prevention of Violence Against Women,
“Community Resources Brochure,” October 2002.
“Findings: Report on Rape & Sexual Assault,” May 2006.
“Rape in Santa Cruz,” May 2006.
Community Recovery Services, SCCC, Inc., “Fenix Outpatient Services & Hermanas
Recovery Program,” no date.
Family Center Handout, March 29, 2005.
Family Matters Handouts, no date.
Fenix Outpatient Services
“Budget, 2004-2005.”
“Domestic Violence Curriculum,” no date.
Men Overcoming Abusive Behavior (MOAB) Handouts, no date.
Probation Department, “Domestic Violence Unit,” no date.
Safe Place Network, January 2006.
SANE Budget, Santa Cruz County Sheriff-Coroner, 2006.
Santa Cruz County, “VINE Fact Sheet,” July 2000.
Simply Your Best, Educational Classes and Resources, no date.
Women’s Crisis Support-Defensa de Mujeres,
Handouts, no date.
Newsletter, Winter Edition, December 2005.

Forms

California, State of, Domestic Violence Prevention Forms,
Request for Order (DV-100), Family Code § 6200 et seq.
Description of Abuse (DV-101), Family Code § 6200 et seq.
Child Custody, Visitation, and Support Request (DV-105), Family Code § 6200 et seq.
Temporary Restraining Order and Notice of Hearing (DV-110), Family Code § 6200 et
seq.
Answer to Temporary Restraining Order (DV-120), Family Code § 6200 et seq.
Restraining Order After Hearing (Order of Protection) (DV-130), Family Code § 6200
et seq.
Commission on Domestic Violence, Questionnaire, December 13, 2005.
California Office of Criminal Justice Planning,
Forensic Medical Report: Acute (<72 hours) Adult/Adolescent Sexual Assault
Examination (OCJP 923), 2002.
Nonacute (>72 hours) Child/Adolescent Sexual Abuse Examination (OCJP 925), 2002.
Child/Adolescent Sexual Abuse (OCJP 930), 2002.
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Sexual Assault Suspect Examination (OCJP 950), 2002.
Pacific Treatment Associates,
Domestic Violence Intake Packet, no date.
Sex Offender Intake Packet, no date.
Santa Cruz County, Domestic Violence Report, no date.
Scotts Valley Police Department, Domestic Violence Report Data Collection Form, March
10, 2003.

Grant Application

Lee, Bob, District Attorney, “Application for Office of Emergency Services, Law
Enforcement and Victim Services Grant,” October 18, 2005.

Interviews

Representatives from:

Battered Women’s Task Force.

Capitola Police Department.

County Administrative Office.

Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against Women, City of Santa Cruz.
Community Foundation.

District Attorney’s Office.

Domestic Violence Commission.

Family Matters.

Family Law Facilitator.

Familia Center.

Fenix Outpatient Services, Hermanas Recovery Program.
Men Overcoming Abusive Behavior (MOAB).
Pacific Treatment Associates.

Probation Department.

Santa Cruz Police Department, City of.
Sheriff-Coroner’s Office, Santa Cruz County.
Scotts Valley Police Department.

Simply Your Best.

United Way.

Walnut Avenue Women’s Center.
Watsonville Police Department

Women’s Crisis Support-Defensa de Mujeres.

Meetings Attended

City Council, City of Santa Cruz, April 25, 2006.
Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against Women, City of Santa Cruz,
December 7, 2005.
January 4, 2006.
March 1, 2006.
April 5, 2006.
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May 3, 2006.
June 7, 2006.
Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against Women, City of Santa Cruz and the
City of Santa Cruz Public Safety Commission (joint meeting), May 2006.
Domestic Violence Commission, County of Santa Cruz,
January 11, 2006.
February 8, 2006.
March 8, 2006.
May 10, 2006.

Meeting Agendas/Minutes

City Council, Santa Cruz,
Item 23 (CM253), April 25, 2006.
Item 485-15, Annual Report from Commission for Prevention of Violence Against
Women, July 28, 1987.
Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against Women,
December 7, 2005.
Domestic Violence Commission, Santa Cruz County,
Agendas

January 10, 2001.
February 14, 2001.
March 14, 2001.
April 11, 2001.
May 9, 2001.

June 13, 2001.
August 8, 2001.
September 12, 2001.
October 10, 2001.
November 14, 2001.
January 9, 2002.
March 13, 2002.
April 10, 2002.

Executive/Agenda Review Committee Agenda

January 3, 200l.
January 29, 2001.
March 5, 2001.
April 4, 2001.

April 25, 2001.

July 25, 2001.
September 5, 2001.
November 27, 2001.

May 8, 2002.
June 12, 2002.

November 13, 2002.

April 9, 2003.
May 14, 2003.
June 11, 2003.
August 13, 2003.
October 8, 2003.

November 12, 2003.

January 14, 2004.
February 11, 2004.
February 8, 2006.

December 17, 2001.

January 16, 2002.
February 8, 2002.
March 4, 2002.
April 2, 2002.
June 4, 2002.

July 29, 2002.
November 7, 2002.

Executive/Agenda Review Committee Minutes

October 1, 2001. November 27, 2001.
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December 17, 2001.
January 16, 2002.

Minutes

January 10, 2001.
February 14, 2001.
March 14, 2001.
April 11, 2001.
May 9, 2001.

June 13, 2001.
August 8, 2001.
September 12, 2001.
October 10, 2001.
November 14, 2001.
January 9, 2002.
March 13, 2002.
April 10, 2002.
May 8, 2002.
August 14, 2002.
September 11, 2002.
October 9, 2002.
January 8, 2003.
March 12, 2003.
April 9, 2003.

May 14, 2003.

No meetings

July 2001.
December 2001.
July 2002.
December 2002.
July 2003.
December 2003.

Memorandum

February 8, 2002.
April 2, 2002.

June 11, 2003.
August 13, 2003.
September 10, 2003.
October 8, 2003.
November 12, 2003.
January 14, 2004,
February 11, 2004.
March 10, 2004.
May 13, 2004.

June 9, 2004.
September 8, 2004.
October 8, 2004.
January 12, 2005.
February 9, 2005
March 9, 2005.

June 8, 2005.
September 14, 2005.
October 12, 2005.
November 9, 2005.
January 11, 2006.

April, 2004.
August 2004.

November 10, 2004 (awards

banquet).
December 2004.

Attorney General, State of California, “Santa Cruz Restraining Order Data,” April 2006.
Chief of Police, Santa Cruz City Police Dept., “CPVAW Presentation,” April 24, 2006.
CPVAW, “Response to SCPD Memo,” June 15, 2006.

Newsletters/Newspapers
Koht, Peter, Good Times, “Unwelcome Trends,” May 25-31, 2006.
Los Angeles Daily Journal, “Seeking Help for Nontraditional Victims of Domestic
Violence,” February 23, 2006.
Register Pajaronian, “Report: Serious flaws with state’s restraining order law,” March 20,
2006.
Santa Cruz Sentinel
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“6 Tips to Cope with Holiday Stress,” October 17, 2005.

“City works to increase rape awareness,” April 26, 2006.

“County nudges up in affordability,” December 2, 2005.

“Domestic violence calls reach 300 in October,” November 2, 2005.

“Domestic violence workers honored at Harvey West,” October 20, 2005.

“New laws affect nonprofits,” May 5, 2006.

“Nonprofit sector shaky,” December 1, 2005.

“Nonprofits should build on existing expertise,” no date.

“Police: Crime increase fueled by meth,” March 18, 2006.

“Rape prevention comes to forefront,” April 25, 2006.

“Report: State’s restraining order laws riddled with alarming flaws,” March 20, 2006.

“Senate passes violence against women act,” October 17, 2005.

“Suspect faces life in knife attack on woman,” July 29, 2005.

“Watsonville police specialist tracks sex offenders,” March 18, 2006.

“Watsonville property crime up, violent crime down in 2005,” no date.

“Web site raises sexual assault awareness,” April 22, 2006.

Women’s Crisis Support-Defensa de Mujeres, Networking to Ensure Women’s Safety
(NEWS), “Why I do this work,” April 2006.

Protocols

Santa Cruz County, Law Enforcement Chief’s Association, “Domestic Violence Protocol,”
May 2002.

Santa Cruz County Sheriff-Coroner,
“Sexual Assault Investigations,” Policy Number 2.N.820 0O.66, 2006.
“Sex Offenders/Notifications and Disclosures,” Policy Number O-69, 2006.

Scotts Valley Police Department, “Domestic Violence Protocol,” March 1, 2006.

Reports
Applied Survey Research,
2005 Santa Cruz County Homeless Census and Survey, 2005.
The Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against Women: Report on Rape and
Sexual Assault, presentation to the Santa Cruz City Council, April 25, 2006.
California Department of Justice,
Crime and Delinquency in California, 1996.
Criminal Statistics Reporting Requirements, February 2006.

California Women’s Law Center, “Murder at Home: An Examination of Legal and
Community Responses to Intimate Partner Femicide in California, Summary of
Findings and Recommendations,” November 2005.

Capitola Police, “Yearly Crime Statistics, Comparison 2000-2005,” no date.

Commission on Domestic Violence, Santa Cruz County
“Retreat Final Report,” February 2006.

Report to the Community, 2003.
Report to the Community 2004.
Report to the Community 2005, Probation Draft Section, March 31, 2006.
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Community Foundation of Santa Cruz County, 2005 Santa Cruz County Nonprofit
Landscape Study, Executive Summary, http://www.cfscc.org/, Santa Cruz, California,
2005.

Lockyer, Bill, California State Attorney General, Keeping the Promise — Victim Safety, June
2005.

San Mateo Grand Jury, “Report on Sexual Assault Protocols,” San Mateo, California, 2003-
2004.

Santa Clara Grand Jury, “Report on Domestic Violence,” Santa Clara, California, 2003-
2004.

Santa Cruz County Grand Jury, “A Study of Domestic Violence and the Probation System
for Domestic Violence Offenders in Santa Cruz County,” Santa Cruz, California, 1995-
1996.

Santa Cruz Police Department,

“Domestic Violence-Related Calls for Assistance,” 2003-2005, (submitted to California
Department of Justice).

“Domestic Violence-Related Calls,” 2003-2005, (submitted to Commission on the
Prevention of Violence Against Women).

“DVC Questionnaires, Agency Data,” 2003-2006, (submitted to the Commission on
Domestic Violence).

United Way of Santa Cruz County, Community Assessment Project, Comprehensive Report,
http://www.appliedsurveyresearch.org/products/CAP_10 Full_Report.pdf, Santa Cruz,
2004.

Site Visits
Walnut Avenue Women’s Center, March 30, 2006.
Women’s Crisis Support-Defensa de Mujeres, February 10, 2006.

Statutes

California Evidence Code,
Section 1037-1037.8, Domestic Violence Counseling, http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-
bin.
California Family Code,
Section 1037-1037.8, Domestic Violence Restraining Order System,
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin.
Section 6220-6228, Domestic Violence Restraining Order,
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin.
California Penal Code,
Section 273.5, Domestic Violence.
Section 273.5(a), Domestic Violence.
Section 11160-11163.6, Domestic Violence Reporting, http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-

bin.
Section 13510-13519.12, Domestic Violence Training, http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cqi-
bin.
Page 4 - 72 Domestic Violence in Santa Cruz County:

Have We Kept the Promise?
Appendix A — Sources



2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

Section 13700-132702, Domestic Violence Policies and Standards,
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cqgi-bin.

Section 13710-132711, Domestic Violence Records, http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin.

Section 13730-13732, Domestic Violence Reporting, http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cqi-
bin.

Section 13820-13825, Domestic Violence, http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cqgi-bin.

Section 14140-14143, Domestic Violence Task Force, http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-
bin.

California Welfare and Institutions Code,

Section 18290-18309.5, Domestic Violence Services Funding,

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin.

Survivor Questionnaires
Women’s Crisis Support-Defensa de Mujeres, Battered Women’s Task Force.

Websites

California Institute on Human Services, Sonoma State University, Probation Project,
“Batterer Program Approval Forms,”
http://www.sonoma.edu/cihs/html/Probation/probationpromisingpractices.htm, no date.

California Criminal Lawyer — California Penal Code § 1203.098,
http://law.onecle.com/california/penal/1203.098.html.

Community Public Health Services, “Domestic Violence Protocol,”
http://www.leapsf.org/PDF/sample_clinic_protocol.pdf, no date.

Complete Bill History, AB 998, Reporting Sexual Assaults,
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/bill/asm/ab_0951-1000/ab_998.

Criminal Justice Statistics Center (CJSC), “Review of Domestic Violence Statistics,” 2003.

Domestic Violence Commission, Agendas, Minutes, Bylaws, http://sccounty01.co.santa-
cruz.ca.us/da/dvc/mission.asp, March 8, 2000.

Enarson, Elaine, “Does Domestic Violence Increase After Disaster?”
http://www.emforum.org/vlibrary/domestic/htm.

Familia Center, “Customer Satisfaction Surveys,” 2002, 2004, 2005.

Family Violence Prevention Fund, “Nation Domestic Violence Awareness Month
Activities,” http://endabuse.org/, September 28, 2005.

Human Care Alliance, “Mission Statement,” http://members.cruzio.com~hca/mission.htm,
no date.

Legislative Counsel, State of California, Official California Legislative Information,
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/index.html.

Minnesota Center Against Violence and Abuse, “Herstory of Domestic Violence,”
http://www.minava.umn.edu/documents/herstory/herstory.html.

San Francisco Emergency Medical Services Section, Protocol #P-50,
http://www.sanfranciscoems.org/protocol/SFEMSA 0905 P050 ASSAULT_Abuse.pd
f, no date.
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San Francisco Medical Society: Current News, “Domestic Violence: A Practical Approach
for Clinicians,” San Francisco Medical Society, http://www.sfms.org/brochure/html, no
date.

San Francisco Police Department, “Personal Crimes, Sexual Assault,”
http://www.sfgov.org.site/police_index.asp?id=19948, no date.

San Francisco Women Against Rape, “Sexual Assault Community Resources for Adults in
San Francisco,” http://www.sfwar.org/node/view/26, no date.

Santa Cruz, City of, Department Summary, City Manager, http://www.ci.santa-cruz.ca.us/,
2004-2006.

Santa Cruz, City of, Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against Women,
http://www.ci.santa-cruz.ca.us/cm/cpvaw/cpvaw.html, no date.

Santa Cruz County Codes,

Chapter 2.118, Domestic Violence Commission.
Chapter 2.38 Boards, Commissions, Committees and Department Advisory Groups
Generally.

Santa Cruz County Health Services Agency, Public Health Department, “Domestic Violence
Guide,” http://www.santacruzhealth.org/phealth,cd,3domvioguide.htm, 2000.

Santa Cruz County Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender Community Center, The
Diversity Center, http://www.diversitycenter.org/QHS_Survey.htm, no date.

Sheriff-Coroner’s Office, Santa Cruz County,

Crime Statistics, http://www.scsheriff.com, 2006.
“Domestic Violence Unit,” http://www.scsheriff.com/domesticviolhtml, 2003.

Simply Your Best, http://www.simplyyourbest.com, no date.

Watsonville Police Department, “Watsonville Police Department Divisions,”
http://www.ci.watsonville.ca.us/departments/police/newpd/divisions.html, 2003.
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2 Charts from Community Assessment Project, Year 11, 2005, by Applied Survey Research, courtesy of United

Way of Santa Cruz County.

Page 4 - 75

Domestic Violence in Santa Cruz County:

Have We Kept the Promise?

Appendix B — Charts



2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

"Yaul sjoiaa ojow pue 'AueiBing ‘ynesse pajereiBibe ‘Aiaqgos ‘ades ajgio) ‘spoiwoy jnyw ase ‘angnd au A saijod au o) pauiodas Buiaq Jo pooliey| pue SSBUSNOLSS JIBY) jo 3SNeIaq
UBSOUD 'sasUBYD BSaU] "B Jo 8JeJ PUB BWINJOA |[2Jar0 aU) ui suonenany BuiBne Joj xapur ue se anas o) uasoya sasuayo Jo dnosb e (197) XIANI ININD VINHOSI TV 84 U0 paseq Si ales sl ay,

"DEOIIIBY 31284 UOIUN BY) PUB UO[EaLIAY PUB SYIBd JO WaWUedaq Sulejunojy 2 lUES ‘27 EJUBS " 1) ‘loed AemybiK eluiojie) ay) apnjoul Se10) Aiunog ay) :aloN

0007 'wesboig (40n) Buoday swy? wiojun SieY B SEIS "G00Z 'BIOIED '0IUAWEIIRS YIeWLIUSG Ny 000Z YIM
'5002-4002 '3IIS 8y pue saquno 'saig Joj sajewis3 uongindog p-3 *aousuid jo Juslpredag 'BlLIofe) 0 BIEIS H00Z ‘304 SINSN [EUNLLD EILIOJED ‘F0NSTT O Juwiedag BILOJIEN 0 Bje1S 2IN0g

§6¢ ) 86¢ V6E gL 8L ) 7 075 785 619 {000' Jad ajey awu) siRg

1000') sod ajey

At P4 (133 8¢ £ 8 or 09r 95 185 ¥+ awu) Kuno) znig ejueg

58 9988'852  006'8SZ  00Y'8SZ  00G'USZ  000'SSZ  00KZSZ  O00'6KZ  OOW'SWZ  00SZHE 0000 00'UST uogeindog

062 YOOI 81 eozob Lol gy 1808 IS00L  BBZML  SB6TL  OWE'EL  900'Gl saww)

abueyy %  v00Z €002 Z00Z 1002 0002 666} 8661 1661 9661 5661 661 [N
#0-¥6

598 £ee 'S¢ 103 967 §0¢ g1t gor roy 205 195 ajey awu) Auadoig

V6 %6 616 601’6 8968 8¥5'L 99, 1599 2000 ST 8817 62LEl sawy?) fuadoiq [ejo]

V- 65 ¥ u 8 th " % 18 £l 16 06 vosry

162 158 569 11§ 195 025 oy 05 905 e 9L 089 YU 34BN SOl

0l 6189 %€ 89 0289 915 £15'S ' 9151 e bIg's £26' fuzose

956 169’} 718} 949'1 £95'l 89¥'L 1651 629'1 106 612 987 9697 fgbung

abueyo % 002 €002 Z00Z 1002 0002 6661 8661 L1661 9661 5661 661 sawy) Apadoig
¥0-v6

funo?) znuy ryues

A3uno) znJ) ejues - ajey awlL)

Domestic Violence in Santa Cruz County:

Page 4 - 76

Have We Kept the Promise?

Appendix B — Charts



2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

“aul 3wan Jojow pue ‘Aeiing ‘yinesse pajenes6be *Aiaqqos ‘ades 8iqid10) ‘spioIwoY 1nyjm ase *agnd au Aq aa1jod au) o) paviodas Bujag Jo ooyiay)| PuE SSAUSNOLS J1BY) J0 ASNEIA
U3SOUD '$35U30 353U | "BUULD JO Bjes PUE BUINJOA [[e1ar0 ay) ui suosemany BuibneB Jo xapul ue se anias o) uasoya sasuayo jo dnosB e (190) X3ONI IWIND VINNOAITYD 34l Uo paseq st alel swwd ay ),

_ 5002 "BILIOJ[E) ‘0JUBWBIRS ‘Wewyausg NYQ 0002 Uik
5002-1002 '9IEIS 8] pue Saqunoy 'sanig Joj sajewn)s3 uoneindod ¢-3 *30Ueul4 j0 Jualyedaq ‘BILIONEY JO SIBIS "HOOT ‘8I0Id SIS [ELILILY BILIOJE:) ‘SINSNT |0 Jualiedaq eILIoper) jO 3)B|g @anog

S6E 1oy 86¢ VB¢ £l 8L ¥ S8y 02 78 519 L000°} Jad 3iey 3w sje1g

000’1 4ad

- Tiy 43 S6E S6E £ e yoF 09f 9Es 185 1'E9 ajey awu) Aunoy Znig elueg
. 9504 ({18 SL6 £l ¥19 0L 868 0'66 9L 30z} 0szh 1000') Jad a1ey awny ejoydey
90 S00°01 00101 00404 00401 00004 050°01 05001 000'01 00104 0010} 056'6 uoendogd
051 150"} 151 586 288 9.9 0LL 798 066 (71N 81z W'l S3WUY [e10)
. L'86 9904 606 18 T19 0L 08 6 Tl 'YL Tl 000'} Jad ajey awg Ausdosg
9yl 186 10' 816 28 19 90L 808 v AN 091’1 961’1 sawu?) Apadoid [B10]
0001 0 0 1 0 £ £ 1 1 z S I uosyy
82l [0 ¥2 f:74 £t i 8 8 62 b4 o 8¢ Y2y 3pIaA Jojop
602 £28 926 181 89 615 6v9 9pL 658 86 620' W't fuzaseq
el o€ Fral 20 S04 [} 9y tr €9 58 8 ] fugifing
Hwﬁ;o %  #00Z £00Z 2002 1002 0002 6661 8661 1661 9661 5661 661 awyg Auadoug
. 0L £l 99 65 79 ¥ £s 8 09 s ve 000't sod @jeY awn) Juajoip
50z 0L 7] 19 09 29 9 ¥s 8y 19 85 88 SAWNY JUA|OIA [Bl0]
£ 9 55 8¢ 9 6% 15 £p ve g% 47 1 IInessy pajeae.Bby
688 I 9l L 0l 1 1! 6 Zl £l Zl 6 Kiaqgoy
0osz L [4 43 ¥ Z Z Z Z I I Z adey
: 0 | 0 0 0 0 0 0 b 0 0 apiIwoH
ww.ﬂgu % 002 £00Z z00Z 100Z 000Z 6661 8661 1661 9661 5661 ¥661 WY JuBjoIp

ejoude) Jo A1)

ejojide) - ajey swLl)

Page 4 - 77

Domestic Violence in Santa Cruz County:

Have We Kept the Promise?

Appendix B — Charts



2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

"Yau) ad1yan Jojow pue ‘Aejfiing ynesse psjeaeibibe ‘fiaqqos 'ades ajqi10j '3pioiwoy |nym ase "alignd sy Aq sa1j0d ay) o) pauoday Buiag 40 POOUBYI| PUB SSAUSNOUAS Jiay) jo asnesaq
35040 'S3SUBJ0 853U | "3UILD JO B]BJ PUB BWINJOA [[BIFA0 U Ul suonemoany Buibnef oj xapul ue se anas o) uasoys sasuayo jo dnoib e (120) XIONI IWIHD VINYOLITYD au) uo Paseq si ajes awn ayy,

‘5002 "eiLoje] ‘OjUBWEIIES Wewyduag Y] 000Z yim
5002-4002 ‘2Ielg 3y pue saiunod ‘sair) Joj salewnis3 uolleindog ¢-3 20Uyl 10 1uawEdaQ ‘BIUIOIED 10 AIEIS “HOOZ ‘SO SOUSAI [EUILLI) BILIOJED ‘30NSAT Jo wawyedag eiwoyjes) jo 3jeig ‘aginog

g S6E Loy 26 13 £l g1 rep Sy 025 785 619 1000't J2d ajey awu) alelg
1000'} Jad
iy zey S'6E S6E £9E gve ¥ oy 09r 9¢s 1'gs 1'€9 3jey awu) funog zni) eyes
) 1000'| Jad
. (471 eie '8z §'6¢ L 50¢ 662 69 Shh S'6P 95 ajey awwuy Aajjep snoag
S0z 18511 009'1L 003'41 05711 0SE'LE 000'LL 05804 00b°01 00101 586 SI5'6 uayeindog
65t €82 £9¢ LEe 100 g BEE Zg £9¢ 6bY 68 £25 sawu? |ejo)
N TeL ¥6Z N4 A4 28z 6Lz 0Lz 8zt iy £y i 000'} Jad ajey awuy Auadosg
95 292 e 61€ 69E 1ze 0l 62 1be 243 89% £6 sawu) Auadosd fejo)
L £ 0 Z z 0 9 i 9 8 L 1 uosy
§¥s- 0k £l 41 9l 8 8 ¥ vl 2 9l F£4 Y3y aaiyap Jojop
S0 02z 9z 09z 182 262 12z e 292 6IE £9¢ 0L¢ fuaose
[y ¢ 9 Sy 0l 18 69 9 65 £8 8 06 Lejbing
””.,:Eo %  $00Z £00Z z00zZ 100z 000Z 6661 2661 1661 9661 5661 ¥661 swu) Apedoid
6
) £l 61 0l £t > 57 87 VT 1T ¥4 Ve 000'} J2d ajey awns?) yuajoip
005 M Fr4 7l 8t 42 82 0g b4 1z iz 0e SAWLY UAI0IA [e10L
€95 o vl 0l v 8¢ 74 62 9l £ 8l ¥z IInessy pajenesB6y
0or £ ¥ b > ¥ z £ ) £ 4 S fiaqgoy
0001 z ¥ 1 I z 1 Z £ ! t 1 adey
. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3pIILOH
”w._._ﬂ_u %  $00Z £00Z 200z 100Z 0002 6661 8661 1661 9664 5661 ¥661 awpg Juajolp
¥6

As11eA $11005 Jo A31)

A3]1eA 533005 - 930y BwLH

Have We Kept the Promise?

Domestic Violence in Santa Cruz County:
Appendix B — Charts

Page 4 - 78




2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

'S002-1L002 '9leIS 8Y) pue sagunos 'Saig Joj sajews3 uoeindod -3 ‘aaueuld jo \uawyedaq 'eILo)IED JO BIBIS "H00Z '8lijoid d2Nsnr feunuLy) el

W3yl apiyan Jojow pue 'Aseibing ‘nesse pajeaeiBbe 'fuaqqos ‘ades 81qi010) "apioiwoly njjm ase *angnd ay) Aq a0l
U3S0YD "S3SUBKO 3say| 3L JO BJBJ PUB BWNJOA ||S3A0 AY) uj suonenany; Buibne 10} X3pUI UB SB 3035 0] UaSOYD Sasuayo jo dnoy

jod 8y} o) papodas Buiag jo POOWI3)] PUB SS3USNOLIBS JiBy) o asnedag
6 € (120) X3ANI IWINO VINSOSITY? 34l uo paseq si ajes awud ay)

'S007 "BIUIOED ‘OlUBWEINES ‘WiELyIUSE NYQ 000Z Yik
1Ui0feQ "33NSNf |0 Juawpedag BiLiojeD Jo 2jelS :8ain0g

. §6E Lop 8'6E V'8¢ el gt rey S8y 075 A 519 1000'} Jad ajey awuy ajelg
.000°1 4ad
- Tiy zer 568 568 £HE 8ve 0P 0'9r 9es g5 1'e9 aley awu Aunod znig ejueg
1000'} sad
. ey £0s LY 6L 62y oty £ £99 99 (g7 vl ey WY B|jIAuoSIEM
£t 10’8y 005'Ly 009'Ly 001'L¥ 001 vt 0022y 00L'Ly 05L'0% 05€°26 05€°9¢ 052'6¢ uofiendog
9z 280' 1862 8927 %67 £68') 8€8't 1812 £0L'2 0842 ££8' 2907 sawug [ejo)
. vie £er 607 ey bog bse (i4%3 s gls ¥'e9 519 000't 42d ajey awuy Auadosy
£he- 66L'L 8502 9v6't L6t 085°1 66Y'1 0Ll 9222 2L YOE'Z 8LE7 sawuy) Ayadoid [e10]
06z 0l 6 6 9 Z 1 ] vl L 6 8 uosy
1 9Ll LI i 9zl bEL 61l Bbl k4 ¥l 681 il Yau ap1sp Jojop
15z LEY 695'1 £es'l 615" BbL'L BE0') 0sz't 209't £8E') W' 6681 Auzoseq
6€€- (114 13 €62 962 S0¢ vEE 50E £6¢ 8LE 65¢ 15¢€ Aiejbing
sbueys v,  yo0z £00Z z00z 100Z 000Z 6661 8661 166} 9661 5661 ¥661 awuy Auedoiy
»0-v6
o 65 69 89 99 69 6L £ L 67l 9Pl 604 000'} 43d ajey awy) Juajolp
£92 £82 62¢ 22 80¢ €08 BEE Wy 6Ly 865 625 b8E AU 1UAIOIA [e10]
s 081 0z sz 502 174 612 86 SlE 55% iy 982 IInessy pajeae)5by
e 9/ 66 ] 18 85 05 £9 £6 18 86 ] Riaqgoy
98l 14 £Z £Z 61 61 ] Il 18 ol Bl ¥l adey
000! Z £ 0 ¥ 1 4 £ 0 9 b 1 apiIwoH
om_.__m._u %  $00Z £00Z 2002 1002 0002 6661 8661 1661 9664 S661 ¥661 WY sjoIA
#0-#

alAuosIeM Jo A1)

9]]IAUOSIEM - BIRY BwWLI)

Page 4 - 79

Domestic Violence in Santa Cruz County:

Have We Kept the Promise?

Appendix B — Charts




2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

yay) apiyan Jojow pue ‘fuefiing ynesse pajeaesbbe ‘fuaggos “ades a|grio; ‘apiwoy (nyim aie ‘ygnd au) Ag saod au) o) payodas Buiaq jo pooyEY PUB SSBUSNOUAS 13U J0 3SNEIAY
UasOUD ‘SaSUa0 aSaY| "aLUd o BJBJ PUE BLNJDA ||BJ3A0 By ul suonemany Buiineb Jo} xapur ue se anias o} uasoyd sasuayo jo dnoib e (190) XIANI IWIND VINYOLITYD 3Y) uo paseq §1 ajes awwd ay,

“3|INuoSIEAA puE ‘Aajjep SHODS ‘2RI BlUeS “ejoliden jo Sad ay) 1dsoxa sease (|8 spnjul pue 3910 SHNAYS AUnan Znid ejues ay) Aq pasanod aie sease pajelodioauiun 310N

‘5002 "eivioje) ‘Ojusweldes yewyausg NYQ 0002 yiM
'5002-4002 "3IBIS 8y} pue saljunoy 'sair) Joj Sajeunjs3 uolejndog p-3 ‘aoueuld jo uswedaq 'eluIofed jo d1eIS PO0Z '3fOid dONSAI [l eiusojie) 'Bansnr jo Juawpedaq eiwojie) JO RIS BN0S

= S6E Loy g6¢ 1'6¢ £l gl VeY say 0 z85 619 1000's jad ajey awu) aeig
1000'y 12d
- ziy ey S6E S6E £ve gPe vor 09f 9E5 185 1E9 ajey awu) funog zni) ejueg
1000} sad
. 81l 91z 98l 06l 6Ll 86} 9z ¥'62 618 R 09e ajey awy) patesodioauun
Vi SBZEEL  DOE'WEL  ODS'PEL  OOE'PEL  OOM'SER  OQOL'GEL  O00B'ZEL  000'ZEl  OOD'EEL  00Z'ZEL  OOB'LEL uoneindog
L'ge 1162 682 SBH'Z 6952 8T 2597 YEL'E 8/8°¢ W'y 018’y 8hL'y sawu [ejo]
. ¥l 16l 691 1 £l 0’81 Viz 952 182 ¥6Z 0le 000"} Jad ajey awu) Auadoid
L9t 1857 0152 1922 90£T 6612 0% 1082 6LE'C 8EL'E $89'C 180'0 sawu) Auadoid (e1o)
vl vl 1z 0¢ 0¢ 82 £ %4 62 14 67 13 uosly
A 9l 9l 0k o1 2zl 5t n 1 5l b F14 YauL 3paA 00
0t 1281 128') 2651 969't 095'1 609' zz6'l wr'e 0EL'Z 1957 218 fuaie
¥ 6E- 0L oL GE9 0L5 665 6L 168 106 96 892'1 w0Z' Lieffing
&cv_wcu % 002 £00Z z00zZ 100Z 0002 6661 8661 L66} 9661 5661 ¥661 awu) Auadoig
¥0-
. ¥ ¥ Iy ! 9l gl 4> 8t 8¢ Iy 0's 000'} 43d ajey awY WaOIA
0is e 52e (44 ene ¥4 9T 7y 86 £05 529 199 SaWUY JUAIOIA [El0L
g6t (14 99z 091 91 £91 81 15¢ 90y 16€ £15 %S Iinessy pajene.by
VoL £ 43 1 \E 14 6l by 9% 83 69 7] fuaqgoy
0l 62 44 4 B¢ Jid ¥ ;74 ¥t £ of o adey
00 z S [ 6 ¥ I 14 £ | £ g BPIDIWOH
”M“Mso %  %00Z £00Z zo0z 1002 0002 6661 8661 1661 9661 5661 ¥661 WY JUBOIA

(Juawiuedaq s, 4i11ays) sealy pajelodioduiun

sealy pajesodiodulun - ajey awLl)

Domestic Violence in Santa Cruz County:

Have We Kept the Promise?

Appendix B — Charts

Page 4 - 80




‘waysAs Buipodas aly v LONYBLIOD € SI133)j1 1i 'PRAISU| “BIUBISISSE JO) S|/BD UI 35BSI03D

£ 103(j2J 10U S30P BJEP Z0OZ PUB LOOZ Y} Uaamag auippap dieys ay) 'ai0ja1ay ] 3DUBJSISSE JOJ S|[BD 3DU3(0IA JSAWOP SyIeJ] Jey) washs Buodas ay) ui oua ue pasancosIp JuawWedaq S HUBYS Y ‘Z00Z Yle

"PROJIEY Jl10Rd

uolUf Y} PUB UDIEBII3Y PUB SHIE JO uawyedag SUIBIUNO ZnJ)) BIUBS ‘217 BIUES D' j0sied Aemubiy ewiojieD ay) sapnjoul [ej0) Alunog ay L “[ejo) Alunog) [enba jou |jim suonaipsunl e jo |20} ay I

'$85€0 30UBJOIA JMSAWOP se palyissep Aajeudosdde Buiag mou se
6661 910joq J{NBSSE SB PAYISSE|D UBIQ BABY PINOM JBY) SBSBD "SUOHIULBP BPOY [BUSd BILIOjIED i Aidwod 0} sased aouajoi ansawop Buizuoba)ea jo poylaw ay) pabueyd uswyedaq syuays ay) ‘6661 Ul

G002 "BILIO}[ED ‘OIUBWEIIES WBWYIUAg (Y] 000Z Yim

'5002-100Z "91€IS @y) pue sayunog ‘ssi Joj sajewws3 uoleindod -3 '3oueuld o Juawpedaq 'eluiojieD) jO BIBIS ‘5007 'all0id @SN [RUILLD Bluioie] Bansnr o Juawledaq elwLojie] jo AjelS 1a0In0g

siuapisal o'} Jad

2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

- 1S g6 9 8 LS g6 66 19 bL rL 6L S|20 3IUBJOIA Jnsawoq jo ajey
vl (Fr4:i> FAL 1> 000'sE SBE'VE 9EEVE 992°¢€ 9zz'ee 0.9'7¢ £ 016'lE 199'1€ (spuesnoy) ui) uoneindod
962 650981 BAZ v61 635'961 1£0'861 098'961 901981 7£8'964 951°02¢ 668'222 SIE'OE BEY'0SZ Slied jo Jaquny
ebueys %  ¥00Z £00Z z00Z Looz 000z 6661 8661 1661 9661 G661 v661
$0-v6
eluioje) ‘sped Jo Jaquiny

sjuapisal oo’} sad
- oy 6t (133 L 14 (44 e Ve re VE Ve S1|eD 32UROIA JNsAwoQ Jo Ajey
68 988'85Z 006852 00%'852 006252 000552 001252 000'6%2 00%'SvZ 005242 000'0v2 008'L£2 uojieindog
iy ze0't 100} 896 L8%'} PLE') 860" 85L 09L vee SEL 6ZL oIe10L funog zni) ejues
68 961 44 A4 9wz 4 brZ 1214 892 o104 €8l 08t Wawpedaq adjod a|AUosiEM
4 ¢ I £ Iy ob [ 6l £ vE v 62 Wawyedaq 2a10d AajeA SH02S
£le ooe 62¢ L 86 8L6 1S 202 174 0 e 92 133O SHUBYS Alunod z) elues
[4%4} ey 4l \64 y02 091 061 €61 291 692 202 861 luawyedagq a010d ZruY ejues
069 £l 9l 92 :14 1z 1] 9 L 85 (44 i lualwyedag adijod ejojde)
abueys %  ¥00T £00Z z00z 100z 000z 6661 8661 1661 9661 5661 $661 Kouaby
$0-v6

Auno) zni) BIueS ‘S)|R) JO JaquinN

'SoJNASIp 89UBJ0IA J}SSLIOP Ul BIUBJSISSE JOj JUSLLSIIOJUI ME] [220] 0] PAEId S|[ED JO JaqUINU BY} SaINSEaW JOJRaIpUI SIy |

3JUSJOILA J13sawoq

su1jJoday spjoyasnoH - 95ua|olA Ajlwe

Page 4 - 81

Domestic Violence in Santa Cruz County:

Have We Kept the Promise?

Appendix B — Charts



2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

‘wa)sks Buipodas sy U1 UDNDALIOD B S1o8Yal ) ‘PeaISU| "SIUBISISSE 10 S||ED Ul 858aI08p

£ 1032 10U S30P BIEP 2007 PUB 007 SU) U9aMieq auloap dieys au) ‘ai0jaiay | "30UBJSISSE Joj S[|EO B0US|OIA JSBWIOP SYoBL) Jeu) Wajsks Bupuodas ay) ut Jousa ue passrodsip uawpedag s uaus ayl ‘Z00Z Yl
‘peoljiey yioeg

UOIUf) BY} PUE UOIEaIIaY PUE SYIEJ JO JuslWyedeq SUIBJUNO} 2n7) Bjueg ‘Znu) elues "D 'jolied Aemubiy eiwojiied ay) sapnjout [gj0} Aunod ayL “[ejol funog [enba jou M suonoIpsun| |1 Jo 1210} 8y
'$85B0 B3UA|OIA JNSalWOp e paysseld Ajajeudoxdde Buiaq mou ase

6661 2J0j2q NESSE SE PAIISSE(D Uadq SABY PINOM Jey) S3SeD 'SUONIUYSP 3p0J) [euad BLIJ[ED YiM Adwod 0} S9SED 8OUS{0IA S0P BuizuoBiaien jo poyjaw ay pabueyo Juswpedaq syusyS au) ‘6661 Ul

‘600 "BlWOJiE) "0JUBWEIDES “yELIOUSE NYA 000Z WM
'600Z-1002 ‘2IBIS 2y} pue saunog ‘salig Joj Sajeuss3 uojeindod p-3 ‘20uBul4 jo uswiedaq ‘BIUIOJED JO BIEIS “S00T 'alj0id SIS [eUILILY Blulojfe] ‘BoNSN( JO Juslwyedaq BILIOJIED JO BlEIS :80IN0g

suodeap yiim sase) aIus|oIp

. x4 0'e ¥e [ 6t 8¢ b L 6 §s 86 ansewoq Jo 000'} sod ajey
vl LT Z196E 000'6E SBEPE 9EE'HE 99/'¢E 9zzee 0.92¢ A AA 0L6'LE 199'1€ ( spuesnoyj ui ) uogeindogd
¥or 9eL'L6 1££'901 658°611 998'9¢1 951°GEL 62121 859°9¢1 059'651 GL0'6S1 662711 0vZ'Z8l suodeap yim sasey

abueyd % 00T £00Z 200z 100z oooz 6661 8661 L66L 9661 S661 ¥661
¥0-¥6

RIUIOJIEY ‘SuOdeaM YILM S3Se) JO JAqUINN

suodeajy YiIM SaSE 3UB[OIA

= 0l §0 &t L4 gy 0t 4 97 62 17 62 asawoq Jo goo'y sed arey
68 988867 006'852 00¥'85¢ 006162 000652 001252 000'652 00b'542 005'242 00002 008'262 uone|ndog
NT:3 ¥z 8Z4 clGh £re'l Iz ] 129 629 669 i) 8.9 21B101 funo zni) ejueg
8he- 74 4l gel 822 181 80} 081 Gl 81 L6 ]l Juawpedaq 321104 B|IAUOSIEA
08 £ g I ® 4 L4 it 18 8l or £ wawyedsq so10d Asfle sHoog
Lol 19 Bb ¢8 98 I8 10 90z 192 Jit/ L4(4 79 1300 S HuayS Aunod zniy ejueg
60k a1 5 9Ll 181 6b) 8LL 1) 961 162 681 81 Juawpedaq 80ljod Zni) ejues
LGl 6 ol Sl 1z 74 174 9z It 4 9% 1€ luswyedaq 301jod elolide)
abueys %  $00Z £00Z 2002 100z 0002 6661 8661 1661 9661 G661 661 Kouaby

¥0-v6
funo) znu) eyues ‘suodeap Yilm sase) Jo JaquinN

35Ud)0IA d13s3wo(q Suiioday SpjoyasnoH - 3du|OLA Ajtwe

Domestic Violence in Santa Cruz County:

Have We Kept the Promise?

Appendix B — Charts

Page 4 - 82



2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

Appendix C —Memos

=R
f-f.g_\.. CITY COUNCIL
SANTACRUZ AGENDA REPORT
DATE: April 13, 2006
AGENDA OF: April 25, 2006

DEPARTMENT: Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against Women

SUBIJECT: Commission’s Report on Rape and Sexual Assault

RECOMMENDATION: That the Santa Cruz City Council review the Rape and Sexual
Assault Report and, by motion, create the Rape and Sexual Assault Task Force, with the
charge and membership as proposed; and direct that the Task Force provide its findings
to Council in six months.

BACKGROUND:

The Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against Women (CPVAW) was
established by Ordinance 81-29 which states, “it shall be the policy of the City of Santa
Cruz that the prevention of rape and domestic violence shall be one of its highest
priorities.” The ordinance states that an annual report will be submitted to City Council.
The 2004 Annual Report of the Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against
Women (CPVAW) was presented to the City Council in January 2005.

The Commission’s 2004 annual report included a request that, when the Commission had
completed its data analysis, the City Council agendize the issue of increased reported
rapes in the City of Santa Cruz.

DISCUSSION:

The Commission has been working with Applied Survey Research (ASR) to analyze

data on reported rape and sexual assaults in three areas:

1. Long term data regarding the increase in reported rapes in the City of Santa Cruz
over a 10 and 20 year period.

2. A comparison of the rate of rape in the city of Santa Cruz with the State of
California and 5 cities of similar character (Huntington Beach; San Diego; San
Luis Obispo; Santa Barbara and Berkeley) .

3. The demographics (age, location, ethnicity, stranger, non-stranger, brief encounter
etc.) of reported sexual assaults in Santa Cruz for a focused two year period of
2003 and 2004.
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ASR has developed a power point presentation using data compiled from various
sources, including SCPD and the State of California Criminal Justice Department.

Commission Chair Martinez-Greenleaf will be introducing the agenda item to
Council. Commission Vice-Chair Greensite will be making a presentation on the
context of the findings. ASR will be presenting the data report.

FINDINGS:

Rate of reported rape is higher in the City of Santa Cruz than comparative cities,
counties, surrounding regions and the State of California. The 2004 rate in Santa
Cruz is 2.10 per 1,000 females. The California rate is .53 per 1,000 females.
Reported rapes in the City of Santa Cruz increased by 96% from 1984 to 2004.
Reported rapes in California decreased by 18% during the same period.

Rate of sexual assaults by strangers is higher in the City of Santa Cruz (36% in
2003 and 45% in 2004) and especially in the Downtown Beat (75%) than the
national average of 17% (National Institute of Justice 2006).

Arrest rate for rape in Santa Cruz in 2004 was 18%. Nationally, 42% of reported
rapes were cleared by arrest in 2004 (FBI data).

Report data is consistent with national statistics which show that the majority of
rape victims are under the age of 25 while suspects are older.

Report data is not consistent with national statistics which show that the race or
ethnicity of the suspect and the victim are the same in the vast majority of cases.
In Santa Cruz for 2003 and 2004, when the victim and suspect were of different
races or ethnicities, it was predominantly in situations of rapes by strangers in the
external environment.

Report data revealed that most victims were local residents. For suspects, the
unknown category was too large to draw a conclusion.

Report data revealed that alcohol and other drugs were noted in approximately
40% of cases although the unknown category was significant for suspects.
Report data revealed that 62% of victims who reported the rape to law
enforcement did so immediately and 80% within one day.

FISCAL IMPACT: Existing staff will need to prioritize the current workload to staff the
proposed Task Force or additional staffing resources will need to be allocated.

Submitted by:

Katherine Martinez-Greenleaf
Commission Chair

Attachments: Task Force Charge and Membership

Commission Report
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Sirr o MEMORANDUM
CRUZ POLICE DEPARTMENT

— “Your Police, Our Community”
DATE: April 24, 2006
TO: City Council
FROM: Chief of Police

SUBJECT: CPVAW Presentation

Department Overview:

Providing an immediate and compassionate response with the highest quality investigative skill
to the victims of sexual assault is a top priority for the Santa Cruz Police Department and has
been for many years. All officers of the Santa Cruz Police Department are trained to ensure the
safety of and take a report from any victim of sexual assault as well as provide support services
referral information upon first contact.

The State of California through the Penal Code mandates thiat all police officers receive sexual
assault investigation training in the basic police academy. The Penal Code also mandates that
officers primarily assigned to investigate sexual assaults (usually detectives) must attend
additional certified training. Santa Cruz Police Department prides itself on its ongoing training
in sexual assault investigation for all of its officers and has exceeded the state mandated training
for many years. Since January 2006, the officers received an additional 8 hours of sexual assault
training with a nationally recognized trainer suggested by CPVAW.

The Santa Cruz Police Department has had an in-house advocate for the victims of child and.
adult sexual assault for over 20 years. We are still the only agency in Santa Cruz County that
provides this level of response. In addition, the department recently became the only agency in
the county to offer a bilingual domestic violence and sexual assault resource page on our
website.

Report Comment: '
Our department believes the City has a great responsibility to the community to provide accurate
information on crimes. To achieve this goal we worked extensively with CPVAW and ASR on
correcting data and assumptions within their report to provide an accurate reflection of crime in
our community. Unfortunately, the staff report mischaracterizes some of the crime information.

The following outlines some specific examples of inaccurate data or mischaracterized statistical
analysis:

* Reported rapes in the City of Santa Cruz increased by 96% from 1984 to 2004. Reported
rapes in California decreased by 18% during the same period.

Re: Item 23
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It is statistically inaccurate to take two years of data (1984 and 2004) and represent it as a
twenty-year trend. Under this logic, the following would be considered valid statistical analysis:
If we experienced ten reportcd sexual assaults every year from 1984-2003 and then had no
reported sexual assaults in 2004 the analysis would read we had a 100 percent decrease in sexual
assaults over the twenty-year period (since 1984 would have ten and 2004 would have zero).
Clearly this is not statistically sound and does not represent true crime trends in our community.

These facts were presented to the Commission and ASR and the decision was made to leave this
information in the report.

e Arrest rate for rape in Santa Cruz in 2004 was 18%. Nationally, 42% of reported rapes
were cleared by arrest in 2004 (FBI data).

The Commission mischaracterized our arrest data as clearance data. At 49 percent the Santa Cruz
Police Department clearance rate exceeds the average national sexual assault arrest rate of 42
percent. Comparing the Santa Cruz arrest rate to the national arrest rate shows an even greater
discrepancy. The Santa Cruz Police Department arrest rate is 19 percent (listed as 18 percent in

the report) compared to FBI national average arrest rate of 8.8 and an average regional rate of
7.6.

* Rate of sexual assaults by strangers is higher in the City of Santa Cruz (36% ini 2003 and
45% in 2004), especially in the Downtown Beat (75%), than the national average of 17%
(National Institute of Justice 2006).

It is important to note that the Relationship of Suspect to Victim was determined by members of
the Commission, not by the investigating officers. The percentages also do not reflect raw
numbers (the Downtown percentage is a reflection of eight reported cases) even though they
erroneously lead the reader to believe a pervasive stranger sexual assault ratio in the Downtown
corridor. In addition, the determination as to whether alcohol and/or drugs were involved in the
2003/2004 cases was made by members of the Commission. The detectives and victim advocate

assigned to the sexual assault caseload believe that alcohol and/or drugs were involved in many
of the cases listed as “‘unknown”.

These are a few examples of the complexity of the data presented and thc difficulty in correctly
interpreting state and federal crime data.

Closing Statement:

Given the available resources in the City and current staffing levels in the Police Department, our
primary objective is directing our limited resources towards victim assistance and mvestIgauon
of these crimes. We will continue to actively work with our partners, (CPVAW, Women’s Crisis”
Support/Defense de Mujeres, District Attorney’s Office, county law enforcement agencies and
Probation) to directly address the needs of the victims and advocate on their behalf. Sexual
assault and domestic violence are, and always will be, top priorities for this deparl:l:ncnt

Re: Item 23

Page 4 - 86 Domestic Violence in Santa Cruz County:

Have We Kept the Promise?
Appendix C - Memos



2005-2006 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final Report

MEMORANDUM
SANTA CRUZ Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against Women

DATE: June 15, 2006
TO: City Council
FROM: The Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against Women

SUBJECT:  Response to Memorandum of April 24, 2006 from Chief Skerry to City Council
Re: CPVAW Presentation

The Commission for the Prevention of Violence Against Women values its good working
relationship with the SCPD and shares with the Chief a belief in the responsibility to provide
accurate information on crimes. The Commission worked with a professional research team to
present a document that would serve as a useful guide for all parties in our common pursuit of
preventing sexual assaults in the city of Santa Cruz. In that spirit, the Commission would like to
respond to the Chief’s memorandum to Council which claimed that the Findings contain
“inaccurate data or mischaracterized statistical analysis”. Below are the three Commission
Findings from the research data (bold); the Chief’s comments (italics) and the Commission’s
response.

e Reported rapes in the City of Santa Cruz increased by 96% from 1984 to 2004.
Reported rapes in California decreased by 18% during the same period.

“It is statistically inaccurate to take two years of data (1984 and 2004) and represent it as a
twenty-year trend.” Chief Skerry, memo to Council 4/24/06

There are references in both the UCR (Uniform Crime Report) and the NCVS (National
Crime Victimization Survey) to the percentage decline in rape from 1994 to 2004. It would
be misleading if the two years in question were anomalous years and no reference made to
the data for the intervening years, but that was not the case here. The data for each of the 20
years was clearly displayed in the presentation.

e Arrest rate for rape in Santa Cruz in 2004 was 18%. Nationally, 42% of reported
rapes were cleared by arrest in 2004 (FBI data).

“The Commission mischaracterized our arrest data as clearance data. At 49% the Santa Cruz
Police Department clearance rate exceeds the average national sexual assaull arrest rate of 42
percent.” Chief Skerry, memo 4/24/06

“Cleared by Arrest” is a term explicitly defined by UCR. It is different from # of arrests. As of
writing the Report, the Commission did not have the “Clearance by Arrest” data for SCPD. We
had only the total number of arrests from the actual police reports, upon which we based the
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Response to Memorandum of April 24, 2006 from Chief Skerry to City Council Page 2

figure 18% for 2004. SCPD now lists its “Clearance by Arrest and Exceptional Means “data
online. For 2004, the number of rapes or attempted rapes Cleared by Arrest or Exceptional
Means by SCPD was 8 out of a total of 59. This is 13.5% and well below the UCR figure of 42%
which is the national (or more explicitly, west coast) figure for Cleared by Arrest or Exceptional
Means. The origin of the Chief’s reference to 49% is unclear but it is certainly not the accurate
Cleared by Arrest figure.

“Comparing the Santa Cruz arrest rate (o the national arrest rate shows an even greater
discrepancy. The Santa Cruz Police Department arrest rate is 19 percent (listed as 18 percent in
the report) compared to FBI national average arrest rate of 8.8 and an average regional rate of
7.6." Chief Skerry, memo 4/24/06

The FBI figure of 8.8 refers to the arrest rate per 100,000 people. The local arrest rate of 18% (or
19%) refers to the percentage of arrests made in one year out of the total incidents of rape or
attempted rape reported, not rate of arrest per 100,000 people.

» Rate of sexual assaults by strangers is higher in the City of Santa Cruz (36% in 2003
and 45% in 2004), especially in the Downtown Beat (75%), than the national
average of 17% (National Institute of Justice 2006).

“It is important to note that the Relationship of Suspect to Victim was determined by members of
the Commission, not by the investigating officers. The percentages also do not reflect raw
numbers (the Downtown percentage is a reflection of eight reported cases) even though they
erroneously lead the reader to believe a pervasive stranger sexual assault ratio in the Downtown
corridor.” Chief Skerry, memo 4/24/06

It is not difficult to extract this information from the police reports. Commission members who
did this work include two who participated in the 8 hour police training from Sgt. Joanne
Archambault and two who have 26 and 33 years experience respectively in the ficld of sexual
assault response. While it is true that percentages are not the same as raw numbers, 8 cases of
reported rapes or attempted rapes on women by complete strangers in one Police Beat in one
year is a highly significant occurrence that warrants serious attention. Our goal is zero tolerance
to rape.

“In addition, the determination as to whether alcohol and/or drugs were involved in the
2003/2004 cases was made by members of the Commission. The detectives and victim advocate
assigned to the sexual assault caseload believe that alcohol and/or drugs were involved in many
of the cases listed as “unknown”. Chief Skerry, memo 4/24/06

This may be true. However, the “Unknown” category meant that there was no reference to
alcohol and/or drugs either in the Police Report or Supplemental Report for victim or suspect.
Were drugs and/or alcohol involved, one would expect reference to that in the Report since such
information would be relevant, if not definitive to any case.

Thank you for this opportunity to respond to Chief Skerry’s memo to Council. We hope this is
sufficient reassurance that the Commission presented accurate data and sound statistical analysis
to the City Council in April 2006. We look forward to continued good working relationships
with Chief Skerry and the SCPD.
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Instructions for Respondents

Key provisions of Penal Code § 933.05 require that responding officials or governmental entities
must specifically comment upon each finding and each recommendation of the Grand Jury
Report, rather than preparing a generalized response. Each published finding must be
acknowledged by the respondents as correct or incorrect. Explanations for disagreements must
be provided. Please use the format below to prepare your response. The full text of Penal Code §
933.05 is provided below.

Response Format

1.

2.

Provide the title and page number from the original report.

Provide the date of the response.

Quote the text of the original finding.

Respond to the finding indicating if the entity:

AGREES

PARTIALLY AGREES
PARTIALLY DISAGREES
DISAGREES

If the entity partially agrees or disagrees with the finding, specify the area of disagreement in the
finding and include an explanation.

5.

6.

Quote the text of the original recommendation.

Respond to the recommendation indicating if the recommendation:

has been implemented,;

has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the future, with a time frame
for implementation;

requires further analysis with an explanation, scope, parameters and the time frame for
completion which should not exceed six months; or

will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is unreasonable, with an
explanation.

Respond to each report in a separate document or separate pages of one document to allow
the easy distribution of the responses to the various committees.

For an example, see Response Report to the 2004-2005 Santa Cruz County Grand Jury Final
Report: http://www.co.santa-cruz.ca.us/grandjury.
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9. An electronic version of the report in Microsoft Word format is available for the respondents
to use to create their response report. To request an electronic copy of the report, send e-mail
to: grandjury@co.santa-cruz.ca.us.

10. If you have questions about the response report, please contact the Grand Jury by calling
(831) 454-2099 or by e-mail — grandjury@co.santa-cruz.ca.us.

When to Respond

A table indicating which entities are required to respond follows each report. This table also
includes the corresponding finding and recommendation numbers requiring a response and the
number of days each entity has to respond. Responses from elected officials or administrators are
required no later than sixty (60) days from the publication of this report. Responses from the
governing body of any public entity are required no later than ninety (90) days from the
publication of this report.

Where to Respond
Please send one hard copy of the report to the Presiding Judge at:

The Honorable Judge Jeff Almquist
Presiding Judge

Santa Cruz Superior Court

701 Ocean Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Please send an electronic version of the report in Microsoft Word format to the Grand Jury. Send
the electronic version of the report via e-mail to: grandjury@co.santa-cruz.ca.us. Sending the
electronic version of the report to the Grand Jury expedites the process of producing the response
report.

Penal Code § 933.05

1) For purposes of subdivision (b) of § 933, as to each grand jury finding, the responding person
or entity shall indicate one of the following:

a) The respondent agrees with the finding.
b) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the response
shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an explanation of

the reasons therefor.

2) For purposes of subdivision (b) of 8 933, as to each Grand Jury recommendation, the
responding person or entity shall report one of the following actions:
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6)
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a) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the implemented
action;

b) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the
future, with a time frame for implementation;

c) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope and
parameters of an analysis or study, and a time frame for the matter to be prepared for
discussion by the officer or director of the agency or department being investigated or
reviewed, including the governing body of the public agency when applicable. This time
frame shall not exceed six months from the date of publication of the grand jury report; or

d) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not
reasonable, with an explanation therefor.

However, if a finding or recommendation of the Grand Jury addresses budgetary or personnel
matters of a county department headed by an elected officer, both the department head and
the Board of Supervisors shall respond if requested by the Grand Jury, but the response of the
Board of Supervisors shall address only those budgetary or personnel matters over which it
has some decision-making authority. The response of the elected department head shall
address all aspects of the findings or recommendations affecting his or her department.

A Grand Jury may request a subject person or entity to come before the Grand Jury for the
purpose of reading and discussing the findings of the Grand Jury report that relates to that
person or entity in order to verify the accuracy of the findings prior to their release.

During an investigation, the Grand Jury shall meet with the subject of that investigation
regarding the investigation, unless the court, either on its own determination or upon request
of the foreperson of the Grand Jury, determines that such a meeting would be detrimental.

A Grand Jury shall provide to the affected agency a copy of the portion of the Grand Jury
report relating to that person or entity two working days prior to its public release and after
the approval of the presiding judge. No officer, agency, department or governing body of a
public agency shall disclose any contents of the report prior to the public release of the final
report.
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