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The Honorable Jim Desmond
Mayor of City of San Marcos
1 Civic Center Drive

San Marcos, CA 92069

Dear Mayor Desmond:

The State Controller’s Office audited the costs claimed by the City of San Marcos for the
legislatively mandated Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program
(Chapter 1172, Statutes 1989; Chapter 1338, Statutes 1992; Chapter 1230, Statutes 1993,
Chapter 933, Statutes 1998; Chapter 571, Statutes 1999; Chapter 626, Statutes 2000;
Chapter 700, Statutes 2004) for the period of July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2012.

The city claimed $1,094,487 for the mandated program. Our audit found that $722,360 is
allowable ($738,724 less allowable costs that exceed costs claimed totaling $16,364) and
$372,127 is unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the city misstated the number of
domestic violence-related calls for assistance incident reports, misstated the average time
increments per activity, misstated the contract productive hourly rates, and misstated the contract
indirect cost rates. The State made no payments to the city. The State will pay allowable costs
claimed totaling $722,360, contingent upon available appropriations.

This final audit report contains an adjustment to costs claimed by the city. If you disagree with
the audit findings, you may file an Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) with the Commission on the
State Mandates (Commission). Pursuant to Section 1185, subdivision (c), of the Commission’s
regulations (California Code of Regulations, Title 3), an IRC challenging this adjustment must
be filed with the Commission no later than three years following the date of this report,
regardless of whether this report is subsequently supplemented, superseded, or otherwise
amended. You may obtain IRC information on the Commission’s website at
www.csm.ca.gov/forms/IRCForm.pdf.



The Honorable Jim Desmond -2- June 30, 2017

If you have any questions, please contact Jim L. Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, by
telephone at (916) 323-5849.

Sincerely,
Original signed by

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA
Chief, Division of Audits

JVB/Is

cc: Laura Rocha, Finance Director
City of San Marcos
Stacey Tang, Accounting Manager
City of San Marcos
Chris Hill, Principal Program Budget Analyst
Local Government Unit, California Department of Finance
Steven Pavlov, Finance Budget Analyst
Local Government Unit, California Department of Finance
Anita Dagan, Manager
Local Government Programs and Services Division
State Controller’s Office
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City of San Marcos

Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program

Audit Report

Summary

Background

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) audited the costs claimed by the City
of San Marcos for the legislatively mandated Crime Statistics Reports for
the Department of Justice Program (Chapter 1172, Statutes 1989;
Chapter 1338, Statutes 1992; Chapter 1230, Statutes 1993; Chapter 933,
Statutes 1998; Chapter 571, Statutes 1999; Chapter 626, Statutes 2000;
Chapter 700, Statutes 2004) for the period of July 1, 2001, through
June 30, 2012.

The city claimed $1,094,487 for the mandated program. Our audit found
that $722,360 is allowable ($738,724 less allowable costs that exceed costs
claimed totaling $16,364) and $372,127 is unallowable. The costs are
unallowable because the city misstated the number of domestic violence-
related calls for assistance incident reports, misstated the average time
increments per activity, misstated the contract productive hourly rates, and
misstated the contract indirect cost rates. The State made no payments to
the city. The State will pay allowable costs claimed totaling $722,360,
contingent upon available appropriations.

Penal Code (PC) section 12025, subdivisions (h)(1) and (h)(3); section
12031, subdivisions (m)(1) and (m)(3); section 13014 and 13023; and
section 13730, subdivision (a) require local agencies to report information
related to certain specified criminal acts to the California Department of
Justice (DQOJ). These sections were added and/or amended by Chapter
1172, Statutes of 1989; Chapter 1338, Statutes of 1992; Chapter 1230,
Statutes of 1993; Chapter 933, Statutes of 1998; Chapter 571, Statutes of
1999; Chapter 626, Statutes of 2000; and Chapter 700, Statutes of 2004.

On June 26, 2008, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission)
adopted a statement of decision for the Crime Statistics Reports for the
Department of Justice Program. The Commission found that the test claim
legislation constitutes a new program or higher level of service and
imposes a reimbursable state-mandated program on city and county
claimants beginning on July 1, 2001, within the meaning of Article XII B,
section 6 of the California Constitution and Government Code (GC)
section 17514.

On July 31, 2009, the Commission heard an amended test claim on PC
section 13023 (added by Chapter 700, Statutes of 2004), which imposed
additional crime reporting requirements. The Commission also found that
this test claim legislation constitutes a new program or higher level of
service and imposes a reimbursable state-mandated program for city and
county claimants beginning on January 1, 2004. On April 10, 2010, the
Commission issued a corrected statement of decision to correctly identify
the operative and effective date of the reimbursable state-mandated
program as January 1, 2005.
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The Commission found that the following activities are reimbursable:

e A local government entity responsible for the investigation and
prosecution of a homicide case to provide the California Department
of Justice (DOJ) with demographic information about the victim and
the person or persons charged with the crime, including the victim’s
and person’s age, gender, race, and ethnic background (Penal Code
section 13014).

e Local law enforcement agencies to report, in a manner to be
prescribed by the Attorney General, any information that may be
required relative to any criminal acts or attempted criminal acts to
cause physical injury, emotional suffering, or property damage
where there is a reasonable cause to believe that the crime was
motivated, in whole or in part, by the victim’s race, ethnicity,
religion, sexual orientation, or physical or mental disability, or
gender or national origin (Penal Code section 13023).

e  For district attorneys to report annually on or before June 30, to the
Attorney General, on profiles by race, age, gender, and ethnicity any
person charged with a felony or misdemeanor under section 12025
(carrying a concealed firearm) or section 12031 of the Penal Code
(carrying a loaded firearm in a public place), and any other offense
charged in the same complaint, indictment, or information. The
Commission found that this is a reimbursable mandate from July 1,
2001 (the beginning of the reimbursement period for this test claim)
until January 1, 2005. (Penal Code sections 12025, subdivisions
(h)(2) and (h)(3), and 12031 subdivisions (m)(1) and (m)(3)).

e  Forlocal law enforcement agencies to support all domestic-violence
related calls for assistance with a written incident report (Penal Code
section 13730, subdivision (a), Chapter 1230, Statutes of 1993).

The Commission also found that, beginning January 1, 2005, local law
enforcement agencies are entitled to reimbursement for reporting the
following information in a manner to be prescribed by the Attorney
General:

e Any information that may be required relative to hate crimes, as
defined in Penal Code section 422.55 as criminal acts committed, in
whole or in part, because of one or more of the following perceived
characteristics of the victim: (1) disability, (2) gender,
(3) nationality, (4) race or ethnicity, (5) religion, (6) sexual
orientation.

e Any information that may be required relative to hate crimes,
defined in Penal Code section 422.55 as criminal acts committed, in
whole or in part, because of association with a person or group with
one or more of the following actual or perceived characteristics:
(1) disability, (2) gender, (3) nationality, (4) race or ethnicity,
(5) religion, (6) sexual orientation.

The program’s parameters and guidelines establish the state mandate and
define reimbursement criteria. The Commission adopted the parameters
and guidelines on September 30, 2010, and amended them on January 24,
2014 to clarify reimbursable costs related to domestic violence related-
calls for assistance. In compliance with GC section 17558, the SCO issues
claiming instructions to assist local agencies and school districts in
claiming mandated program reimbursable costs.
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City of San Marcos

Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program

Objectives, Scope,
and Methodology

We conducted this performance audit to determine whether costs claimed
represent increased costs resulting from the Crime Statistics Reports for
the Department of Justice Program for the period of July 1, 2001, through
June 30, 2012.

The legal authority to conduct this audit is provided by GC sections 12410,
17558.5, and 17561. We did not audit the city’s financial statements. We
conducted this audit in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the
audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable
basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We
believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.

We limited our review of the city’s internal controls to gaining an
understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as
necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures. Our audit scope did
not assess the efficiency or effectiveness of program operations.

The objectives of our audit were to determine whether costs claimed were
supported by appropriate source documents, were not funded by another
source, and were not unreasonable and/or excessive.

To achieve our audit objectives, we performed the following procedures:

e Reviewed claims to identify the material cost components of each
claim, any errors, and any unusual or unexpected variances from year-
to-year;

e Completed an internal control questionnaire and performed a walk-
through of the claim preparation process to determine what
information was used, who obtained it, and how it was obtained;

e Reviewed the city’s contract provisions with the agency performing
reimbursable activities;

e Interviewed the contracted agency’s staff to determine the employee
classifications involved in performing the reimbursable activities
during the audit period;

e Assessed whether computer-processed data provided by the
contracted agency to support claimed information was complete and
accurate and could be relied upon;

e Reviewed the contracted agency’s time study documentation to assess
whether average time increments claimed to perform the reimbursable
activities were reasonable per the requirements of the program;

e Reviewed and analyzed the contracted agency’s detailed listing of
incident report counts in selected fiscal years to identify any possible
exclusions; and ensured that the counts were sufficiently free of errors;

e Verified incident report counts by tracing a sample of domestic
violence calls for assistance to case files to ensure that the calls for
assistance were supported by written incident reports;
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Conclusion

Views of
Responsible
Officials

Restricted Use

e Traced contract productive hourly rate calculations to supporting
information in the city’s contract provisions with the agency
performing reimbursable activities;

o Determined whether contract indirect costs claimed were for common
or joint purposes and whether indirect cost rates were properly
supported and applied; and

e Recalculated allowable costs claimed using audited data

Our audit found instances of noncompliance with the requirements
outlined in the Objectives section. These instances are described in the
accompanying Schedule (Summary of Program Costs) and in the Findings
and Recommendations section of this report.

For the audit period, the city claimed $1,094,487 for costs of the Crime
Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program. Our audit found
that $722,360 is allowable ($738,724 less allowable costs that exceed costs
claimed totaling $16,364) and $372,127 is unallowable.

The State made no payments to the city. The State will pay allowable costs
claimed that exceed the amount paid, totaling $722,360, contingent upon
available appropriations.

We issued a draft audit report on May 23, 2017. Laura Rocha, Finance
Director, responded by letter dated June 1, 2017 (Attachment), disagreeing
with the audit results. This final audit report includes the city’s response.

This report is solely for the information and use of the City of San Marcos,
the California Department of Finance, and the SCO; it is not intended to
be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.
This restriction is not intended to limit distribution of this report, which is
a matter of public record.

Original signed by

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD, CPA
Chief, Division of Audits

June 30, 2017
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Schedule—
Summary of Program Costs
July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2012

Actual Costs  Allowable Per Audit
Cost Elements Claimed Audit Adjustment Reference!

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002
Direct costs - contract services:?

Domestic violence related calls for assistance $ 46,375 $ 30,931 $ (15,444) Finding 1
Total direct costs 46,375 30,931 (15,444)
Indirect costs 4,638 14,754 10,116  Finding 2
Total program costs $ 51,013 45,685 $ (5,328)
Less amount paid by the State -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 45,685
July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003
Direct costs - contract services:®

Domestic violence related calls for assistance $ 85,600 $ 32884 $ (52,716) Finding 1
Total direct costs 85,600 32,884 (52,716)
Indirect costs 8,560 15,686 7,126  Finding 2
Total program costs $ 94,160 48,570 $  (45,590)
Less amount paid by the State -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 48,570
July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004
Direct costs - contract services:?

Domestic violence related calls for assistance $ 91,184  $ 40044 $ (51,140) Finding 1
Total direct costs 91,184 40,044 (51,140)
Indirect costs 9,118 19,101 9,983  Finding 2
Total program costs $ 100,302 59,145 $  (41,157)
Less amount paid by the State -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 59,145
July 1, 2004, through June 30, 2005
Direct costs - contract services:?

Domestic violence related calls for assistance $ 108,999 $ 43,425 $ (65574) Finding 1
Total direct costs 108,999 43,425 (65,574)
Indirect costs 10,900 20,714 9,814  Finding 2
Total program costs $ 119,899 64,139 $  (55,760)
Less amount paid by the State -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 64,139
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Schedule (continued)

Actual Costs  Allowable Per Audit
Cost Elements Claimed Audit Adjustment Reference?!

July 1, 2005, through June 30, 2006
Direct costs - contract services:’

Domestic violence related calls for assistance $ 120,823 $ 46,556 $ (74267) Finding 1
Total direct costs 120,823 46,556 (74,267)
Indirect costs 12,082 22,207 10,125  Finding 2
Total program costs $ 132,905 68,763 $  (64,142)
Less amount paid by the State -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 68,763
July 1, 2006, through June 30, 2007
Direct costs - contract services:?

Domestic violence related calls for assistance $ 127427 $ 48,953 $ (78474) Finding 1
Total direct costs 127,427 48,953 (78,474)
Indirect costs 12,743 23,351 10,608  Finding 2
Total program costs $ 140,170 72,304 $ (67,866)
Less amount paid by the State -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 72,304
July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008
Direct costs - contract services:?

Homicide reports $ 120 $ 120 $ -

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 55,112 44,336 (10,776)  Finding 1
Total direct costs 55,232 44,456 (10,776)
Indirect costs 44,628 20,405 (24,223)  Finding 2
Total program costs $ 99,860 64,861 $ (34,999
Less amount paid by the State -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 64,861
July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009
Direct costs - contract services:?

Homicide reports $ 120 $ 120 $ -

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 43,987 50,419 6,432  Finding 1
Total direct costs 44,107 50,539 6,432
Indirect costs 40,490 23,501 (16,989) Finding 2
Total program costs $ 84,597 74,040 $ (10,557)
Less amount paid by the State -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 74,040
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Schedule (continued)

Actual Costs  Allowable Per Audit
Cost Elements Claimed Audit Adjustment Reference!

July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010
Direct costs - contract services:?

Homicide reports $ 116 $ 116 $ -

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 54,494 62,062 7,568  Finding 1
Total direct costs 54,610 62,178 7,568
Indirect costs 48,713 31,337 (17,376)  Finding 2
Total program costs $ 103,323 93,515 $ (9,808)
Less amount paid by the State -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 93,515
July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011
Direct costs - contract services:”

Domestic violence related calls for assistance $ 58,530 $ 49,367 $ (9,163) Finding 1
Total direct costs 58,530 49,367 (9,163)
Indirect costs 51,799 24,042 (27,757)  Finding 2
Total program costs $ 110,329 73,409 $  (36,920)
Less amount paid by the State -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 73,409
July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012
Direct costs - contract services:?

Domestic violence related calls for assistance $ 31,195 $ 50,471 $ 19,276  Finding 1
Total direct costs 31,195 50,471 19,276
Indirect costs 26,734 23,822 (2,912) Finding 2
Total direct and indirect costs 57,929 74,293 16,364
Less allowable costs that exceed costs clalimed® - (16,364) (16,364)
Total program costs $ 57,929 57,929 $ -
Less amount paid by the State -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 57,929
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Schedule (continued)

Actual Costs  Allowable Per Audit
Cost Elements Claimed Audit Adjustment Reference!

Summary: July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2012
Direct costs - contract services:?

Homicide reports $ 356 $ 356 $ -

Domestic violence related calls for assistance 823,726 499,448 (324,278)
Total direct costs 824,082 499,804 (324,278)
Indirect costs 270,405 238,920 (31,485)
Total direct and indirect costs 1,094,487 738,724 (355,763)
Less allowable costs that exceed costs clalimed® - (16,364) (16,364)
Total program costs $ 1,094,487 722,360 $ (372,127)
Less amount paid by the State -
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ 722,360

1 See the Findings and Recommendations section.

2 The city claimed contract services costs that were misclassified as salaries and benefits during the audit period. We
reallocated the claimed costs to the appropriate cost category of contract services.

3 GC section 17568 stipulates that the State will not reimburse any claim more than one year after the filing deadline
specified in the SCO’s claiming instructions. That deadline has expired for FY 2011-12.
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Findings and Recommendations

FINDING 1—
Domestic Violence
Related Calls for
Assistance cost
component —
misstated contract
services costs

The city claimed $823,726 in salaries and benefits for the Domestic
Violence Related Calls for Assistance cost component during the audit
period. The city incorrectly classified claimed costs as salaries and benefits
costs. During the audit period, the city did not incur any salaries and
benefits costs, but rather incurred contract services costs. We reallocated
the costs to the appropriate cost category of Contract Services. Out of the
amount claimed, we found that $499,448 is allowable and $324,278 is
unallowable. The costs are unallowable because the city misstated the
number of incident report counts, misstated the time increments per
activity, and misstated the contract productive hourly rates.

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and unallowable
contract services costs for the Domestic Violence Related Calls for
Assistance cost component for the audit period:

Amount Amount Audit
Fiscal Year Claimed Allowable Adjustment
2001-02 $ 46,375 $ 30,931 $ (15,444)
2002-03 85,600 32,884 (52,716)
2003-04 91,184 40,044 (51,140)
2004-05 108,999 43,425 (65,574)
2005-06 120,823 46,556 (74,267)
2006-07 127,427 48,953 (78,474)
2007-08 55,112 44,336 (10,776)
2008-09 43,987 50,419 6,432
2009-10 54,494 62,062 7,568
2010-11 58,530 49,367 (9,163)
2011-12 31,195 50,471 19,276
Total $ 823,726 $ 499,448 $ (324,278)

Contract Service Costs

The city contracts with the San Diego County Sheriff’s Department
(SDSO0) to perform all law enforcement duties for the city. These duties
include activities claimed for the mandated program. The city contracts
for various SDSO staff positions (i.e. Deputy, Sergeant, and Detective
Sergeant) each fiscal year (FY) and pays the SDSO annual contract rates
for the positions. No city staff members performed any of the reimbursable
activities under this program. Therefore, the city did not incur any salaries
and benefits costs as claimed, but rather incurred contract services costs.
We reallocated the costs to the appropriate cost category of contract
services.

The city determined claimed hours by multiplying the number of
domestic-violence related calls for assistance incidents reported by the
SDSO by the estimated time taken to perform the activity. The city then
multiplied the total hours claimed by the respective SDSO contract rates
to determine total costs claimed.
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Number of Domestic Violence-Related Calls for Assistance
Claimed

The city obtained the claimed number of domestic violence-related calls
for assistance from both the SDSO’s Automated Regional Justice
Information System (ARJIS) and the DOJ’s website.

Allowable

During fieldwork, we requested to review documentation supporting the
number of domestic violence-related calls for assistance incidents that
included a written report. The SDSO provided reports from the ARJIS
supporting the number of incidents, for which reports were written, for
FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12. We found that the number of incidents
claimed was misstated (overstated in some years and understated in other
years).

We reviewed a sample of domestic violence-related calls for assistance
incidents to verify that they occurred and were properly supported with a
written incident report. We selected a random sample of 33 domestic
violence-related calls for assistance incidents each for FY 2010-11 and
FY 2011-12. Our review revealed that only one incident report did not
include any information related to domestic violence. We determined that
we would not need to expand our testing, as the discrepancy was
immaterial. We concluded the SDSO did a sufficient and appropriate job
of generating the data from ARJIS. Therefore, we concluded that the query
reports provided for FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 were reliable.

The SDSO was not able to provide reports or supporting documentation
for incidents claimed for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07. Because we
identified discrepancies with claimed incidents, for which reports were
written, for FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12, we calculated an average
incident count based on the data provided for the supported years. We
applied the average incident count to FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, in
which supporting documentation was not available.

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and misstated
number of domestic violence-related calls for assistance incidents for the
audit period:

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Year Incident Counts Incident Counts Difference
Incident Counts
2001-02 208 274 66
2002-03 356 274 (82)
2003-04 323 274 (49)
2004-05 359 274 (85)
2005-06 371 274 97)
2006-07 373 274 (99)
2007-08 291 236 (55)
2008-09 224 266 42
2009-10 288 336 48
2010-11 309 270 39)
2011-12 155 264 109

-10-
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Time Increments
Claimed

For each fiscal year, the city estimated that it took 126 minutes per incident
for a deputy to support all domestic violence-related calls for assistance
with a written incident report. For FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12, the
city estimated that it took an additional 19 minutes for a sergeant to review
and edit the report. The city did not provide any source documentation
based on actual data to support the estimated time increments.

Allowable

The SDSO conducted a month-long time study in April 2016. The time
study determined the time it took the Deputies to support all domestic
violence-related calls for assistance with a written incident report, and the
time it took the Patrolling Sergeants to review and edit the reports. The
time study also determined that the Deputies also spent time editing reports
and Detective Sergeants also spent time reviewing reports, which were not
claimed.

Based on the SDSO’s time-study results, we determined that it takes
Deputies an average of 1.92 hours (or 115.42 minutes) to support all
domestic violence-related calls for assistance with a written incident
report, and an average of 0.05 hours (or 3 minutes) to edit the written
report. We also determined that it takes the Patrolling Sergeants an average
of 0.27 hours (or 15.90 minutes) and Detective Sergeants an average of
0.07 hours (or 4.10 minutes) to review the written reports.

We applied the allowable time-study increments to the domestic violence-
related calls for assistance incident counts to arrive at the total allowable
hours.

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and misstated
hours for the Deputy classification for the activity of writing the reports:

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Year Hours Hours Difference

Allowable Hours - Report Writing (Deputy)

2001-02 436.80 526.08 89.28
2002-03 747.60 526.08 (221.52)
2003-04 678.30 526.08 (152.22)
2004-05 753.90 526.08 (227.82)
2005-06 779.10 526.08 (253.02)
2006-07 783.30 526.08 (257.22)
2007-08 611.10 453.12 (157.98)
2008-09 470.40 510.72 40.32
2009-10 604.80 645.12 40.32
2010-11 648.90 518.40 (130.50)
2011-12 334.03 506.88 172.85

Total 6,848.23 5,790.72 (1,057.51)

-11-
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The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and unreported
hours for the Deputy classification for the activity of editing the reports:

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Year Hours Hours Difference

Allowable Hours - Editing Report (Deputy)

2001-02 - 13.70 13.70
2002-03 - 13.70 13.70
2003-04 - 13.70 13.70
2004-05 - 13.70 13.70
2005-06 - 13.70 13.70
2006-07 - 13.70 13.70
2007-08 - 11.80 11.80
2008-09 - 13.30 13.30
2009-10 - 16.80 16.80
2010-11 - 13.50 13.50
2011-12 - 13.20 13.20
Total - 150.80 150.80

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and misstated
hours for the Patrolling Sergeant classification for the activity of reviewing
and editing the reports:

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Year Hours Hours Difference

Allowable Hours - Reviewing Report (Patrolling Sergeant)

2001-02 - 73.98 73.98
2002-03 - 73.98 73.98
2003-04 - 73.98 73.98
2004-05 - 73.98 73.98
2005-06 - 73.98 73.98
2006-07 - 73.98 73.98
2007-08 92.15 63.72 (28.43)
2008-09 70.93 71.82 0.89
2009-10 91.20 90.72 (0.48)
2010-11 97.85 72.90 (24.95)
2011-12 47.79 71.28 23.49
Total 399.92 814.32 414.40
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The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and unreported
hours for the Detective Sergeant classification for the activity of reviewing
and editing the reports:

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Year Hours Hours Difference

Allowable Hours - Reviewing Report (Detective Sergeant)

2001-02 - 19.18 19.18
2002-03 - 19.18 19.18
2003-04 - 19.18 19.18
2004-05 - 19.18 19.18
2005-06 - 19.18 19.18
2006-07 - 19.18 19.18
2007-08 - 16.52 16.52
2008-09 - 18.62 18.62
2009-10 - 23.52 23.52
2010-11 - 18.90 18.90
2011-12 - 18.48 18.48
Total - 211.12 211.12

Contract Hourly Rates

We reviewed the contract service agreements between the SDSO and the
city, including Attachment B, CLEP Costing schedules, and contract hours
for each fiscal year. Our analysis revealed that the city overstated claimed
rates during the audit period. The rates were overstated because the city
used inconsistent methodology to compute claimed rates, used contract
salary and benefit amounts that were co-mingled with multiple
classifications, and applied inconsistent annual contract hours to compute
claimed hourly rates.

Contract Salary and Benefit Amounts

For FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, the city used contract salary and
benefit amounts that co-mingled multiple classifications into one rate. The
claimed amounts included classifications that did not perform
reimbursable activities. During fieldwork, SDSO provided segregated
contract salary and benefit amounts specific to those classifications
performing reimbursable activities. We used the segregated contract salary
and benefit information to compute allowable rates for FY 2001-02
through FY 2006-07.

For FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12, the city used segregated contract

salary and benefit amounts. We traced the claimed amounts to contract
information and confirmed they were accurate.

-13-
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Contract Productive Hours

For FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, the city used co-mingled contract
productive hours consistent with contract salary and benefit amounts that
included multiple classifications into one rate. Because we were able to
segregate contract salary and benefit amounts, we also used productive
hours consistent with classifications performing reimbursable activities.
We used 1,743 productive hours noted in the contract to compute each
classification’s contract rate.

Misstated Contract Hourly Rates
We calculated hourly contract rates for each classification using the
contract hours of 1,743 and the segregated contract salary and benefit

amounts for each classification performing reimbursable activities.

The following table summarizes the audit adjustments to the hourly
contract rate for the Deputy classification:

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Year Hourly Rate Hourly Rate Difference

Allowable Hourly Contract Rate (Deputy)

2001-02 106.17 47.34 (58.83)
2002-03 114.50 50.31 (64.19)
2003-04 134.43 61.22 (73.21)
2004-05 144.58 66.48 (78.10)
2005-06 155.08 71.46 (83.62)
2006-07 162.68 75.14 (87.54)
2007-08 76.38 78.87 2.49
2008-09 78.64 78.64 -
2009-10 76.48 76.48 -
2010-11 75.84 75.84 -
2011-12 79.32 79.32 -

The following table summarizes the audit adjustments to the hourly
contract rate for Patrolling Sergeant classification:

Amount Amount
Fiscal Year Hourly Rate  Hourly Rate Difference

Allowable Hourly Contract Rate (Patrolling Sergeant)

2001-02 - 57.72 57.72
2002-03 - 61.49 61.49
2003-04 - 75.11 75.11
2004-05 - 80.94 80.94
2005-06 - 85.69 85.69
2006-07 - 90.10 90.10
2007-08 91.55 94.58 3.03
2008-09 98.61 101.84 3.23
2009-10 90.34 100.12 9.78
2010-11 95.22 98.34 3.12
2011-12 98.34 102.69 4.35
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The following table summarizes the audit adjustments to the hourly
contract rate for Detective Sergeant classification:

Claimed Allowable
Fiscal Year Hourly Rate  Hourly Rate Difference

Allowable Hourly Contract Rate (Detective Sergeant)

2001-02 - 57.72 57.72
2002-03 - 61.49 61.49
2003-04 - 75.11 75.11
2004-05 - 80.94 80.94
2005-06 - 85.69 85.69
2006-07 - 90.10 90.10
2007-08 - 99.29 99.29
2008-09 - 101.84 101.84
2009-10 - 100.12 100.12
2010-11 - 98.34 98.34
2011-12 - 102.69 102.69

Summary of Audit Adjustment

We applied the allowable domestic violence-related calls for assistance
incident counts to the time study increments to arrive at the total allowable
hours. We then applied the audited hourly contract rates to the allowable
hours to determine allowable contract services costs. Our analysis revealed
that the city overstated contract services costs totaling $324,278 for the
Domestic Violence Related Calls for Assistance cost component for the
audit period.

The following table summarizes the audit adjustments per fiscal year as
described in the finding above:

Hours Contract Rate
Related Related Audit
Fiscal Year Adjustment Adjustment Adjustment

2001-02 $ 15505 $  (30,949) $ (15,444)

2002-03 (18,947) (33,769) (52,716)
2003-04 (12,626) (38,514) (51,140)
2004-05 (24,487) (41,087) (65,574)
2005-06 (30,276) (43,991) (74,267)
2006-07 (32,421) (46,053) (78,474)
2007-08 (12,099) 1,323 (10,776)
2008-09 6,200 232 6,432
2009-10 6,681 887 7,568
2010-11 (9,390) 227 (9,163)
2011-12 18,966 310 19,276
Total $ (92,894) $ (231,384) $ (324,278)
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Criteria

The parameters and guidelines (section IV-Reimbursable Activities)
require claimed costs to be supported by source documents. The
parameters and guidelines state, in part:

Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement the mandated
activities. Actual costs must be traceable and supported by source
documents that show the validity of such costs, when they were incurred,
and their relationship to the reimbursable activities. A source document
is a document created at or near the same time the actual cost was
incurred for the event or activity in question. Source documents may
include, but are not limited to, employee time records or time logs, sign-
in sheets, invoices, and receipts.

The parameters and guidelines (section IV-Ongoing Activities D.
Domestic Violence Related Calls for Assistance) allow ongoing activities
related to costs supporting calls with a written incident report and
reviewing the report as follows:

D. Domestic Violence Related Calls for Assistance: (Pen. Code,
§ 13730(a); Stats.1993, ch. 1230)

The following activity, performed by city, county, and city and county
law enforcement agencies, is eligible for reimbursement:

1. Support all domestic-violence related calls for assistance with a
written incident report.
2. Review and edit the report.

Reimbursement is not required to interview parties, complete a booking
sheet or restraining order, transport the victim to the hospital, book the
perpetrator, or other related activities to enforce a crime and assist the
victim.

In addition, reimbursement is not required to include the information in
the incident report required by Penal Code section 13730(c)(1)(2), based
on the Commission decision denying reimbursement for that activity in
Domestic Violence Training and Incident Reporting (CSM-96-362-01).
Reimbursement for including the information in the incident report
required by Penal Code section 13730(c)(3) is not provided in these
parameters and guidelines and may not be claimed under this program,
but is addressed in Domestic Violence Incident Reports Il (02-TC-18).

The parameters and guidelines (section V-Claim Preparation and
Submission-Direct Cost Reporting-Contracted Services) state that, for
salaries and benefits, claimants are required to:

Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement
the reimbursable activities. If the contractor bills for time and materials,
report the number of hours spent on the activities and all costs charged.
If the contract is a fixed price, report the services that were performed
during the period covered by the reimbursement claim. If the contract
services were also used for purposes other than the reimbursable
activities, only the pro-rata portion of the services used to implement the
reimbursable activities can be claimed. Submit contract consultant and
invoices with the claim and a description of the contract scope of
services.
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Recommendation

The Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program was
suspended in the FY 2012-13 through FY 2016-17. If the program
becomes active, we recommend the city ensure that claimed costs include
only eligible costs, are based on actual costs, and are properly supported.

City’s Response

Issue 1: Number of Domestic Violence-Related Calls for Assistance

The City of San Marcos (City) requests the State Controller’s Office
(SCO) to use the actual Domestic Violence (DV) statistics provided for
the period from FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 in lieu of the SCO’s
average of the five most recent fiscal years audited. These actual
statistics of DV incidents were supported with written incident reports.
The City also requests the SCO to take into account the crime rates in
the older years were higher.

The City provided to the SCO both the San Diego County Sheriff’s
Office (SDSO) DV statistics reported in the Automated Regional Justice
Information System (ARJIS), which recorded the number of actual DV
incident reports by fiscal year, and the Department of Justice (DOJ)
annual DV report statistics, which were reported by calendar year. While
the SDSO maintains records of total case counts in a summary format,
the information requested by the SCO for this audit (a detailed report
showing each incident case number by date and Penal Code for all the
fiscal years) is no longer accessible due to system data conversions and
also requirements to expunge records for FY 2001-02 through
FY 2006-07. Table 1 below shows DOJ and SDSO ARJIS data, while
reported on calendar vs. fiscal year, respectively, tracked very closely.
The City used the DOJ figures, which the SCO confirmed, to compute
the claims (FY 2011-12 claimed statistic was an error, which was not
known at the time the claim was filed).

Table 1 — Analysis of Incident Report Counts

DOJ Stats ARJIS Stats SCO
Fiscal Year Claimed  (calendar year) (fiscal year)  Allowed
2001-02 208 208 333 274
2002-03 356 356 360 274
2003-04 323 323 394 274
2004-05 359 359 336 274
2005-06 371 371 350 274
2006-07 373 373 346 274
2007-08 291 291 236 236
2008-09 224 224 266 266
2009-10 288 288 336 336
2010-11 309 309 270 270
2011-12 155 251 264 264
Total 3,257 3,353 3,491 3,016
Average 296 305 317 274
Variance | 12 |
% Difference 4%

Shaded area indicates the SCO audited and approved
numbers.
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The information the SDSO provided proved:

1) The data was contemporaneously generated and can be verified by
other reliable contemporaneous source document.

a) The City sent to the SCO faxed correspondences from the
SDSQO’s office with report counts from the actual time periods
dating back to 2002.

b) The attached San Diego Association of Governments
(SANDAG) Criminal Justice Research Division Report verifies
the statistics provided to the SCO matched DOJ reported DV
incidents. The attached SANDAG, “Twenty-Five Years of
Crime in the San Diego Region: 1984 through 2008” report,
Page 25, Appendix Table 9 shows the data for year 2004, 2007
and 2008 DV incident counts matched those claimed.

2) The actual incident counts are supported with written reports.

a) The attached DOJ’s Criminal Statistics Reporting
Requirements manual shows on Page 14, DOJ is to be provided
with “monthly summary statistical data on the number of
domestic violence-related calls received” and “[a]ll domestic
violence-related calls for assistance shall be supported with a
written incident report”.

b) The attached email on May 15, 2017, from Brent Jordan, Sr.
Crime and Intel Analyst, who provided those old faxed
correspondences above in 1) a), states, “The SANDAG reports
that are attached represent reported crime meaning that they
had a case number and a written report. None of the
statistics provided in the SANDAG report are considered calls
for service.” Also the attached email from Lieutenant Schaller
on the same date said, “Just confirming Brent’s statement here.
These stats were generated by actual reports generated.”
(Emphasis added)

3) The DV crime rates in the older years were higher. The
attached SANDAG “Twenty-Five Years of Crime in the San
Diego Region: 1984 through 2008” report, page 11, Figure 13
shows DV rates were higher during 2002 to 2007 and they were
trending down. Also on page 26, Appendix Table 9 shows
specifically the City’s number of DV incidents decreasing.

During the audit, the SCO reviewed the ARJIS statistics and detail
reports for the five most recent of the eleven audited fiscal years and
verified the reliability of the SDSO ARJIS statistical data, as 100% of
ARJIS incident counts were approved by the SCO. Page 9 of the Draft
Audit Report states, “We reviewed a sample of domestic-violence
related calls for assistance incidents to verify that they occurred and were
properly supported with a written incident report” and “We concluded
the SDSO did a sufficient and appropriate job of generating the data from
ARIJIS. Therefore, we concluded that the query reports provided for
FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 were reliable.”

Based on the above, either the ARJIS or the DOJ actual statistics, instead

of the 274 incident count 5-year average, for FY 2001-02 through
FY 2006-07 should be allowed.
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Issue 2: Contract Hourly Rates

The City disagrees with the SCO statements regarding the City
overstated claimed rates and that the rates were overstated because the
City used inconsistent methodologies to compute claimed rates. The
City also disagrees with the SCO statement, “For FY 2001-02 though
FY 2006-07, the city used contract salary and benefit amounts that co-
mingled multiple classifications into one rate.”

The City contracts with the SDSO for provision of Law Enforcement
services. There were three contracts that governed the City’s Law
Enforcement services with the SDSO during the time period under audit.
The first contract dated June 25, 1996 covered the period from FY 1996-
97 to FY2001-02. The second contract dated June 11, 2002 covered the
period from FY2002-03 to FY2006-07. And the third contract dated
November 6, 2007 covered the period from FY2007-08 to FY 2011-12.

The methodologies used by the City to compute the billing rates were
consistent with the contract language for each year. During FY 2001-02
through FY 2006-07, the City was billed for law enforcement services
on a full cost basis per Patrol Sedan Unit, which included all overhead
costs (including Sergeants’ administrative or supportive services) to
reflect the “actual costs” for providing the Unit. The overhead costs built
into the rates are fixed and non-negotiable, and the contracts state that
they are “necessary and appropriate” as well as “efficient in achieving
the law enforcement objectives of the department”. This method of
computation for the Unit cost was common and used by many Counties
to charge for law enforcement services.

The rates for a Patrol Deputy were computed exactly as stated per
Attachment B of the contracts, which specifies total unit cost for a Patrol
Sedan Unit and total annual hours of service provided. The Patrol
officers are the direct staff that performed the mandated activity, which
included taking the call, writing, and editing a DV incident report. The
City did not claim Sergeants’ time during that time frame because
Sergeants’ support costs were included as overhead in the contracted rate
for the Patrol Deputy.

The City disputes the SCO’s use of deconstructed salaries and benefits
for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 because that was not how the
contracts were structured. The City requests that actual Patrol Deputy
hourly rates be allowed as originally claimed by the City as the method
matches the June 25, 1996 and June 11, 2002 contract terms and
conditions that dictate the rates for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07.

SCO’s Comment

Issue 1: Number of Domestic Violence-Related Calls for Assistance
The finding and recommendation remain unchanged.

The city disagrees with the SCO’s use of an average allowable incident
count for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, for which supporting
documentation was not available. The SCO derived the average incident
count based on actual reports from ARJIS for FY 2007-08 through
FY 2011-12.
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The city asserts that the claimed case counts were
“contemporaneously generated and can be verified by other reliable
contemporaneous source documents.” The city’s statement is
misleading, as no contemporaneous source documents were provided
to support incident counts in FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07.

The SCO requested and reviewed reports from ARJIS supporting the
number of incidents, for which reports were written, for FY 2007-08
through FY 2011-12. We found deviations from claimed counts and
used audited data to compute allowable costs. The same reports were
not available for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 to support claimed
incident counts in the early years. The city agrees that “the information
requested by the SCO for this audit (a detailed report showing each
incident case number by date and Penal Code for all the fiscal years)
is no longer accessible due to system data conversions....”

As an alternative to allowing no costs in the early years of the audit
period, the SCO worked with the city and the SDSO by computing an
average incident count for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 based on
the actual data reports provided for FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12.
The SCO applied the average incident counts to the early years, for
which supporting documentation was not available.

a) The city states that it “sent to the SCO faxed correspondence from
the SDSQ’s office with report counts from the actual time periods
dating back to 2002.” The city is correct that it provided fax cover
sheets for our review. However, the fax correspondence showed
only hand-written numbers representing total counts in each fiscal
year. The fax cover sheets did not contain any detail or supporting
information to show how the hand-written numbers related to
domestic violence calls for assistance. The fax cover sheets also
did not provide a listing of cases in each fiscal year, so that SCO
could properly verify whether the hand-written total numbers
actually related to the incident counts in the mandated program.
The city did not provide any other documentation supporting the
total number of incident counts.

b) The city presented the SANDAG report “Twenty-Five Years of
Crime in the San Diego Region: 1984 through 2008.” The city
asserts that this comprehensive report is supporting claimed
incident counts for years 2004, 2007, and 2008. However, the
SANDAG report is irrelevant as it does not provide the listing of
incident counts for the SCO to review and perform testing to
verify the accuracy of the counts.

The city asserts that the claimed incident counts were supported with
written reports and that “these stats were generated by actual reports
generated.” However, the city did not provide supporting
documentation listing the incident counts and identifying how they
related to the mandated program.

a) The city provided DOJ’s Criminal Statistics Reporting
Requirements manual for our review and pointed out page 14,
which states “all domestic violence-related calls for assistance
shall be supported with a written incident report.” The referenced
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statement is the requirement derived from the applicable Penal
Code. This requirement does not provide any assurance as to the
accuracy of the reports.

b) The city provided email correspondence between it and the SDSO
discussing incident counts. The email correspondence is irrelevant
as it does not provide the detailed reports for the SCO to review
and perform testing to verify the accuracy of the counts.

3. The city points out that “the DV crime rates in older years were
higher.” The SCO relied on actual supporting documentation for the
incident counts provided in FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12. The
SCO’s analysis is based on actual source documents and not historical
statistical data. The city is required to report actual costs and maintain
supporting documentation for the costs claimed. The city was not able
to provide actual source documents for the earlier years of the claim
period.

The city quoted the SCO’s statement from the draft audit report regarding
accuracy of the ARJIS reports and took it out of context. The city implied
that the ARJIS incident case counts should be accepted without
verification for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 because the SCO
indicated ARJIS statistics were accurate. We disagree. In the draft audit
report, the SCO indicated that the SDSO did a sufficient and appropriate
job of generating the reports from ARJIS and concluded that the query
reports provided for FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 were reliable. The
SCO, therefore, was able to use the verified information to arrive at an
average incident count that was reliable and based on actual verifiable
data. However, the SCO did not assert to the reliability of counts claimed
for other fiscal years of the audit period, as claimed incident counts were
unsupported for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07.

Issue 2: Contract Hourly Rates
The finding and recommendation remain unchanged.

The city disagrees with the SCO finding relating to the city’s use of co-
mingled contract hourly rates. The city also “disputes the SCO’s use of
deconstructed salaries and benefits for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07
because that was not how the contracts were structured.” The city asserts
that the contract hourly rates claimed for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07
are accurate and should be used as claimed to calculate allowable costs for
this audit.

We disagree that co-mingled contract rates are acceptable to claim costs
when only certain classifications perform reimbursable activities. For
FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, the city used contract salary and benefit
amounts that co-mingled multiple classifications into one rate. The
claimed rates included classifications that did not perform the mandated
activities. By claiming the co-mingled rate, the city is seeking
reimbursement of costs for the employees whose duties are not related to
the mandated program or reimbursable activities.
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FINDING 2—
Misstated Indirect
Costs

The parameters and guidelines of this program require that, if contract
services were used for purposes other than the reimbursable activities, only
the pro rata portion of the services used to implement the reimbursable
activities be claimed. It was not appropriate to claimed blended contract
hourly rates as these rates included costs unrelated to this mandated
program.

The SCO separated the rates for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 in order
to identify the specific employees who performed the mandated activities.
The audited contract hourly rates represent costs for those specific contract
employees.

The city claimed $270,405 in indirect costs during the audit period. We
determined that $238,920 is allowable and $31,485 is unallowable.
Indirect costs are unallowable because the city misclassified claimed direct
costs as salaries and benefits rather than contract services, inappropriately
calculated indirect cost rates based on direct labor rather than contract
services, and applied indirect cost rates to unallowable contract services
costs as identified in Finding 1.

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and unallowable
indirect costs for the audit period:

Amount Amount Audit
Fiscal Year Claimed Allowable Adjustment
2001-02 $ 4,638 $ 14,754 $ 10,116
2002-03 8,560 15,686 7,126
2003-04 9,118 19,101 9,983
2004-05 10,900 20,714 9,814
2005-06 12,082 22,207 10,125
2006-07 12,743 23,351 10,608
2007-08 44,628 20,405 (24,223)
2008-09 40,490 23,501 (16,989)
2009-10 48,713 31,337 (17,376)
2010-11 51,799 24,042 (27,757)
2011-12 26,734 23,822 (2,912)
Total $ 270,405 $ 238,920 $  (31,485)

Misclassified Costs

For FY 2001-02 through 2006-07, the city claimed 10% indirect cost rates
and applied the rates to contract services costs that were incorrectly
claimed as salaries and benefits. For FY 2007-08 through 2011-12, the city
prepared Indirect Cost Rate Proposals (ICRPs) and also applied these rates
to misclassified contract services costs that were incorrectly claimed as
salaries and benefits. As discussed in Finding 1, the city did not incur any
direct labor costs during the audit period. The city staff did not perform
any of the reimbursable activities listed within the parameters and
guidelines. The city contracted with the SDSO to perform all law
enforcement activities including activities allowable for reimbursement
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under this mandated program. Therefore, the city did not incur any direct
labor costs for this program, but rather incurred contract services costs.
The city’s methodology to classify and compute costs as indirect based on
direct labor costs was not appropriate.

Contract Indirect Costs

We reviewed the contract agreements between the city and the SDSO. For
FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12, the SDSO contract agreements provided
supplemental schedules and identified contracted labor costs and
contracted overhead costs. We determined that overhead costs identified
in the contract were appropriate as they related to the performance of
mandated activities. We computed indirect cost rates for contract services
for these years by dividing total contract overhead costs, station support
staff costs, and Sergeant Admin position costs, by the contracted labor
costs identified in the contract supplemental schedules.

Such information was not available for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07.
We therefore calculated an average contract indirect cost rate based on
available data for FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 and applied the
average contract indirect rate to FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, in
which contract agreements did not contain detail schedules.

The following table summarizes the claimed, allowable, and adjusted
indirect cost rates for the audit period:

Claimed Audited
Indirect Cost Contract Indirect
Fiscal Year Rate Cost Rate Difference
Indirect Cost Rates
2001-02 10.00% 47.70% 37.70%
2002-03 10.00% 47.70% 37.70%
2003-04 10.00% 47.70% 37.70%
2004-05 10.00% 47.70% 37.70%
2005-06 10.00% 47.70% 37.70%
2006-07 10.00% 47.70% 37.70%
2007-08 80.80% 45.90% -34.90%
2008-09 91.80% 46.50% -45.30%
2009-10 89.20% 50.40% -38.80%
2010-11 88.50% 48.70% -39.80%
2011-12 85.70% 47.20% -38.50%
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Summary of Audit Adjustment

We applied the audited indirect cost rates to the total allowable contract
services costs as described in Finding 1. The following table summarized
the audit adjustments as they relate to misstated contract services costs in
Finding 1 and misstated contract indirect cost rates as described in
Finding 2:

Finding 1 Contract Indirect
Related Cost Rate Audit
Fiscal Year Adjustment Adjustment Adjustment
2001-02 $ (1,544) $ 11,660 $ 10,116
2002-03 (5,272) 12,398 7,126
2003-04 (5,114) 15,097 9,983
2004-05 (6,557) 16,371 9,814
2005-06 (7,427) 17,552 10,125
2006-07 (7,847) 18,455 10,608
2007-08 (8,707) (15,516) (24,223)
2008-09 5,905 (22,894) (16,989)
2009-10 6,751 (24,127) (17,376)
2010-11 (8,109) (19,648) (27,757)
2011-12 16,520 (19,432) (2,912)
Total $ (21,401) $ (10,084) $ (31,485)

Criteria

The parameters and guidelines (section V-Claim Preparation and
Submission) state that, claimants have the option of using 10% of direct
labor, excluding fringe benefits, or preparing an Indirect Cost Rate
Proposal (ICRP) if the indirect cost rate claimed exceeds 10%. The
parameters and guidelines (section V.B — Indirect Cost Rates) state, in
part:

Indirect costs are costs that are incurred for a common or join purpose,
benefitting more than one program, and are not directly assignable to a
particular department or program without efforts disproportionate to the
result achieved. Indirect costs may include both: (1) overhead costs of
the unit performing the mandate; and (2) the costs of the central
government services distributed to the other departments based on a
systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan.

Compensation for indirect costs is eligible for reimbursement utilizing
the procedures provided in 2 CFR Part 225 (Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) Circular A-87). Claimants have the option of using 10%
of direct labor, excluding fringe benefits, or preparing an Indirect Cost
Rate Proposal (ICRP) if the indirect cost rate claimed exceeds 10%.

The parameters and guidelines (section V-Claim Preparation and
Submission-Direct Cost Reporting-Contracted Services) state that, for
salaries and benefits, claimants are required to:

Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement
the reimbursable activities. If the contractor bills for time and materials,
report the number of hours spent on the activities and all costs charged.
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If the contract is a fixed price, report the services that were performed
during the period covered by the reimbursement claim. If the contract
services were also used for purposes other than the reimbursable
activities, only the pro-rata portion of the services used to implement the
reimbursable activities can be claimed. Submit contract consultant and
invoices with the claim and a description of the contract scope of
services.

Recommendation

The Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program was
suspended in the FY 2012-13 through FY 2016-17. If the program
becomes active, we recommend the city ensure that claimed costs include
only eligible costs, are based on actual costs, and are properly supported.

City’s Response

Due to changes in contract languages over the years, the City is
addressing the indirect cost issues separately.

FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 Indirect Cost Rates

As stated above, the City disputes the SCO’s use of deconstructed
salaries and benefits for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07. However, if
the SCO insists on using the deconstructed method, then the City
requests the SCO to apply the same method to determine the contract
indirect cost rates to be consistent.

The SCO allowed contract indirect costs for these years are not based on
the actual contracted terms but rather based on the average of the five
most recent fiscal years audited. This does not reflect actual contract
indirect cost rates paid by the City. This is incorrect and denies the City
reimbursement of its full actual costs incurred to comply with the
mandate.

To justify the usage of an average, the SCO states on page 18 of the Draft
Audit Report, “Such information was not available for FY 2001-02
through FY 2006-07.” This SCO’s statement is not accurate. As an
example, the “Sheriff’s Department F/Y 06-07 CLEP Costing” schedule
the SCO obtained from the SDSO during this audit, which the SCO used
to calculate the contract hourly rates, shows the actual direct (Law
Enforcement Stations — Deputy and Sergeant) and indirect costs (Law
Enforcement Stations — Other Support, Law Enforcement Support, and
Services & Supplies) billed for each Patrol Sedan Unit. Based on these
CLEP Costing schedules, the City computed the contract indirect cost
rates as follows:

Contract Contract Contract Indirect
Fiscal Year Direct Cost Indirect Cost Cost Rate
2001-02 $169,655 $159,732 94%
2002-03 $181,791 $173,461 95%
2003-04 $221,342 $195,718 88%
2004-05 $240,118 $208,456 87%
2005-06 $257,716 $223,414 87%
2006-07 $273,479 $231,235 85%

Therefore, these actual contract indirect cost rates, instead of the 47.7%
5-year average, for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 should be allowed.
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FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 Indirect Costs

The City appreciates the SCO included the Administrative Sergeant costs
as overhead costs in the computation of the contract indirect cost rates;
however, the City requests a majority of the other Sergeants costs, which
related to the administrative and or supervisory services, to also be
considered as overhead costs to properly reflect actual overhead costs
incurred. These Sergeant positions are first line supervisors of the
Deputies as well as other non-sworn station staff and are an integral part
of departmental support.

Section II B. of the contract states, the “COUNTY through SHERIFF
will provide general and specialized law enforcement and traffic
services...as well as direct supervision of law enforcement personnel
assigned”.  (Emphasis added) County job descriptions state the
“Purpose and Distinguishing Characteristics” of the Sergeant position “is
to provide supervision over the activities of a team, unit or division of
deputies and or professional staff.” Further, it states, “This class
represents the first level of supervision of sworn staff in the Sheriff’s
Department.”

The contract’s reference to SERGEANT and DETECTIVE SERGEANT
positions in the Direct Costs section is to distinguish the positions that
are paid for directly and their full positions are dedicated exclusively
to the City as oppose to the other positions which are shared with other
cities. Therefore, the term “direct” in the contract does not refer to their
job duties. The San Marcos Station Lieutenant determined the
percentage that each Sergeant spends on administrative and or
supervisory duties are as follows:

Admin Sergeant = (100% allowed by SCO)
Dedicated Sergeants = 70%

Sergeants (Patrol) = 70%

Sergeant (Traffic) = 90%

Sergeant (Detective) = 90%

According to the claiming instructions and OMB A-87, the “indirect
costs are coststhat are incurred for a common or joint purpose,
benefiting more than one program, and are not directly assignable to a
particular department or program without efforts disproportionate to the
results achieved.” The City believes these costs satisfy the requirements
of OMB A-87 and are eligible as overhead costs for inclusion in the
contract indirect cost rate calculation.

SCO’s Comment

The finding and recommendation remain unchanged.

FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 Indirect Cost Rates

The city disagrees with the SCO’s computation of the average indirect cost
rates that were based on the five most recent fiscal years audited. The city

indicates it should get reimbursed higher indirect cost rates than the 47.7%
five-year average computed by the SCO during the course of the audit.
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As indicated in the finding, the city claimed a 10% indirect cost rate for
FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, based on a standard rate allowed by the
parameters and guidelines. The SCO computed allowable costs based on
available data in the city’s contracts. The city is proposing higher
alternative rates to be used for reimbursement. We disagree with the city’s
proposed methodology.

The city inappropriately claimed contract services costs as direct labor
costs and computed indirect costs based on direct labor when in fact the
city did not incur any direct or indirect labor costs. The city’s proposed
new methodology also subjectively classifies various costs as direct and
indirect. All of the city’s costs for this program are contract services costs.
The SCO’s methodology to compute allowable contract indirect costs
accounted for contracted labor costs and contracted overhead costs that
benefited the implementation of the entire contract.

FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 Indirect Costs

For FY 2006-07 through FY 2011-12, the city is proposing an increase in
the allowable contract indirect cost rate. The city asserts that the majority
of the other sergeant classification costs should be allocated as indirect
costs in order to properly reflect actual overhead costs incurred for the
calculation of contract indirect costs rates. We disagree with the city’s
proposed methodology as we already accounted for all appropriate
contracted labor costs and contracted overhead costs that benefited the
implementation of the entire contract.

-27-



City of San Marcos Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program

Attachment—
City’s Response to
Draft Audit Report




June 1, 2017

Mr. Jim L. Spano

Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau
State Controller’s Office

Division of Audits

P.O. Box 942850

Sacramento, CA 94250-5874

RE: RESPONSES TO STATE CONTROLLER’S OFFICE DRAFT AUDIT REPORT OF
CRIME STATISTICS REPORTS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE PROGRAM
AUDIT ID #516-MCC-0029
FOR PERIOD FY 2001-02 THROUGH FY 2011-12

Dear Mr. Spano:

Thank you for providing the City of San Marcos (City) the opportunity to review and respond to the
audit findings and recommendations as presented in the Draft Audit Report issued by your office on
May 23, 2017. Please find the enclosed City of San Marcos’ responses and the additional support
we collected since the Exit Conference on May 11, 2017 that show our costs claimed were mostly
correct and represented the City’s actual costs incurred.

We appreciate your time for reviewing the enclosed responses and additional information. We are
confident you will find them to be sound and supportive and will reinstate most of the disallowable

claimed costs.

Please feel free to contact me at (760) 744-1050 ext. 3131 or our consultant, Annette Chinn, at (916)
939-7901 with any questions you may have.

Sincerely,
Laura Rocha

Director of Finance and IT

Enclosures

1 Civic Center Drive | San Marcos, CA 92069-2918 | (760) 744-1050 | (760) 744-9520 Fax | www.san-marcos.net



City of San Marcos’ Responses to State Controller’s Office Draft Audit Report of
Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Program
Audit ID #516-MCC-0029, for Period FY 2001-02 through FY 2011-12

FINDING 1 - DOMESTIC VIOLENCE-RELATED CALLS FOR ASSISTANCE COST COMPONENT — MISSTATED
CONTRACT SERVICE COSTS

Issue 1: Number of Domestic Violence-Related Calls for Assistance

The City of San Marcos {City) requests the State Controller's Office (SCO} to use the actual Domestic
Violence (DV) statistics provided for the period from FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 in lieu of the SCO’s
average of the five most recent fiscal years audited. These actual statistics of DV incidents were
supported with written incident reports. The City also requests the SCO to take into account the crime
rates in the older years were higher.

The City provided to the SCO both the San Diego County Sheriff’s Office (SDSO) DV statistics reported in
the Automated Regional Justice Information System {ARIIS), which recorded the number of actual DV
incident reports by fiscal year, and the Department of Justice (DOIJ) annual DV repaort statistics, which
were reported by calendar year. While the SDSO maintains records of total case counts in a summary
format, the information requested by the SCO for this audit (a detailed report showing each incident
case number by date and Penal Code for all the fiscal years) is no longer accessible due to system data
conversions and also requirements to expunge records for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07. Table 1
below shows DOJ and SDSO ARIIS data, while reported on calendar vs. fiscal year, respectively, tracked
very closely. The City used the DO! figures, which the SCO confirmed, to compute the claims (FY 2011-
12 claimed statistic was an error, which was not known at the time the claim was filed).

Table 1 — Analysis of Incident Report Counts

DO Stats ARIIS Stats SCo
Fiscal Year Claimed {calendar year) (fiscal year) Allowed
2001-02 208 208 333
2002-03 356 356 360
2003-04 323 323 394
2004-05 359 359 336
2005-06 371 371 350
2006-07 373 373 346
2007-08 251 201
2008-09 224 224
2009-10 - 288 288
2010-11 309 309
2011-12 155 251
Total 3,257 3,353 3,491 3,016
Average 296 305 317 274
Variance 12 |
% Difference 4%

Shaded area indicates the SCO audited and approved numbers.
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City of San Marcos’ Responses to State Contraoller’s Office Audit ID #516-MCC-0029
Draft Audit Report of Crime Statistics Reports For Period FY 2001-02 through FY 2011-12
for the Department of Justice Program

The information the SDSO provided proved:

1) The data was contemporaneousty generated and can be verified by other reliable contemporaneous
source document.
a} The City sent to the SCO faxed correspondences from the SDSO’s office with report counts from
the actual time periods dating back to 2002.

b} The attached San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) Criminal Justice Research
Division Report verifies the statistics provided to the SCO matched DOJ reported DV incidents.
The attached SANDAG, “Twenty-Five Years of Crime in the San Diego Region: 1984 through
2008” report, Page 25, Appendix Table 9 shows the data for year 2004, 2007 and 2008 DV
incident counts matched those claimed.

2) The actual incident counts are supported with written reports.

a) The attached DOJ's Criminal Statistics Reporting Requirements manual shows on Page 14, DO/ is
to be provided with “monthly summary statistical data on the number of domestic violence-
related calls received” and “[a]ll domestic violence-related calls for assistance shall be supported
with a written incident report”.

b} The attached email on May 15, 2017, from Brent Jordan, Sr. Crime and Intel Analyst, who
provided those old faxed correspondences above in 1) a), states, “The SANDAG reports that are
attached represent reported crime meaning that they had a case number and a written report.
None of the statistics provided in the SANDAG report are considered calls for service.” Also the
attached email from Lieutenant Schaller on the same date said, “Just confirming Brent’s
statement here. These stats were generated by actual reports generated.” {Emphasis added)

3} The DV crime rates in the older years were higher. The attached SANDAG “Twenty-Five Years of
Crime in the San Diego Region: 1984 through 2008” report, page 11, Figure 13 shows DV rates were
higher during 2002 to 2007 and they were trending down. Also on page 26, Appendix Table 9 shows
specifically the City’s number of DV incidents decreasing,

During the audit, the SCO reviewed the ARIIS statistics and detail reports for the five most recent of the
eleven audited fiscal years and verified the reliability of the SD50 ARIIS statistical data, as 100% of ARJIS
incident counts were approved by the SCO. Page 9 of the Draft Audit Report states, "We reviewed a
sample of domestic-violence related calls for assistance incidents to verify that they occurred and were
properly supported with a written incident report” and “We concluded the SDSQO did a sufficient and
appropriate job of generating the data from ARJIS. Therefore, we concluded that the query reports
provided for FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 were reliable.”

Based can the above, either the ARJIS or the DOJ actual statistics, instead of the 274 incident count 5-
year average, for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 should be allowed.

Issue 2: Contract Hourly Rates

The City disagrees with the SCO statements regarding the City overstated claimed rates and that the
rates were overstated because the City used inconsistent methodologies to compute claimed rates. The
City also disagrees with the SCO statement, “For FY 2001-02 though FY 2006-07, the city used contract
salary and benefit amounts that co-mingled multiple classifications into one rate.”
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City of San Marcos’ Responses to State Controller’s Office Audit ID #516-MCC-0029
Draft Audit Report of Crime Statistics Reports - For Period FY 2001-02 through FY 2011-12
for the Department of Justice Program

The City contracts with the SDSO for provision of Law Enforcement services, There were three contracts
that governed the City’s Law Enforcement services with the SDSO during the time period under audit.
The first contract dated June 25, 1996 covered the period from FY 1996-97 to FY2001-02, The second
contract dated June 11, 2002 covered the period from FY2002-03 to FY2006-07. And the third contract
dated November 6, 2007 covered the period from FY2007-08 to FY 2011-12.

The methodologies used by the City to compute the billing rates were consistent with the contract
language for each year. During FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07, the City was billed for law enforcement
services on a full cost basis per Patrol Sedan Unit, which included all overhead costs {including
Sergeants’ administrative or supportive services) to reflect the "actual costs” for providing the Unit. The
overhead costs built into the rates are fixed and non-negotiable, and the contracts state that they are
“necessary and appropriate” as well as “efficient in achieving the law enforcement objectives of the
department”. This method of computation for the Unit cost was common and used by many Counties
to charge for law enforcement services.

The rates for a Patrol Deputy were computed exactly as stated per Attachment B of the contracts, which
specifies total unit cost for a Patrol Sedan Unit and total annual hours of service provided. The Patrol
officers are the direct staff that performed the mandated activity, which included taking the call, writing,
and editing a DV incident report. The City did not claim Sergeants’ time during that time frame because
Sergeants’ support costs were included as overhead in the contracted rate for the Patrol Deputy.

The City disputes the SCO’s use of deconstructed salaries and benefits for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-
07 because that was not how the contracts were structured. The City requests that actual Patrof Deputy
hourly rates be allowed as originally claimed by the City as the method matches the June 25, 1996 and
June 11, 2002 contract terms and conditions that dictate the rates for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07.

FINDING 2 — MISSTATED INDIRECT COSTS

Due to changes in contract languages over the years, the City is addressing the indirect cost issues
separately.

FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 Indirect Cost Rates

As stated above, the City disputes the SCO’s use of deconstructed salaries and benefits for FY 2001-02
through FY 2006-07. However, if the SCO insists on using the deconstructed method, then the City
requests the SCO to apply the same method to determine the contract indirect cost rates to be
consistent.

The 5CO allowed contract indirect costs for these years are not based on the actual contracted terms
but rather based on the average of the five most recent fiscal years audited. This does not reflect actual
contract indirect cost rates paid by the City. This is incorrect and denies the City reimbursement of its
full actual costs incurred to comply with the mandate.

To justify the usage of an average, the SCO states on page 18 of the Draft Audit Report, “Such
information was not available for FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07.” This SCO's statement is not
accurate. As an example, the “Sheriff’s Department F/Y 06-07 CLEP Costing” schedule the SCO obtained
from the SDSO during this audit, which the SCO used to calculate the contract hourly rates, shows the
actual direct (Law Enforcement Stations — Deputy and Sergeant) and indirect costs (Law Enforcement
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City of San Marcos” Responses to State Controller’s Office Audit ID #516-MCC-0029
Draft Audit Report of Crime Statistics Reports For Period FY 2001-02 through FY 2011-12
for the Daepartment of Justice Program

Stations — Other Support, Law Enforcement Support, and Services & Supplies) billed for each Patrol
Sedan Unit. Based on these CLEP Costing schedules, the City computed the contract indirect cost rates
as follows:

Contract Contract Contract Indirect
Fiscal Year Direct Cost Indirect Cost Cost Rate
2001-02 $169,655 $159,732 94%
2002-03 $181,791 $173,461 95%
2003-04 $221,342 $195,718 88%
2004-05 $240,118 $208,456 87%
2005-06 $257,716 $223,414 87%
2006-07 $273,479 $231,235 85%

Therefore, these actual contract indirect cost rates, instead of the 47.7% 5-year average, for FY 2001-02
through FY 2006-07 should be allowed.

FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 Indirect Costs

The City appreciates the SCO included the Administrative Sergeant costs as overhead costs in the
computation of the contract indirect cost rates; however, the City requests a majority of the other
Sergeants costs, which related to the administrative and or supervisory services, to also be considered
as overhead costs to properly reflect actual overhead costs incurred. These Sergeant positions are first
line supervisors of the Deputies as well as other non-sworn station staff and are an integral part of
departmental support.

Section li B. of the contract states, the “COUNTY through SHERIFF will provide general and specialized
law enforcement and traffic services...as well as direct supervision of law enforcement personnel
assigned”. (Emphasis added) County job descriptions state the “Purpose and Distinguishing
Characteristics” of the Sergeant position “is to provide supervision over the activities of a team, unit or
division of deputies and or professional staff.” Further, it states, “This class represents the first level of
supervision of sworn staff in the Sheriff's Department.”

The contract’s reference to SERGEANT and DETECTIVE SERGEANT positions in the Direct Costs section is
to distinguish the positions that are paid for directly and their full positions are dedicated exclusively to
the City as oppose to the other positions which are shared with other cities. Therefore, the term
"“direct” in the contract does not refer to their job duties. The San Marcos Station Lieutenant
determined the percentage that each Sergeant spends on administrative and or supervisory duties are
as follows:

e Admin Sergeant = {100% allowed by SCO)

¢ Dedicated Sergeants = 70%

* Sergeants {Patrol} = 70%

* Sergeant {Traffic) = 90%

e Sergeant {Detective) = 90%

According to the claiming instructions and OMB A-87, the “indirect costs are costs that are incurred for a
commeon or joint purpose, benefiting more than one program, and are not directly assignable to a
particular department or program without efforts disproportionate to the results achieved.” The City
believes these costs satisfy the requirements of OMB A-87 and are eligible as overhead costs for
inclusion in the contract indirect cost rate calculation.
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The 18 cities and county government are SANDAG serving as the forum for regional decision-making. SANDAG
builds consensus; plans, engineers, and builds public transit; makes strategic plans; obtains and allocates
resources; and provides information on a broad range of topics pertinent to the region’s quality of life.
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TWENTY-FIVE YEARS OF CRIME [N THE SAN DIEGO

REGION: 1984 THROUGH 2008

INTRODUCTION

Since 1980, SANDAG has been reporting crime
statistics for the San Diego region through a
cooperative agreement with local law
enforcement agencies. This report presents
and discusses crime trend data for the past 25
years. Crime rates per 1,000 resident
population', as well as the actual number of
crimes reported, are presented. SANDAG is
the only lecal entity to compile these statistics
across the 18 incorporated cities, as well as
the unincorporated areas of the county,
making this information some of the most
frequently  requested from  SANDAG's
Criminal Justice Clearinghouse. These data are
useful to local law enforcement, policy
makers, and the community in tracking public
safety over time, as well as the effectiveness
of prevention and response efforts on
regional crime rates.

OVERALL CRIME

There was a total of 97,168 Part | crimes in
the San Diego region in 2008 (Appendix
Tables 1 and 5) which equated to 30.88 crimes
per 1,000 population (Appendix Table 2).
Parti crimes include 4 violent offenses
(homicide, rape, robbery, and aggravated
assault) and 3 property offenses (burglary,
larceny, and motor vehicle theft) that are
tracked nationwide in a standardized manner
by the FBI, with agencies submitting crime
data through the Uniform Crime Reporting
(UCR) system. Other crimes, such as drug-
related offenses, vandalism, and fraud, are
also documented by local law enforcement,
but as Part Il ¢rimes. However, because
categorization schemes can vary across
agencies, standardized numbers are not
available, even though these crimes may be

* The popuiations used to calculate rates are
provided in Appendix Table 20.

sizeable in number and require substantial
attention  and
enforcement.

resources from law

FAST FACTS

. there’ ‘were 118 hate c‘ry‘ir:_n'@ “avents”
L.reported to: local law: enforcenterit i
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VIOLENT CRIME

In 2008, there were 12,873 Part | violent
crimes reported to law enforcement in the
San Diego region {Appendix Tables 1 and 8)”.
The most common type was aggravated
assault, which represented almost two-thirds
(62%) of all violent crime in 2008; robbery
represented 31 percent, rape 7 percent, and
homicide 1 percent. According to statistics
from the National Crime Victimization Survey,
just under half (46%,) of violent crimes were
reported to law enforcement nationwide in
2007 (not shown).

As Figure 1 shows, the violent crime rate (per
1,000 population) in the San Diego region
began to increase in 1986 {from 5.20 in 1985),
reaching a peak of 9,76 in 1992. Since then,
there has been a decline to 4.09 violent
crimes per 1,000 residents in 2008, which
represented a 7 percent decrease from 2007
(4.41), the largest one-year decrease since
1998 to 1999 (when the rate decreased 15%).
This 2008 violent crime rate was also the
lowest in the past 25 years. Possible factors
related to this overall drop in crime since the
1990s could include declining numbers of
young males in high-crime associated age
groups, legislation which increased jail and
prison time for violent offenses, and the
implementation of effective crime prevention
programs.

Across jurisdictions, the 2008 violent crime
rate ranged from .54 in 45 Ranch to 7.93 in
National City (Appendix Table 3 and
Appendix Map 1). Over the past year, 16
Jurisdictions had lower and 5 had higher
violent crime rates, compared to 2007 (4 had
numbers too small for valid comparisons).
Fallbrock and Carlsbad led local jurisdictions
with 39 and 30 percent one-year decreases,
respectively, in their violent crime rate, with
other declines ranging from 3 percent to 28
percent. Ongoing efforts by individual

departments to address violent crime have

included  problem-solving  strategies to

% The numbers of violent crimes reported in each
Jurisdiction for 2004 through 2008 are also
presented in Appendix Tables 10 through 14.

identify and target specific high-crime areas,
specific groups (e.g., gahgs committing
disproportionate amount of crime), and
specific times {(e.g. targeted patrols during
high-crime hours).
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Annual statistics through 2007 from the FBI
were used to compare changes over time in
the violent crime rate reported in the
San Diego region to those reported across the
United States. As Figure 2 shows, the
San Diego region experienced a greater rise
in violent crime in the late 1980s and early
1990s compared to the nation, returning to a
similar viclent crime rate after 1998. This
increase  was  possibly related to the
prevalence of methamphetamine distribution
and use in the region during this time period.
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In 2007, the violent crime rate in the
San Diego region was 4.41, versus 4.67 for the
nation as a whole®,

Figure 2
SAN DIEGO REGION HAD A GREATER
INCREASE IN VIOLENT CRIME THAN
THE NATION IN LATE 1980s

=

Violent Crime Rate per 1,000 Population
<

L e e e  a
IS o o » & >
& \h‘z‘z" & ,9@‘ ,\g* o '15’@ &8 '19@ "9&’

@ |Inited States

=& Sah Dlego Reglon

SOURCES: SANDAG, Federal Bureat of Investigation

Each jurisdiction also voluntarily documents
violent crimes committed against senior
citizens (individuals 60 years of age and
older). In 2008, there were 481 violent crimes
against senior citizens, a decrease of
& percent from the previous year, similar to
the decline in violent crime overall. These
crimes included 13 homicides, 5 rapes, 200
robberies, and 263 aggravated assaults (not
shown).

Homicide

Over the past 25 years, the number of
homicides in the San Diego region peaked at
278 in 1991 and decreased fairly steadily to a
low of 86 in 1998 (Figure 3). Since then, the
number of homicides has fluctuated but has

¥ Calendar year 2007 represents the most current
annual statistics at the national level at the time of
this publication. However, preliminary mid-year
2008 national statistics released by the FBI in
January 2009 show a 3.5 percent decline in violent
crime, compared to the same point in 2007.

not exceeded 130 (in 2003) (Appendix
Table 8). In 2008, there was a total of 90
homicides, which was the third lowest
number in the past 25 years and a 15 percent
decrease from 2007 (106). As reported in
SANDAG's CJ} Bulletin San Diego Violent
Crime Victims and Suspects in 2007 (available
on the SANDAG Web site), in homicide cases
across the region for which motive could be
determined in 2007, 47 percent were related
to gang activity, 1% percent to an argument,
13 percent to domestic violence, 9 percent to
other motives, 7 percent to drugs, and
4 percent to robbery. Motive information for
2008 homicides will be available in another
report later in the 2009 calendar year.

Figure 3
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Rape

There were 845 rapes reported in the
San Diego region in 2008, which was a 20
percent increase from 2007 (704) (Appendix
Table 1). Analyses revealed that this increase
was the result of a greater number of
completed rapes being reported (694 in 2008
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versus 529 in 2007, a 31% increase), rather
than attempted rape reports {which actually
decreased 14% from 175 to 151) (not
shown)*,

As Figure 4 shows, the number of rapes
reported to law enforcement has remained
relatively stable over the past 25 years,
compared to the number of homicides during
the same period of time. The greatest number
of rapes reported to law enforcement was
969 in 1991 and the lowest was 596 in 1985
{the second lowest number was 704 in 2007).

Figure 4
LESS VARIABILITY IN NUMBER OF RAPES
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Robbery

Between 2003 and 2007, robbery was the only
violent crime to increase in number (30%)
across the region, generating increased
attention from law enforcement. Specifically,
representatives from local agencies increased
their  collaborative efforts to  share
intelligence  and  target  enforcement,

* For the past 20 years, the proportion of
attempted rapes of all reported rapes ranged from
15 percent to 29 percent, with an average of 24
percent. The number of rapes, either attempted or
completed, that are reported may be tied in part
to education and outreach efforts encouraging
victims to do so.

conducted public information campaigns, and
increased crime prevention efforts. In 2008,
this upward trend (5 consecutive years of
increases) was reversed, with 4,018 robbery
incidents reported to law enforcement, an 8
percent decrease from 2007 (4,387) (Figure 5
and Appendix Table 1). Over the past 25
years, the number of robberies has shown 2
declining trends prior to this most recent
decrease, with the last beginning in 1993
(after the greatest number, 8,554, was
reported in 1992). The lowest number, 3,342,
was reported in 2002.

Figure 5
NUMBER OF ROBBERIES DECREASED
FOR FIRST TIME IN PAST SIX YEARS
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As part of standardized UCR reporting
reguirements, the type of weapon used
during a robbery and the location of the
robbery are documented. In 2008, 20 percent
of robberies involved a firearm, 11 percent a
knife or other cutting instrument, 8 percent
another weapon (e.g., bat, stick, or other
blunt object), and the majority (61%) were
considered stroeng-arm. Robberies committed
with firearms and other weapons both
decreased by 24 percent in 2008, from 2007.
However, robberies committed with knives
decreased only 9 percent and strong-arm
robberies actually increased 1 percent (not
shown).
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Just under half (49%) of robberies occurred
out in the open, on streets or in other public
places, 24  percent in  commercial
establishments, 15 percent in other locations
{which include wooded areas, churches,
schools, and other public buildings), 8 percent
in residences, and 4 percent in banks (not
shown).

For the 14 jurisdictions with robbery numbers
large enough for comparison (30 incidents or
more) in 2007 and 2008, 10 experienced a
decrease in the number of robberies (ranging
from 2% to 46%) and 4 experienced an
increase (ranging from 2% to 50%) (Appendix
Tables 13 and 14).

Aggravated Assault

As Figure 6 and Appendix Table 1 show, there
were fewer aggravated assaults reported in
the region in 2008 (7,920), compared to one
year earlier (8,467), a decrease of 6 percent.
Over the past 25 years, the number of
aggravated assaults followed an - upward
trend from 1985 (5,624) that peaked in 1994
(15,406). This overall increase was due at least
in part to 1986 legislation requiring law
enforcement agencies to report all domestic
violence incidents. Since 1994, there has been
an overall decline to 7,920 in 2008, the lowest
number since 1985, the year before the
legistation was put into place®.

Like robbery, the type of weapon used in
aggravated assaults is documented for
reporting purposes. In 2008, 37 percent of
aggravated assaults involved the use of
another weapon (e.g., bat, stick, or other
blunt object); 31 percent hands, feet, or fists;
19 percent a knife or other cutting
instrument; and 13 percent a firearm. The
number of aggravated assaults in each of
these categories decreased over the past year

% In 2008, there were almost 3 simple assaults for
every aggravated assault that was reported (for a
total of 21,427 simple assaults). Simple assaults,
which are not counted as Part | crimes, include all
assaults and attempted assaults which are not of
an aggravated nature and do not result in serious
injury to the victim.

(between 9% and 17_%), with the exception
of hands, feet, or fists, which increased by
3 percent (not shown).

Figure 6
NUMBER OF AGGRAVATED
ASSAULTS DECREASED OVER
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The majority of jurisdictions (15 of 21 with
large enough numbers for comparison) also
experienced decreases in the number of
reported aggravated assaults, ranging from 2
to 37 percent. Of the rest, 3 experienced an
increase and 3 had no change (Appendix
Tables 13 and 14},

PROPERTY CRIME

With 84,285 property crimes reported
(Appendix Tables 1 and 7), 1 in every 37
residents was the victim of a property crime in
2008 and almost 9 in every 10 crimes (87%)
reported to law enforcement in the region
represented property crime (not shown).
With the fifth consecutive annual decrease,
the property crime rate was also at its lowest
point in the past 25 years (26.79 from 28.97 in

& According to statistics from the 2007 National
Crime Victimization Survey, 37 percent of property
crime  nationwide was reported to  law
enforcement.

Twenty-Five Years of Crime in the San Diego Region: 1984 Through 2008 7




2007) (Figure 7). The highest property crime
rate in the past 25 years was reported in 1988
(67.26). Over half (56%) of all property crime
in 2008 represented larcenies, 24 percent
were motor vehicle thefts, and 20 percent
were burglaries {not shown).

Across the region, 15 jurisdictions had a lower
property crime rate in 2008, compared to
2007, and 9 had a higher rate. These 2008
rates ranged from 8.95 (in 4S Ranch) to 37.77
(in Del Mar) per 1,000 population (Appendix
Table 4 and Appendix Map 2). When
interpreting these statistics, it is important to
note that a variety of factors can affect a
Jurisdiction’s crime rate, such as daytime
populations and accessibility. -

Figure 7
PROPERTY CRIME RATE DECREASED
FOR FIFTH YEAR
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In terms of dollar value, $258.6 million worth
of property was stolen in the San Diego
region in 2008, compared to $266.4 million in
2007 {Appendix Table 17). Thirty-five percent
(35%) of this property, which was valued at
$89.8 million, was recovered in 2008,
compared to 40 percent and $107.9 million

" The numbers of property crimes reported in each
Jurisdiction for 2004 through 2008 are also
presented in Appendix Tables 10 through 14.

recévered in 2007 (Appendix Tables 18
and 19).

Figure 8 compares property crime rates in the
San Diego region from 1984 through 2008 to
national rates from 1984 through 2007 (the
most recent annual statistics available, as
previously noted)®. In 1984, the San Diego
region had a higher property crime rate
compared to the U.S. overall. The local
property crime rate began to decline in the
early 1990s, however, falling and remaining
below the national average since 1895, In
2007, the property crime rate for the region
was 28.97, compared to 32.64 for the nation.

Figure 8
SAN DIEGO REGION HAS HAD A
LOWER PROPERTY GRIME RATE
THAN THE NATION SINCE 1995
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Burglary

Burglary is the unlawful entry of a structure
to commit a felony or theft. The number of
burglaries (including residential and non-
residential) reported in the region began an
upward trend in 1985 (from 29,560 in 1984),
reaching a 25-year high of 35,233 in 1988.

% Preliminary mid-year 2008 statistics released in
January 2009 by the FBI show a 2.5 percent decline
in property crime naticnwide compared to the
same point in 2007.
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Four years later, an eight-year decline began,
reaching a low of 15,230 in 1899. Since then,
the number of burglaries has fluctuated
slightly, with a 1 percent increase from 2007
{16,710) to 2008 (16,931) (Figure 9). In 2008,
the number of burglaries which involved
forced entry increased by 12 percent from
2007 (from 4,877 to 5,477), while the number
involving no forced entry or which were
unsuccessful attempts decreased (by 3% and
4%, respectively) (not shown).

Figure 9
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Of the 16,931 burglaries reported in the
San Diego region in 2008, over half (59%)
were residential, which equates to T in every
110 households being burglarized. While the
number- of residential and non-residential
burglaries were both at a 25-year low in 1999,
residential burglaries have decreased to a
greater degree since 1984 (52%), compared
to non-residential burglaries (23%), despite
the large increase during the same time
period in the number of occupied households
in the region (51%, from 719,816 in 1984 to
1,089,451 in 2008)* (not shown). Onhe possible
factor related to these divergent trends is
that residential burglary is considered a strike

® Comparable statistics regarding the number of
business locations are not available.

under California’s Three Strikes Law (which
was passed in 1994), but non-residential
burglary is not, leading more sophisticated
criminals to avoid residences  when
committing this crime. However, over the past
year, the number of residential burglaries
increased 5 percent (from 9,455 to 9,936),
while the number of non-residential
burglaries decreased 4 percent (from 7,255 to
6,995) (Figure 10 and Appendix Tables 13 and
14). According to law enforcement, some of
this increase could be related in part to more
vacant homes, including ones related to
foreclosure.

Figure 10
RESIDENTIAL BURGLARIES DECREASED
MORE OVER PAST 25 YEARS, BUY
UP COMPARED TO PAST YEAR
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Across the 24 jurisdictions with more than 30
incidents of burglary in 2007 and 2008, 14
reported one-year decreases in the number
(ranging from <1% to 20%) and 10 had
increases (compared to only 2 reporting one-
year increases between 2006 and 2007). The
increases ranged from 1 to 63 percent
{Appendix Tables 13 and 14).
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Larceny

Larceny, or theft, is the most common crime,
with 1 in every 66 residents a victim in 2008
(not shown). Beginning in 1985, the humber
of larcenies reported in the San Diego region
began an upward trend, peaking at 85,448 in
1989, and then decreasing to 47,861 in 2000
(Figure 11). Since then, there were 4 years of
consecutive  increases, followed by 4
consecutive decreases, to a 25-year low of
47,390 in 2008.

Figure 11
LARCENIES DECREASED FOR
FOURTH CONSECUTIVE YEAR
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The most common larceny type (historically
and in 2008) was theft from inside motor
vehicles {45%96), with the second most common
from buildings (19%). Compared to 2007,
both of these types of larcenies, as well as
pickpocket, bicycle theft, and other types
were down, but shoplifting and theft of
motor vehicle parts were both up (3% and
9%, respectively). Most larcenies (81%) in
2008 were petty thefts, involving property
valued at $400 or less (not shown).

Despite the fact that the number of larcenies
was at a regional low, 13 of the jurisdictions
did report one-year increases {which ranged
from 2% to 879%), while 11 had decreases
(ranging from <1% to 20%) (Appendix Tables
13 and 14).

Motor Vehicle Theft

Beginning in 1985, the number of motor
vehicles stolen in the San Diego region also
began to increase (from 13,875 in 1984),
reaching a high in 1989 of 40,897 (Figure 12).
This upward trend was followed by an overall
decrease to 17,038 in 2000, Since then, there
was a general increase to 24,435 in 2007,
followed by an 18 percent one-year decrease
to 19,974 vehicles stolen in 2008 (Appendix
Table 1). This equates to 1 in every 117
registered motor vehicles. In terms of dollar
amount, the value of these stolen vehicles
was estimated at over $144 million and
represented over half {56%) of the value of
total property stolen (not shown). *

Figure 12
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Across the jurisdictions (with numbers large
enough for comparison), all but 2 reported
one-year decreases in the number of motor
~vehicle thefts, ranging from 6 percent to 53
percent (Appendix Tables 13 and 14). These
decreases may reflect the success of targeting
car prowlers at night in specific
neighborhoods, as well as efforts undertaken
by the Regional Auto Theft Task Force {(RATT).

Arson

Unlike other FBI Index offenses, when arson is
committed in concert with another FBI Index
offense, both incidents must be reported,
which is why arson is presented separately
from other property crime statistics. There
were 411 arsons reported in 2008, which was
lower than in 2007 (when there were 458)
(Appendix Tables 13 and 14). Forty-six percent
(46%) of arsons in 2008 were of structures
and 54 percent were categorized as mobile
and other non-structural property types (not
shown).

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

Law enforcement agencies also track
domestic violence incidents, some of which
are included in the previously reported
numbers in this bulletin. For example, a
domestic violence incident could include a
Part | violent crime {e.g., aggravated assauit)
or some type of property crime (e.g.,
burglary}. Since 1986, when mandatory
reporting was enacted, the number of
domestic violence incidents has varied from a
low of 11,414 in that first year to a high of
29,306 in 1994 (Figure 13). In 2008, 16,759
domestic violence incidents were reported.
This 2008 number represented the sixth
consecutive annual decrease.

Across nine of the jurisdictions™, five
agencies reported one-year increases in the
number of domestic violence incidents
{ranging from 3% to 19%) and four reported
decreases {ranging from 4% to 28%)
(Appendix Table 9).

Figure 13
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE DOWN FOR
SIDITH CONSECUTIVE YEAR
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HATE CRIMES

As part of California Penal code, the Attorney
General is required to submit an annual
report to the Legislature regarding crimes
motivated. by a bias related to a victim's race,
ethnicity, religion, gender, sexual orientation,
national origin, or physical or mental
disability. For the first time in 2008, SANDAG
asked local law enforcement agencies to
share hate crime reports that were to be
submitted to the State to allow for the
reporting of more timely statistics, as well as

" The number of domestic violence incidents
reported by the Sheriff's Department in 2008 may
be an underestimate due to issues currently being
investigated. As such, percentage changes are not
highlighted in this text for the contract cities or
unincorporated areas of the county and future
reports will include updated numbers.
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more detailed analysis for San Diego County
not available in the State report.”

According to California Penal code, a hate
crime is a criminal act committed in whole or
in part because of the actual or perceived
characteristics of the victim {described
previously). Thus, hate crimes are not
separate distinct crimes, but rather traditional
offenses motivated by the offender’s bias.
More than 1 offense may be reported for
each hate crime event. In 2008, a total of 118
hate crime events were reported by law
enforcement from across the region, which
included a total of 124 offenses, 136 victims,
and 137 known suspects (Figure 14).

Figure 14
ABGUT ONE HATE CRIME REPORTED
EVERY THREE DAYS IN THE
$AN DIEGO REGION IN 2008
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Compared to 2007 numbers reported by the
California Attorney General's Office for San
Diego County, the number of events was
almost unchanged, but the number of
offenses decreased (by 26%). In 2008, hate
crimes were reported by police departments
in Chula Vista, EI Cajon, Escondido,

" These hate crime data should be considered
preliminary, dependent upon final verification
with the Department of Justice when their data
are released.

Oceanside, and San Diego; the Sheriff's
Department (for the jurisdictions of Encinitas,
Imperial Beach, Poway, San Marcos, Santee,
Vista, Fallbrook, and the unincorporated
area); and by San Diego State University
{SDSU} (not shown).

Other information compiled for this summary
includes the following:

» Of the 118 events, almost two-thirds
(63%) appeared motivated by the victim’s
race, ethnicity, or national origin;
22 percent by sexual orientation; and
15 percent by religion. Of the 74 cases
related to the victim’s actual or perceived
racefethnicity/national origin, 64 percent
were described as being anti-Black and 18
percent as anti-Hispanic'.

A%

Of the 118 events, the type of victim in
more than three-quarters (78%) was an
individual (or multiple individuals),
9 percent involved a business or financial
institution, 5  percent  government
property, 5 percent a religious
organization, and 3 percent were
described as other,

¥» Of 107 events where location was noted,
35 percent oceurred on a highway, road,
alley, or street; 20 percent at a residence,
home, or driveway; 11 percent in a
parking lot or garage; 10 percent at a
school or college; 7 percent at a church,
synagogue, or temple; and 18 percent at
cther locations.

¥ Of the 124 offenses, 58 percent were
described as violent, which included
24 simple assaults, 21 aggravated assaults,
21 acts of intimidation, and 6 robberies.
For the property-related offenses (42%),
50 were vandalism or the destruction of
property, 1 burglary, and 1 larceny {(not
shown).

2 These data are consistent with data from the
State for 2007. According to the Attorney General,
racefethnicity/national origin hate crime offenses
have consistently been the largest bias motivation
category of hate crimes, with anti-Black accounting
for the largest percent within this category.
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CLEARANCE RATES

A crime is cleared or solved for reporting
purposes when at least 1 persen is arrested
and charged with the offense®™. Not
surprisingly, the clearance rates in 2008 varied
by crime type, with violent crimes cleared
more frequently than property crimes.
Overall, 47 percent of violent crimes that
were open for investigation in the region
were cleared (with a range across
departments of 22% to 66%), compared to
13 percent of property crimes (with a range
of 9% to 22%) (Appendix Tables 15 and 16).

As Figure 15 shows, the crimes of homicide
and aggravated assault have the highest
clearance rates. This is due to the fact that
these crimes receive maximum resources
given the seriousness of the crime and
involvement of individuals with face-to-face
contact. While the motor vehicle theft
clearance rate is the lowest of the seven Part |
crimes, it is important to note that the vehicle
recovery rate is considerably higher (569%)
(not shown).

Figure 15
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B It is important to note that a crime can occur in
one calendar year, but be cleared in that'year or a
future year.

™ Motor vehicles represented 56 percent of stolen
property in terms of dollar value, but 91 percent of
the value of recovered property in 2008.

HOW DOES SAN DIEGO COMPARE
TO OTHER U.S, CITIES?

National information for crime rates for 31
U.S. cities (rather than counties or regions)
with populations of 500,000 or more is
currently available for calendar year 2007
(1 year prior to the other statistics presented
in this report). In 2007, the City of San
Diego™ was the seventh largest city in the
U.S., with a population of almost 1.32 million.
As Figures 16 and 17 show, the City of San
Diego was one of the safest places to live,
compared to other large metropolitan areas
in terms of both violent crime {fourth lowest,
following Honclulu, HI, San Jose, CA, and
El Paso, TX) and property crime (sixth lowest,
following New York, NY, San Jose, CA,
Los Angeles, CA, Chicago, IL, and El Paso, TX).
In 2006, San Diego was ranked fifth safest in
both categories (not shown).

Figure 16
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18 1n 2007, 46 percent of the region’s violent crime
and 49 percent of the property crime were
reported by the $an Diego Police Department.
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Figure 17
CITY OF SAN DIEGO'S 2007 PROPERTY
CRIME RATE SB{TH LOWEST IN NATION

100

90

806

80

70

60

50

# 32.6 335

30

2 1.2

0+ : : .

Lowest - New Nation San Diego Highest -
York, NY Memphis, TN

Property Crime Rate per 1,000 Population

SOURCES: SANDAG; U.S. Department of Justice

SUMMARY

Compared to 25 years earlier, the San Diego
region is a safer place to live in terms of both
violent and property <¢rime. Local law
enforcement is committed to continuing to
effectively collaborate to identify and address
crime issues in our communities, which are of
growing importance during the economically
uncertain times that may lie ahead.

For those interested in more detailed 2008
statistics, please contact Donna Allnutt at
(619) 699-6912. For those interested in more
recent statistics for a specific area of
San Diego County, as well as maps of specific
areas, please visit the ARJIS (Automated
Regional Justice Information System) Web site
at www.arjis.org. The next CJ Bulletin in the
2009 series, Public Safety Budgets in the
San Diego Region, FY 2009, will include a
survey of local law enforcement regarding
how recent and anticipated budget cuts may
affect service delivery in the region and is
scheduled for release this summer.
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Appendix Table 1
NUMBER OF CRINVIES BY OFFENSE
San Diego Region, 2004, 2007, and 2008

‘Change

2004 - - 2007 . 20042008 - 2007-2008.

Homicide 128 106 90 -30% -15%
Rape 797 704 845 6% 20%
Robbery 3,588 4,387 4,018 12% -8%
Aggravated Assault 9,367 8,467 7,920 -15% -6%
Violent Crime Total 13,880 13,664 12,873 7% -6%
Burglary 17,545 16,710 16,931 -3% 1%
Larceny Theft 55,669 48,679 47,390 -15% -3%
Motor Vehicle Theft 24,172 24,435 19,974 -17% -18%
Property Crime Total 97,386 89,824 84,295 ~13% -6%
FBI INDEX 111,266 103,488 97,168 -13% 6%

SOURCE: SANDAG
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Appendix Table 2
FBI INDEX CRIME RATE PER 1,000 POPULATION BY JURISDICTION
San Diego Region, 2004, 2007, and 2008

120042008 2007-2008

Carlsbad 26.25 27.28 24.90 -5% -9%
Chula Vista 38.59 35.99 31.76 -18% -12%
Coronado . 26.29 24,47 26.45 1% 8%
El Cajon 49.19 45.69 39.65 -19% -13%
Escondido 45.12 35.14 33.12 -27% -6%
La Mesa 43.07 43.87 40.25 1% -8%
National City 58.11 42.41 43.58 -25% 3%
Cceanside 41.29 311 27.85 -33% -10%
San Diego 40.32 38.33 34.72 -14% 9%
Sheriff - Totaf 26.55 22.71 22.51 ~15% 1%
Del Mar 46.22 51.61 40.83 ~12% -21%
Encinitas 22.43 20,59 18.23 -19% -11%
Imperial Beach 39,03 30.77 32.91 -16% 7%
Lemon Grove 42.36 29.45 32.06 -24% 9%
Poway 18.28 16.77 19.00 4% 13%
San Marcos 26.10 24,49 22.02 - -16% -10%
Santee 25.83 23.32 23.65 -8% 1%
Solana Beach 27.62 2212 26.07 -6% 18%
Vista 35.74 28.14 31.75 -11% 13%
Unincorporated 23.46 20.32 19.26 -18% -5%
4S Ranch nfa nfa 9.48 - -~
Alpine 25.28 23.67 21.72 -14% -8%
Fallbrook 26.16 23.88 18.84 -28% 21%
Lakeside 26.80 21.50 20.90 -22% -3%
Ramona 15.18 12.75 15,24 <1% 20%
Spring Valley 28.98 26.27 26,57 -12% -3%
Valley Center 26.03 25,73 22.66 -13% -12%
TOTAL 36.93 33.38 30.88 -16% 7%

NOTES: The FBI Crime Index includes homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assaulft, burglary, larceny. and motor vehicle theft.
"Sheriff-Total" includes the contract cities and the unincorporated area served by the San Diego County Sheriff's
Department, as well as crimes reported in the Sheriff's new "other” category that includes the Sheriff's detention facilities,
courts staffed by the Sheriff, and crimes reported to the Sheriff that were determined to have occured in a city not served
by the Sheriff, or a location for which jurisdiction could not be determined. Camp Pendleton is not included.
"Unincorporated” includes 45 Ranch (2008), Alpine, Fallbrook, Lakeside, Ramona, Spring Valley. and Valley Center, as wef! as
the uriincorporated areas for which crime data are not individually shown (Campo, Julian, Pine Valley, Ranchita, and the
unincorporated areas of Fncinitas, Imperial Beach, Lemon Grove, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, and Vista). Unincorporated
statistics have also been updated to exclude crimes now categorized in the Sheriff's “other” category. Percent changes are
based on computed crime rates rounded to the precision level of two decimal places. Poptifations used to compute crime
rates reflect the most current California Department of Finance. estimates.

SOURCES: California Department of Finance; SANDAG Estimates August 2008
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Appendix Table 3
VIOLENT CRIME RATE PER 1,000 POPULATION BY JURISDICTION
San Diego Region, 2004, 2007, and 2008

2004 2007 . 2008  :2004-2008  2007-2008

Carlsbad 2.91 3.14 2.19 -25% -30%
Chula Vista 4,02 4.04 3.60 -10% -11%
Coronado 1.54 1,13 1.21 - -
El Cajon 5.58 5.08 5.39 -3% 6%
Escondido 4.82 4.63 3.95 -18% -15%
La Mesa 3.57 4.18 4,22 18% 1%
National City 7.52 6.93 7.93 5% 14%
Oceanside 5.92 5.15 4,52 -24% -12%
San Diego 5.23 4.80 4,52 -14% 6%
Sheriff - Total ' 3.63 3.82 3.47 4% 9%
Del Mar 2.86 3.95 3.06 - -~
Encinitas 2.40 2.51 2.05 -15% ~18%
Imperial Beach 6.83 5.66 6.45 -6% 14%
Lemon Grove 6.64 6.24 5.97 -10% -4%
Poway . 1.48 2.01 1.86 25% -1%
San Marcos 3.74 3.59 2.57 -31% -28%
Santee 3.05 2.66 2.84 -71% 6%
Solana Beach 2.69 1.94 3.33 - -
Vista 4.95 5.53 5.36 8% -3%
Unincorporated 3.05 3.39 2.90 5% -14%
4S Ranch n/a n/fa 0.54 -- -
Alpine 3.41 3.24 3.06 -10% -6%
Fallbrook 2.28 3.7 2.28 <-1% -39%
Lakeside 2.84 4.32 3.77 33% -13%
Ramona 2.15 3.14 2.46 14% -22%
Spring Valley - 547 4.85 4.53 -17% 1%
Valley Center 4.18 5.27 4.53 8% -14%
TOTAL 4.61 4.41 4.09 =-11% 7%

NOTES: FB! Index violent crimes include homicide, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. “Sheriff-Total” iricludes the
contract cities and the unincorporated area served by the San Diego County Sheriff's Department, as well as crimes reported
in the Sheriff's new "other" category that includes the Sheriff's detention facilities, courts staffed by the Sheriff, and crimes
reported to the Sheriff that were determined to have occurred i1 a ¢ity not served by the Sheriff, or a location for which
Jurisdiction could not be determined. Gamp Pendieton is not included, "Unincorporated” includes 45 Ranch (2008), Alpine,
Fallbrook, Lakeside, Ramona, Spring Vallay, and Valley Center, as well as the unincorporated areas for which crime data are
not indjvidually shown (Campo, Julian, Pine Valiey, Ranchita, and the unincorporated areas of Encinitas, Imperial Beach,
Lemon Grove, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, and Vista). Unincorporated statistics have also been updated to exclude crimes
now categorized in the Sheriff's “other” category. Percent changes are based on computed crime rates rounded to the
precision level of two decimal places. Percent changes are not presented if either comparison number used to compute the
crime rate equals 30 or less. Populations used to compute crime rates reflect the most current California Department of
Finance estimates.

SOURCES: California Departinent of Finance; SANDAG Estimates August 2008
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Appendix Table 4
PROPERTY CRIME RATE PER 1,000 POPULATION BY JURISDICTION
San Diego Region, 2004, 2007, and 2008

Change

20042008 - 2007-2008

Carlsbad 23.33 24.14 22.71 -3% -6%
Chula Vista 34.57 31.94 28.16 -19% -12%
Coronado 24,75 23.34 25.24 2% 8%
El Cajon 43.61 40.61 34.26 -21% -16%
Escondido 40.30 30,51 29.17 -28% -4%
La Mesa 39.50 39.69 36.04 -9% 9%
National City 50,59 35.47 35.66 -30% 1%
Cceanside 35.37 25.96 23,33 -34% -10%
San Diego 35.09 33.52 30.19 -14% -10%
Sheriff - Total 22.92 18.88 19.03 -17% 1%
Del Mar 43.36 47,66 37.77 -13% 21%
Encinitas 20.03 18.07 16.17 -19% ~11%
Imperial Beach 32.20 25.10 26.45 -18% 5%
Lemon Grove 35,72 23.21 26.08 -27% 12%
Poway 16.80 14.77 17.14 2% 16%
San Marcos 22.36 20.90 19.45 -13% 1%
Santee 22.78 20.65 20.81 -9% 1%
Solana Beach 24,93 20.18 22.74 9% 13%
Vista 30.80 22.62 26.40 -14% 17%
Unincorporated 20.41 16.93 16.36 -20% -3%

45 Ranch n/a nfa 8.95 - -
Alpine 21.87 20.43 18.66 ~15% -9%
Fallbrook 23.87 20.18 16.56 -31% -18%
Lakeside 23.96 17.18 17.13 -29% <-1%
Ramona 13.03 9.61 12.78 -2% 33%
Spring Valley 23.51 21.42 21.04 -11% -2%
Valley Center 21.85 20.46 18.12 -17% “11%
TOTAL 32.32 28.97 26.79 =17% ~8%

NOTES: FBI Index property crimes include larceny, burglary, and motor vehicle theft. “Sheriff-Total" Includes the contract
citios and the unincorporated area served by the San Diego County Sheriff's Department, as welf as crimes reported in the
Sheriff’s new "other' category that includes the Sheriff's detention facilities, courts staffed by the Sheriff, and crimes
reported to the Sheriff that were determined to have oecurred in a city not served by the Sheriff, or a location for which
Jurisdiction could not be determined. Camp Pendfeton is not included. "Unincorporated™ includes 45 Ranch (2008), Alpine,
Fallbrook, Lakeside, Ramona, Spring Valley, and Valley Ceriter, as well as the unincorporated areas for which crime data are
not individually shown (Campo, Julian, Pine Valley, Ranchita, and the unincorporated areas of Encinitas, Imperial Beach,
Lemon Grove, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, and Vista). Unincorporated statistics have also been updated to exclude crimes
now cateqorized in the Sheriff's "other” category. Percent changes are based on computed crime rates rounded to the
precision level of two decimal places. Popufations used to compute crime rates reflect the most current Calffornia
Department of Finance estimates.

SOURCES: California Department of Finance; SANDAG Estimates August 2008
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Appendix Table 5
NUMBER OF FBI INDEX CRIMES BY JURISDICTION
San Diego Region, 2004, 2007, and 2008

' Chénge e

2002 2007 000 2008 '° 20042008  2007-2008

Carlsbad 2,433 2,766 2,585 6% 1%
Chula Vista 8,052 8,200 7,346 -9% -10%
Coronado 699 562 611 -13% 9%
El Cajon 4,804 4,446 3,883 -19% -13%
Escondido 6,331 4,986 4,749 -25% -5%
La Mesa 2412 2,469 2,281 -5% -8%
Naticnal City 3,256 2,593 2,667 -18% 3%
Oceanside 7,138 5,498 4,980 -30% 9%
San Diego 52,217 50,498 46,412 ~11% -8%
Sheriff - Total 22,076 19,471 19,583 -1% 1%
Del Mar 210 235 187 -11% -20%
Encinitas 1,401 1,303 1,164 -17% -11%
Imperial Beach 1,085 853 928 -14% 9%
Lemon Grove 1,084 750 821 -24% 9%
Poway 924 853 971 5% 14%
San Maicos 1,745 1,956 1,822 4% 1%
Santee 1,397 1,287 1,326 -5% 3%
Solana Beach 370 297 352 -5% 19%
Vista 3,361 2,674 3,041 -10% 14%
Unincorporated 10,140 8,983 8,643 -15% -4%
4S Ranch nfa 79 159 - -
Alpine 704 686 639 -9% -1%
Fallbrook 1,294 1,199 960 -26% -20%
Lakeside 1,417 1,145 1,130 -20% -1%
Ramona 536 455 552 3% 21%
Spring Valley 2,048 1,862 1,840 -10% -1%
Valley Center 548 576 515 -8% -11%
Other Sheriff 359 280 328 -9% 17%
California Highway Patrol 127 133 186 46% 40%
California State University San Marcos 52 66 65 25% -2%
San Diego State University 589 618 686 16% 11%
University of California San Diego 648 476 521 -20% 9%
San Diego Harbor Police 347 602 549 58% -9%
California State Parks 86 104 64 -26% -38%
TOTAL 111,266 103,488 97,168 =13% 6%

NOTES: The FBI Crime Index includes homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assaull, burglary, farceny, and motor vehicle theft.
"Sheriff-Total” includes the contract citfes and the unincorporated area served by the San Diego County Sheriff's Department, as
well as crimes reported in the Sheriff's new "other" category that includes the Sheriff's detention facilities, courts staffed by the
Sheriff, and crimes reported to the Sheriff that were determined to have occurred in a city not served by the Sheriff or a location
for which jurisdiction coutd not be determined. Camp Pendleton is not included. "Unincorporated” includes 48 Ranch (6 months
of 2007 and all of 2008), Alpine, Fallbrook, Lakeside, Ramona, Spring Valley, and Valley Center, as well as the unincorporated
areas for which crime data are not individually shown (Campo, Juffan, Fine Valley, Ranchita, and the unincorporated areas of
Encinitas, Imperial Beach, Lemon Grove, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, and Vista). Unincorporated statistics have also been updated
to exclude crimes now categorized in the Sheriff's "other” category.

SOURCE: SANDAG
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Appendix Table 6
NUMBER OF VIOLENT CRIMES BY JURISDICTION
San Diego Region, 2004, 2007, and 2008

',._2'0_0.4 w2007 '_ 2008 - 2004-2008 . 2007-2008 "

Carlsbad 270 318 227 ~16% -29%
Chula Vista 838 921 832 -1% -10%
Coronado 41 26 28 - -
El Cajon 545 494 528 -3% 7%
Escondido 676 657 567 -16% -14%
La Mesa 200 235 239 20% 2%
Nationa! City 421 424 485 15% 14%
Oceanside 1,023 910 808 -21% -11%
San Diego 6,774 6,331 6,047 -11% -4%
Sheriff - Total 3,022 3,279 3,022 0% -8%
Del Mar 13 18 14 - -
Encinitas 150 159 131 -13% -18%
Imperial Beach 190 157 182 -4% 16%
Lemon Grove 170 159 153 ~10% -4%
Poway 75 102 . 95 27% 1%
Sarr Marcos 250 2817 213 -15% -26%
Santee 1656 147 159 -4% 8%
Solana Beach 35 26 45 25% -
Vista 465 - 525 513 10% -2%
Unincorporated 1,317 1,498 1,303 -1% -13%
4S Ranch n/a 9 9 - -
Alpine 95 94 0 -5% -4%
Fallbrook 113 186 116 3% -38%
Lakeside 150 230 204 36% 1%
Ramona 76 112 89 17% -21%
Spring Valley 386 344 326 -16% -5%
Valley Center 88 118 103 17% -13%
Other Sheriff 191 201 214 12% 6%
California Highway Patrol 15 8 18 - -
California State University San Marcos 3 0 4 - -
San Diego State University 24 30 37 - -
University of California San Diego 6 5 6 - -
San Diego Harbor Police 17 21 22 - -
California State Parks 5 5 3 - . -
TOTAL 13,880 13,664 = 12,873 1% -6%

NOTES: FBI Index violent crimes include homicide, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. "Sheriff-Total” incitdes the contract
cities and the unincorporated area served by the San Diego County Sheriff's Department, as well as crimes reported in the
Sheriff's new "other” category that includes the Sheriff's detention facilities, courts staffed by the Sheriff, and crimes reported to
the Sheriff that were determined to have occurred in a city not served by the Sheriff or a location for which jurisdiction could
not be determined. Camp Pendleton is not included. "Unincorporated” includes 48 Ranch (6 moriths of 2007 and all of 2008),
Alpine, Fallbrook, Lakeside, Ramona, Spring Vailey, and Valley Ceniter, as well as the unincorporated areas for which crime data
are not individually shown (Campe, Julian, Pine Valley, Ranchita, and the unincorporated areas of Encinitas, Imperfal Beach,
Lemon Grove, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, and Vista). Unincorporated statfstics have also been updated to exclude crimes now
categarized in the Sheriff's "other” category. Percent changes are not presented if either comparison number equals 30 or fess.

SOURCE: SANDAG
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Appendix Table 7
NUMBER OF PROPERTY CRIMES BY JURISDICTION
San Diego Region, 2004, 2007, and 2008

2004 . .2007 . 2008~ 2004-2008 2007-2008

Carlsbad . 2,163 2,448 2,358 9% -4%
Chula Vista 7.214 7,279 6,514 -10% -11%
Coronado 658 536 583 -11% 9%
El Cajon 4,259 3,052 3,355 -21% -15%
Escondido 5,655 4,329 4,182 -26% -3%
La Mesa 2,212 2,234 2,042 -8% -9%
National City 2,834 2,189 2,182 -23% 1%
Oceanside 6,115 4,588 4,172 -32% -9%
San Diego 45,443 44,167 40,365 -11% -9%
Sheriff - Total 19,054 16,182 16,561 -13% 2%
Del Mar 197 217 173 -12% -20%
Encinitas 1,251 1,144 1,033 -17% -10%
Imperial Beach 895 696 746 -17% 7%
Lemon Grove 914 591 668 -27% 13%
Poway 849 751 876 3% . 17%
San Marcos 1,495 1,669 1,609 8% 4%
Santee 1,232 1,140 1.187 -6% 2%
Solana Beach 334 271 307 -8% 13%
Vista 2,896 2,149 2,528 -13% 18%
Unincorporated 8,823 7,485 7,340 -17% -2%
45 Ranch nla 70 150 - -
Alpine 609 592 549 -10% -1%
Fallbrook 1,181 1,013 844 -29% -17%
Lakeside 1,267 915 926 -27% 1%
Ramona 460 343 463 1% 35%
Spring Valley 1,660 1.518 1,514 -9% <-1%
Valley Center ) 460 458 412 -10% -10%
Other Sheriff 168 79 114 -32% 44%
California Highway Patrol 112 125 168 50% 34%
California State University San Marcos . 49 66 61 24% -8%
San Diego State University 565 588 649 15% 10%
University of California San Diego 642 471 516 -20% 9%
San Diego Harbor Police 330 581 527 60% -9%
California State Parks 81 99 61 -25% -38%
TOTAL 97,386 89,824 84,295 «13% -6%

NOTES: FBI Index property crimes include larceny, burgiary. and motor vehicle theft. “Sheriff-Total” includes the contract cities
and the unincorporated area served by the San Diego County Sheriff's Department, as well as crimes reported in the Sherfff's
new “other” category that includes the Sheriff's detention facilitics, courts staffed by the Sheriff. and crimes reported to the
Sheriff that were determined to have occurred in a city not served by the Sheriff or a location for which jurisdiction could not be
determined. Camp Pendieton is not included. "Unincorporated” includes 45 Ranch (6 months of 2007 and all of 2008), Alpine,
Faifbrook, Lakeside, Rarmona, Spring Valley, and Valley Center, as well as the unincorporated areas for which crime data are not
individually shown (Campo, Julian, Fine Valley, Ranchita, and the unincorporated areas of Encinitas, Imperial Beach, Lemon
Grove, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, and Vista), Unincorporated statistics have also been updated to exclude crimes now
categorized in the Sheriff's "other” category.

SOURCE: SANDAG
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Appendix Table 9
NUNMBER OF DOMESTIC VIOLENCE INCIDENTS BY JURISDICTION
San Diego Region, 2004, 2007, and 2008

2004 - T 2004-2008 7 2007-2008

Carlsbad 360 438 382 6% -13%
Chula Vista 1,818 1,818 1,613 1% -11%
Coronado 58 83 99 1% 19%
El Cajon 672 537 555 -17% 3%
Escondido 898 930 937 10% 6%
La Mesa 365 347 394 8% 14%
National City 624 351 366 -41% 4%
Oceanside 2,070 2,405 1,726 -17% -28%
San Diego 10,033 8,137 7,829 -22% -4%
Sheriff - Total 4,407 3,718 2,675 -39% -28%
Del Mar 14 9 9 - -
Enciritas 208 177 146 -30% -18%
Imperial Beach 297 170 168 -43% “1%
Lemon Grove 191 163 101 -47% -38%
Poway 204 145 121 -41% -17%
San Marcos 359 291 224 -38% -23%
Santee 322 275 174 -46% -37%
Solana Beach 34 28 20 - -
Vista 557 502 394 -29% -22%
Unincorporated 2,221 1,958 1,318 -41% -33%
TOTAL 21,351 18,874 16,759 “22% =11%

NOTES: “Sheriff-Total" includes the contract cities and the unincorporated area served by the San Diego County Sheriff's
Department. Camp Pendleton is not inciuded. "Unincorporated” incltides 4S5 Ranch (6 months of 2007 and all of 2008),
Alpirie, Faitbrook, Lakeside, Ramona, Spring Valiey, and Valley Center, as well as the unincorporated areas for which erime
data are not individually shown (Campo, Julian, Pine Valley, Ranchita, and the urincorporated areas of Encinitas, Imperial
Beach, Lemon Grove, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, and Vista), The individual unincorporated areas in the Sheriff's jurisdiction
are not required to report domestic violence to the State Department of Justice. Region total inciudes a relatively small
number of incidents reported by the San Diego Harbor Police, California Highway Patrol, California State Parks, California
State University San Marcos, 5an Diego State University, and University of Calfifornia San Diego. Percent changes are not
presented if either comparison number equals 30 or less.

SOURCE: SANDAG
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Appendix Table 15
VIOLENT CRIME CLEARANCE RATE BY JURISDICTION
San Diego Region, 2004, 2007, and 2008

: Difference’

‘2008 2004-2008 - 2007-2008

Carlsbad 69% 41% 49% -20% 8%
Chula Vista 34% 33% 35% 1% 2%
Coronado -~ - - - --
El Cajon 39% 45% 36% -3% -8%
Escondido 46% 49% 47% 1% 2%
La Mesa 68% 65% 58% -9% -1%
National City 28% 21% 22% -6% 1%
Oceanside 43% 43% 1% 2% 1%
San Diego 53% 48% 49% -3% 1%
Sheriff - Total 58% 47% 54% -5% 7%
Del Mar - - - - -
Encinitas 49% 41% 45% -4% 4%
Imperial Beach 58% 51% 52% -1% 1%
Lemon Grove 58% 49% 43% -15% -6%
Poway 45% 44% 63% 18% 19%
San Marcos 55% 37% 58% 3% 21%
Santee 69% 56% 64% -6% 8%
Solana Beach - - - - -~
Vista 56% 41% 56% -1% 14%
Unincorporated 68% 57% 63% -5% 5%
4S Ranch n/a - -- - --
Alpine 60% 48% 52% -8% 4%
Fallbrook 53% 41% 66% 13% 26%
Ramona 93% 61% 51% -43% -10%
Valiey Center 67% 52% 50% -17% 1%
TOTAL 51% 46% 47% 3% 2%

NOTES: "Sheriff-Total” inciudes the contract cities and the unincorporated area served by the San Diego County Sheriff's
Department. Camp Pendieton is not included. "Unincorporated™ includes 48 Ranch (6 months of 2007 and all of 2008),
Alpine, Fallbrook, Lakeside, Ramona, Spring Valley, and Valley Center, as well as the unincorporated areas for which crime
data are not individually shown (Campo, Jufian, Pine Valley, Ranchita, and the unincorporated areas of Encinitas, Imperial
Beach, Lemon Grove, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, and Vista), Clearance rates based on reported incidents or cases cleared
numbering 30 or less are not computed for this table.

SOURCE: SANDAG

32 Twenty-Five Years of Crime in the San Diego Region: 1984 through 2008




Appendix Table 16
PROPERTY CRIME CLEARANCE RATE BY JURISDICTION
San Diego Region, 2004, 2007, and 2008

Difference

2004 2008~ 2004:2008. 2007-2008

Carisbad 26% 10% 21% -5% 11%

Chula Vista 14% 15% 16% 2% 1%
Coronado 11% 12% 22% 10% 9%
El Cajon 15% 16% 16% 1% 0%
Escondido 13% 15% 16% 3% 1%
La Mesa 18% 17% 13% 5% -5%
National City 18% 10% 14% -4% 4%
Oceanside 13% 11% 12% -1% 1%
San Diego 10% 10% 11% 0% 1%
Sheriff - Total 14% 12% 13% 0% 1%
Del Mar -~ - - - -
Encinitas 15% 12% 12% -4% 0%
Imperial Beach 11% 10% 11% 0% 1%
Lemon Grove 22% 18% 20% 2% 2%
Poway 18% 14% 14% -5% 0%
San Marcos 18% 16% 21% 3% 5%
Santee 15% 14% 19% 4% 5%
Solana Beach - - - - -
Vista 14% 12% 13% -1%. 1%
Unincorporated 12% 11% 12% -1% 1%
45 Ranch n/a - - - -
Alpine 13% 9% 9% -4% 1%
Fallbrook 1M% 9% 12% 2% 3%
Ramona 20% 17% 16% -4% 1%
Valley Center 1M1% 13% 16% 4% 2%
TOTAL 13% 11% 13% 0% 1%

NOTES: "Sheriff-Total" inciudes the contract cities and the unincorporated area served by the San Diego Courty Sheriff's
Department. Camp Pendleton is not included. “Unincorporated” includes 45 Ranch (6 months of 2007 and all of 2008),
Alpine, Fallbrook, Lakeside, Ramona, Spring Valley, and Valley Certter, as well as the unincorporated areas for which crime
data are not individually shown {Campo, Julian, Pine Valley, Ranchita, and the unincorporated areas of Encinitas, imperial
Beach, Lemon Grove, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, and Vista). Clearance rates based on reported incidents or cases cleared
numbering 30 or less are not computed for this table.

SOURCE: SANDAG
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Appendix Table 17
DOLLAR VALUE OF PROPERTY STOLEN BY JURISDICTION
San Diego Region, 2004, 2007, and 2008

2007 2004-2008° 2007-2008

2004

2008 -

Carlsbad $4,898,601 $9,329,553 $6,806,737 39% -27%
Chula Vista 23,490,562 26,510,763 26,022,780 1% 2%
Coronado 1,243,404 1,290,186 1,195,438 4% -T%
El Cajon 11,897,051 12,981,609 11,568,795 -3% 1%
Escondido 12,453,424 8,870,575 9,580,399 -23% 8%
La Mesa 12,280,454 5,609,481 3,771,133 -69% -33%
National City . 7,167,043 7,379,198 7,974,320 1% 8%
Oceanside 10,404,715 9,031,000 . 1,860,690 -24% -13%
San Diego 112,325,318 132,900,129 122,403,091 9% -8%
Sheriff - Total 51,605,605 48,990,341 56,866,190 0% 186%
Del Mar 997,935 926,695 731,582 27% -21%
Encinitas 2,813,560 2,949,443 2,851,825 5% <1%
Imperial Beach 1,850,147 2,495,396 3,364,688 82% 35%
Lemon Grove 1,894,963 1,975,663 1,630,241 -14% -17%
Poway . 2,088,613 2,358,304 2,500,570 20% 6%
San Marcos 3,395,298 3,849,259 4,918,595 45% 28%
Santee 2,300,273 2,879,318 4,831,353 110% 68%
Solana Beach 1,045,086 1,026,521 1,039,949 <-1% 1%
Vista 6,538,814 5,017,407 5,234,854 -20% 4%
Unincorporated 28,680,916 25,512,335 29,661,533 3% 16%

48 Ranch nfa 113,801 2,073,069 - -
Alpine 2,059,404 1,627,260 2,009,602 -2% 23%
Fallbrook 3,148,786 2,325,075 1,987,458 -371% -15%
Ramona 1,069,615 1,124,762 2,090,144 97% 86%
Valley Center 1,569,641 1,656,217 1,492,089 -5% -10%
California Highway Patrol 410,608 376,019 1,011,224 146% 169%
California State University San Marcos 19,484 42,517 27,245 40% -36%
San Diego State University 684,664 1,157,684 1,236,584 81% 7%
University of California San Diego 613,386 616,482 570,645 -1% -1%
San Diego Harbor Police 743,201 1,163,004 1,494,007 101% 28%
California State Parks 116,514 173,824 239,974 106% 38%
TOTAL $250,355,134  $266,422,365 $258,629,252 3% -3%

NOTES: Dollar amoints are not adjusted for infiation and reflect the reported doffar values associated with stolen items
reported by individual jurisdictions. "“Sheriff-Total” includes the contract cities and the unincorporated area served by the
San Diego County Sheriff's Department. Camp Pendieton js not included, “Unincorporated” includes 45 Ranch (6 months of
2007 and all of 2008), Alpine, Fallbrook, Lakeside, Ramona, Spring Valley, and Valley Center, as weli as the unincosporated
areas for which crime data are not individually shown (Campo, Jufian, Pine Valley, Ranchita, and the unincorporated areas of
Encinitas, Imperial Beach, Lemon Grove, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, and Vista).

SOURCE: SANDAG
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Appendix Table 18
DOLLAR VALUE OF PROPERTY RECOVERED BY JURISDICTION
San Diego Region, 2004, 2007, and 2008

Chaﬁge S

2004 2008 :2004.2008_ 2007:2008

2007

Carlsbad $1,763,787 $1,847,860 $1,152,685 ‘ -35% -38%

Chula Vista 10,671,401 12,967,166 11,133,503 4% -14%
Coronado 279,693 396,581 179,653 -36% -56%
El Cajon 6,086,351 5,878,084 4,608,671 -24% -22%
Escondido 6,844,538 3,819,858 3,776,015 -45% -1%
La Mesa 2,148,688 2,914,458 1,810,979 -16% -38%
National City 3,921,863 3,610,678 3,631,295 -1% 1%
Oceanside 4,268,694 4,002,520 3,209,276 -25% -20%
San Diego 52,094,176 52,937,962 40,326,107 -23% -24%
Sheriff - Total 21,873,553 18,551,159 18,687,376 -15% 1%
Del Mar 288,063 386,687 189,035 -34% -51%
Encinitas 1,218,507 1,287,112 622,922 -49% -52%
Imperial Beach 985,961 1,093,726 1,169,131 19% 1%
Lemon Grove 1,073,563 1,050,067 558,257 -48% -471%
Poway 591,610 676,197 831,439 MN% 23%
San Marcos 1,811,411 1,433,312 1,408,776 -22% 2%
Santee 911,735 1,058,980 2,557,182 180% 141%
Solana Beach 257,568 353,340 147,434 -43% -58%
Vista 2,800,825 1,920,983 2,008,070 -28% 5%
Unincorporated 11,934,320 9,290,755 9,195,130 -23% -1%
4S Ranch n/a 50,728 127,699 - -
Alpine 683,332 550,459 754,486 10% 37%
Fallbrook 847,497 837,986 568,874 -33% -32%
Ramona 497,504 343,046 213,935 -57% -38%
Valley Center 744,970 681,336 554,593 -26% ~19%
California Highway Patrol 128,740 167,900 456,940 255% 172%
California State University San Marcos 3,265 1,002 2,30 -30% 130%
San Diego State University 131,440 570,510 186,684 42% -67%
University of California San Diego 139,427 132,411 93,384 -33% -29%
San Diego Harbor Police 19,861 66,228 588,938 2865% 789%
California State Parks 5,106 14,150 1,109 -18% -92%
TOTAL $110,380,583 $107,878,527 $89,844,916 -19% 17%

NOTES: Dollar amounts are not adjusted for inflation and reflect the reported dollar values associated with stolen items
reported by individual jurisdictions. "Sheriff-Total" includes the contract cities and the unincarporated area served by the
San Diego County Sheriff's Department. Carnp Pendleton is not included. “Unincorporated” includes 4S Ranch (6 months of
2007 and all of 2008), Alpine, Fallbrook, Lakeside, Ramona, Spring Valley, and Valley Center, as well as the uhincorporated
areas for which crime data are not individually shown (Campo, Julian, Pine Valley, Ranchita, and the unincorporated areas of
Encinitas, imperial Beach, Lemon Grove, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, and Vistaj.

SOURCE: SANDAG
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Appendix Table 19
PROPERTY RECOVERY RATE BY JURISDICTION
San Diego Region, 2004, 2007, and 2008

: . Difference

2004-2008 . 2007-2008

Carlsbad 36% 20% 17% -19% -3%
Chula Vista ' 45% 49% 43% -3% -6%
Coronado 22% 31% 15% -1% -16%
El Cajon 51% 45% 40% -11% -5%
Escondido 55% 43% 39% -16% -4%
La Mesa 17% 52% 48% 31% -4%
National City 55% 48% 46% -9% -3%
Oceanside 41% 44% 41% 0% -3%
San Diego 46% 40% 33% ~13% 7%
Sheriff - Total 42% 38% 33% -9% -5%
Del Mar : 29% 42% 26% -3% -16%
Encinitas 43% 44% 21% -22% -23%
Imperial Beach 53% 44% 35% -19% -9%
Lemon Grove 57% 53% 34% -22% -19%
Poway 28% 29% 33% 5% 5%
San Marcos 53% 37% 29% -24% -8%
Santee 40% 37% 53% 13% 16%
Solana Beach 25% 34% 14% -10% -20%
Vista 43% 38% 38% -4% 0%
Unincorporated 42% 36% 31% -11% -5%
45 Ranch nla . 45% 6% - -
Alpine 33% 34% 38% 4% 4%
Fallbrook 27% 36% 29% 2% -71%
Ramona 47% 30% 10% -31% -20%
Valley Center 47% 41% 37% -10% -4%
California Highway Patrol : 31% 45% 45% 14% 1%
California State University San Marcos 17% 2% 8% -8% 6%
San Diego State University 19% 49% 15% -4% -34%
University of California San Diego 23% 21% 16% -6% -5%
San Diege Harbor Police 3% 6% 39% 37% 34%
California State Parks 4% 8% 0% -4% -8%
TOTAL 44% 40% 35% -9% 5%

NOTES: “Sheriff-Total" inciudes the contract cities and the unincorporated area served by the San Diego County Sheriff's
Department. Camp Pendlfeton is not included. "Unincorporated” includes 45 Ranch (6 months of 2007 and alf of 2008),
Alpine, Fallbrook, Lakeside, Ramona, Spring Valley, and Valley Center, as well as the unincorporated areas for which crime
data are not individually shown (Campo, Julian, Pine Valley, Ranchita, and the unincorporated areas of Encinitas, imperial
Beach, Lemon Grove, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, and Vista).

SOURCE: SANDAG
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Appendix Table 20
POPULATION BY JURISDICTION
San Diego Region, 2004, 2007, and 2008

2004 2007 . ..2008 - 2004-2008 2007-2008

Carlsbad 92,695 101,398 103,811 12% 2%
Chula Vista 208,675 227,863 231,305 1% 2%
Coronado 26,591 22,968 23,101 -13% 1%
El Cajon 97,670 97,313 97,934 <1% 1%
Escondido 140,328 141,874 143,389 2% 1%
La Mesa 56,007 56,286 56,666 1% 1%
National City 56,018 61,146 61,194 9% <1%
QOceanside 172,866 176,755 178,806 3% 1%
San Diego 1,295,147 1,317,625 1,336,865 3% 1%
Sheriff - Total 831,490 857,445 870,112 5% 1%
Del Mar 4,543 4,553 4,580 1% 1%
Encinitas 62,463 63,298 63,864 2% 1%
Imperial Beach 27,799 27,726 28,200 1% 2%
Lemon Grove 25,590 25,467 25,611 <1% 1%
Poway 50,534 - 50,862 51,103 1% <1%
San Marcos 66,850 79,863 82,743 24% 4%
Santee 54,084 55,193 56,068 4% 2%
Solana Beach 13,396 13,427 13,500 1% 1%
Vista 94,030 95,020 95,770 2% 1%
Unincorporated 432,201 442,036 448,673 4% 2%
4S Ranch nfa 16,513 16,767 - 2%
Alpine 27,848 28,977 29,421 6% 2%
Fallbrook 49,471 50,200 50,965 3% 2%
Lakeside 52,872 53,247 54,055 2% 2%
Ramona 35,300 35,685 36,223 3% 2%
Spring Valley 70,598 70,868 71,949 2% 2%
Valley Center 21,053 22,388 22,732 8% 2%
Camp Pendleton 35,527 39,459 43,091 21% 9%
TOTAL 3,013,014 3,100,132 3,146,274 4% 1%
Occupied Households 1,048,197 1,081,234 1,089,451 4% 1%
Registered Vehicles 2,202,352 2,353,063 2,343,062 6% <-1%
Female Population 1,508,367 1,656,919 1,577,542 5% 1%

NOTES:  Population figures are based on ctrrent California Department of Finance estimates. "Sheriff-Total” includes .
contract cities and the unincorporated area served by the San Diego County Sheriff's Departrment. Camp Pendleton is not
included.  "Unincorporated” includes 4S Ranch (2007 and 2008), Alpine, Fallbrook, Lakeside, Ramona, Spring Vafley. and
Valtey Center, as well as the unincorporated areas not shown (Campo, Julian, Pine Valley, Ranchita, and the unincorporated
areas of Encinitas, Imperial Beach, Lemon Grove, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, and Vista).

SOURCES: California Department of Finance; SANDAG Estimates August 2008
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INTRODUCTION

The Department of Justice (DOJ), Bureau of Criminal Information and Analysis (BCIA),
Criminal Justice Statistics Center (CIJSC) collects, analyzes, and develops statistical reports and
information which provide valid measures of crime and the criminal justice process in California,
as required by the Penal Code Sections outlined in this publication, DOJS Data Collection and
Reporting Responsibility. The goal of the CJSC is to provide accurate, complete, and timely
criminal statistical information to the public, local government, criminal justice administrators and
planners, the legislature, the Attorney General, the Governor, state agencies, federal agencies, and
criminal justice researchers through a variety of publications and setvices. To provide these
services and publications, the CJSC collects and compiles data from more than 1,000 city, county,
and state criminal justice agencies in California.

This document provides general guidelines to law enforcement agencies, District
Attorneys, Public Defenders, and Probation Departments regarding their requirements to report to
the CISC. For each reporting requirement thete is a brief description of what data are collected
(introduction), which agencies are required to report the data (who), the statutory code section(s)
that require reporting (why), the due date of the report (when), and the form or alternative method
required to be used to report the data (how).

For any additional information or clarification, please write or call the Criminal Justice
Statistics Center, They can be reached by telephone, FAX, or e-mail:

California Department of Justice

California Justice Information Services Division
Bureau of Criminal Information and Analysis
Criminal Justice Statistics Center
P.O. Box 903427
Sacramento, CA 94203-4270

Telephone: (916) 227-3594
Fax: (916)227-0427
E-mail: doj.cjsc@doj.ca.gov
Internet: http://oag.ca.gov/



DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE'’S
DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING RESPONSIBILITY

PC 13010

It shall be the duty of the department:

(8) To collect data necessary for the work of the department from all persons and agencies
mentioned in Section 13020 and from any other appropriate source.

(b) To prepare and distribute to all those persons and agencies,
cards, forms, or electronic means used in reporting data to the department. The cards, forms, or
electronic means may, in addition to other items, include items of information needed by federal
bureaus or departments engaged in the development of national and uniform criminal statistics.

(c) To recommend the form and content of records which must be kept by those persons
and agencies in order to ensure the correct reporting of data to the department.

(d) To instruct those persons and agencies in the installation, maintenance, and use of
those records and in the reporting of data therefrom to the department. '

(e) To process, tabulate, analyze and interpret the data collected from those persons and
agencies. ' '

(f) To supply, at their request, to federal bureaus or departments engaged in the collection
of national criminal statistics data they need from this state.

(g) To present to the Governor, on or before July 1st, an annual report containing the
criminal statistics of the preceding calendar year and to present at other times as the Attorney
General may approve reports on special aspects of criminal statistics. A sufficient number of
copies of all reports shall be prepared to enable the Attorney General to send a copy to all public
officials in the state dealing with criminals and to distribute them generally in channels where they
will add to the public enlightenment.

(h) To periodically review the requirements of units of government using ctiminal justice
statistics, and to make recommendations for changes it deems necessary in the design of criminal
justice statistics systems, including new techniques of collection and processing made possible by
automation.

PC 13010.5

The department shall collect data pertaining to the juvenile justice system for criminal history and
statistical purposes. This information shall serve to assist the department in complying with the
reporting requirement of subdivisions (¢) and (d) of Section 13012, measuring the extent of
juvenile delinquency, determining the need for and effectiveness of relevant legislation, and
identifying long-term trends in juvenile delinquency. Any data collected pursuant to this section
may include criminal history information which may be used by the department to comply with the
requirements of Section 602.5 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.




PC 13012

The annual report of the department provided for in Section 13010 ghall contain statistics showing
all of the following:

(a) The amount and the types of offenses known to the public authorities,

(b) The personal and social characteristics of criminals and delinquents,

(¢) The administrative actions taken by law enforcement, judicial, penal, and correctional
agencies or institutions, including those in the juvenile justice system, in dealing with criminals or
delinquents.

(d) The administrative actions taken by law enforcement, prosecutorial, judicial, penal,
and correctional agencies, including those in the juvenile justice system, in dealing with minors
who are the subject of a petition or hearing in the juvenile court to transfer their case to the
Jjurisdiction of an adult criminal court or whose cases are directly filed or otherwise initiated in an
adult criminal court.

(¢) The number of citizens' complaints received by law enforcement agencies under
Section 832.5. These statistics shall indicate the total number of these complaints, the number
alleging criminal conduct of either a felony or misdemeanor, and the number sustained in each
category. The report shall not contain a reference to any individual agency but shall be by gross
numbets only.

It shall be the duty of the department to give adequate interpretation of the statistics and so
to present the information that it may be of value in guiding the policies of the Legislature and of
those in charge of the apprehension, prosecution, and treatment of the criminals and delinquents,
ot concerned with the prevention of crime and delinquency. The report shall also include
statistics which are comparable with national uniform eriminal statistics published by federal
bureaus or departments heretofore mentioned.

PC 13012.5

(a) The annual report published by the department under Section 13010 shall, in regard to the
contents required by subdivision (d} of Section 13012, include the following statewide
information:

(1) The annual number of fitness hearings held in the juvenile courts under Section 707 of
the Welfare and Institutions Code, and the outcomes of those hearings including orders to remand
to adult criminal court, cross-referenced with information about the age, gender, ethnicity, and
offense of the minors whose cases are the subject of those fitness hearings.

(2) The annual number of minors whose cases are filed directly in adult ¢riminal court
under Sections 602.5 and 707 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, cross-referenced with
information about the age, gender, ethnicity, and offense of the minors whose cases are filed
directly to the adult criminal court.

(3) The outcomes of cases involving minors who are prosecuted in adult criminal courts,
regardless of how adult court jurisdiction was initiated, including whether the minor was acquitted
or convicted, or whether the case was dismissed and returned to juvenile court, including
sentencing outcomes, cross-referenced with the age, gender, ethnicity, and offense of the minors
subject to these court actions.



(b) The department's annual report published under Section 13010 shall include the information
described in subdivision (d) of Section 13012, as further delineated by this section, beginning with
the report due on July 1, 2003, for the preceding calendar year,
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ADULT PROBATION

Introduction

Data regarding adult probation are to be reported to the DOJ to provide a statistical profile of the
probation function for superior and lower courts by county, type of placement, reasons for removal
from probation, and the number of persons in supervision caseloads. These data are published
annually in Crime in California and the Criminal Justice Profile seties.

Wheo
Probation Departments

Why

PC 13020. It shall be the duty of every city marshal, chief of police, railroad and steamship
police, sheriff, coroner, district attorney, city attorney and city prosecutor having criminal
Jurisdiciion, probation officer, county board of parole commissioners, work furlough
administrator, the Department of Justice, Health and Welfare Agency, Department of Corrections,
Department of Youth Authority, Youthful Offender Parole Board, Board of Prison Terms, Siate
Department of Health, Department of Benefit Payments, State Fire Marshal, Liguor Control
Administrator, constituent agencies of the State Department of Investment, and every other person
or agency dealing with crimes or criminals or with delinguency or delinguents, when requested by
the Attorney General:

(@) To install and maintain records needed for the correct reporting of statistical data
required by him or her. .

{b) To report statistical data to the department at those times and in the manner that the
Attorney General prescribes.

(c) To give to the Attorney General, or his or her accredited agent, access to statistical
data for the purpose of carrying out this title.

When
Reports are due monthly, by the 10™ working day of the month.
How

Reporting is accomplished manually by submitting form BCIA 726.




ANTI-REPRODUCTIVE-RIGHTS CRIMES (ARRC)

Introduction

Anti-Reproductive-Rights Crimes data are to be reported to the DOJ to provide information on
crimes that are committed against reproductive health services providers, clients, assistants, or the
facilities where these services are provided or at a place of worship because of the church’s beliefs
regarding reproductive rights. The data include the location of the ctime, victim type
(individual/property), race/ethnicity, gender of victims and suspects, weapon involved, and
property loss or damage. These data are published annually in Anti-Reproductive-Rights Crimes
in California.

Who

Sheriff Departments, Police Departments, and other state and local agencies with peace officer
powers.

Why

PC 13777 (a). .. .the Attorney General shall do each of the following:

(1) Collect and analyze information relating fo anti-reproductive-rights crimes,
including, but not limited to, the threatened commission of these crimes and persons suspected of
committing these crimes or making these threats.

(2) Direct local law enforcement agencies to report io the Department of Justice, in a
manner that the Attorney General prescribes, any information that may be required relative to
anti-reproductive-rights crimes. . . .

When
Reports are due monthly, by the 10™ working day of the month.
How

Reporting may be accomplished electronically via the Electronic-Crime and Arrest Reporting
System (E-CARS) Plus, or manually by submitting forms BCIA 8370 and 8371.




ARRESTS

Introduction

Arrest information is reported to the DOJ and is maintained in the Monthly Artest and Citation
Register database. This database contains information on felony and misdemeanor level arrests
for adults and juveniles. Data elements include name, race/ethnicity, date of birth, sex, date of
arrest, offense level, offense type, status of the offense, and law enforcement disposition. This
information is used annually in publishing Crime in California, Homicide in California, and the
Criminal Justice Profile series. Age, sex, race/ethnicity, and offense information is forwarded to
the FBI for publication in Crime in the United States.

Who

Sheriff Departments, Police Departments, and other state and local agencies with peace officer
powers.

Why

PC 13020. It shall be the duty of every city marshal, chief of police, railroad and steamship
police, sheriff, coroner, district attorney, city attorney and city prosecutor having criminal
Jurisdiction, probation officer, county board of parole commissioners, work furlough
administrator, the Depariment of Justice, Health and Welfare Agency, Depariment of Corrections,
Department of Youth Authority, Youthful Offender Parole Board, Board of Prison Terms, State
Department of Health, Department of Benefit Payments, State Fire Marshal, Liquor Control
Administrator, constituent agencies of the State Department of Investment, and every other person
or agency dealing with crimes or criminals or with delinquency or delinquents, when requesied by
the Attorney General:

(@) To install and mainiain records needed for the correct reporting of statistical data
required by him or her.

(b) To report statistical data to the department at those times and in the manner that the
Attorney General prescribes.

(c) To give to the Atiorney General, or his or her accredited agent, access to statistical
data for the purpose of carrying out this title,

PC 13021. Local law enforcement agencies shall report to the Department of Justice such
information as the Attorney General may by regulation require relative io misdemeanor violations
of Chapter 7.3 (commencing with Section 311) of Title 9 of Part I of this code.

When
Reports are due monthly, by the 10™ working day of the month.



How
Reporting may be accomplished electronically via the Electronic-Crime and Arrest Reporting
System (E-CARS) Plus, via FTP, CD-ROM, or manually, by submitting form JUS 750,



ARSON

Introduction

Arson data are to be reported to the DOJ to provide information on the type of arson, the number of
actual offenses, the number of clearances, and the estimated dollar value of property damaged.
These data are published annually in Crime in California and the Criminal Justice Profile series.

Who

Sheriff Departments, Police Departments, and other state and local agencies with peace officer
powers.

Why

PC 13020, It shall be the duty of every city marshal, chief of police, railroad and steamship
police, sheriff, coroner, district attorney, city attorney and city prosecutor having criminal
Jurisdiction, probation officer, county board of parole commissioners, work furlough
administrator, the Department of Justice, Health and Welfare Agency, Department of Corrections,
Depariment of Youth Authority, Youthful Offender Parole Board, Board of Prison Terms, State
Department of Health, Department of Benefit Paymenis, State Fire Marshal, Liquor Control
Administrator, constituent agencies of the State Department of Investment, and every other person
or agency dealing with crimes or criminals or with delinguency or delinguents, when requested by
the Attorney General:

(@) To install and maintain records needed for the correct reporting of statistical data
required by him or her.

(b) To report statistical data to the depariment at those times and in the manner that the
Attorney General prescribes.

{c) To giveio the Atiorney General, or his or her accredited agent, access to statistical
data for the purpose of carrying out this title.

When
Reports are due monthly, by the 10% working day of the month.
How

Reporting may be accomplished electronically via the Electronic-Crime and Arrest Reporting
System (E-CARS) Plus, or manually by submitting form FBI 1-723.
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CITIZENS’ COMPLAINTS AGAINST PEACE OFFICERS SURVEY

Intreduction

Agencies are to report to the DOJ statewide summary information on the number of non-criminal
and criminal (misdemeanor and felony) complaints reported by citizens against law enforcement
personnel and the number of complaints that were sustained. ' Data are published annually in
Crime in California.

Who

Sheriff Departments, Police Departments, District Attorneys, Probation Departments, and other
state and local agencies with peace officer powers.

Why

PC 13012, The annual report of the department provided for in Section 13010 shall contain
statistics showing all of the following:

(e) The number of citizens’ complaints received by law enforcement agencies under
- Section 832.5.  These statistics shall indicate the total number of these complaints, the number
alleging criminal conduct of either a felony or misdemeanor, and the number sustained in each
category. The report shall not contain a reference to any individual agency but shall be by gross
numbers only.

When
Annually - the third week of December.
How

Reporting is accomplished manually by submitting form BCIA 724,
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CRIMES AND CLEARANCES

Introduction

Crimes and clearances information is to be reported to the DOJ to provide statistical data on the
offenses of criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, assault, burglary, larceny-theft, and motor
vehicle theft. The data are to include the number of actual offenses as well as the number of
clearances. Supplemental data are also collected on the nature of crime and the value of property
stolen and recovered. Data are published annually in Crime in California and the Criminal
Justice Profile Series. This information is also forwarded to the FBI for publication in Crime in
the United States.

Who

Sheriff Departments, Police Departments, and other state and local agencies with peace officer
powers.

Why

PC 13020, It shall be the duty of every city marshal, chief of police, railroad and steamship
police, sheriff, coroner, district attorney, city attorney and city prosecutor having criminal
Jurisdiction, probation officer, county board of parole commissioners, work furlough
administrator, the Department of Justice, Health and Welfore Agency, Department of Corrections,
Depariment of Youth Authority, Youthfil Offender Parole Board, Board of Prison Terms, State
Department of Health, Department of Benefit Payments, State Fire Marshal, Liquor Control
Administrator, constituent agencies of the State Department of Investment, and every other person
or agency dealing with crimes or criminals or with delinguency or delinguenis, when requested by
the Attorney General:

(a) To install and maintain records needed for the correct reporting of statistical data
required by him or her.

(b) To report statistical data to the department at those times and in the manner that the
Attorney General prescribes. .

(c) To give to the Attorney General, or his or her accredited agent, access io siatistical
daia for the purpose of carrying out this iitle.

When
Reports are due monthly, by the 10% working day of the month,

How

Reporting may be accomplished electronically via the Electronic-Crime and Arrest Reporting
System (E-CARS) Plus, or manually by submitting form FBI 1-720 (Return A} and JUS 729,
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DEATH IN CUSTODY

Introduction

Information on persons who die while in the custody of a local or state law enforcement agency is
to be reported to the DOJ to provide descriptive statistical information on the circumstances
relating to the death. In addition to an agency's initial report of an inmate death, an annual survey
will be conducted to verify the total number of inmate deaths per agency per calendar year,

Who

Sheriff Departments, Police Departments, Probation Departments, and other state and local
agencies with peace officer powers.

Why

GC 12525 In any case in which a person dies while in the custody of any law enforcement
agency or while in custody in a local or state correctional facility in this state, the law enforcement
agency or the agency in charge of the correctional facility shall report in writing to the Attorney
General, within 10 days after the death, all facts in the possession of the law enforcement agency
or agency in charge of the correctional facility concerning the death. These writings are public
records within the meaning of subdivision (d) of Section 6252 of the California Public Records Act
(Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 6250) of Division 7 of Title 1), are open to public
inspection pursuant to Sections 6253, 6256, 6257, and 6258. Nothing in this section shall permit
the disclosure of confidential medical information that may have been submitted to the Aitorney
General s office in conjunction with the report except as provided in Part 2.6 (commencing with
Section 56) of Division 1 of the Civil Code.

When

Reports are due within 10 days of the date of death. The annual survey will be conducted the first
week of February.

How

Reporting an “in custody” death is accomplished manually by submitting form BCIA 713.
Reporting for the annual survey is accomplished manually by submitting form BCIA 8299.
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DOMESTIC VIOLENCE -RELATED CALLS FOR ASSISTANCE

Introduction

Domestic violence information is to be reported to the DOJ to provide monthly summary statistical
data on the number of domestic violence-related calls received, number of cases involving
weapons, and the type of weapon used during the incident. This information is published
annually in Crime in California and the Criminal Justice Profile series.

Who

Sheriff Departments, Police Departments, and other state and local agencies with peace officer
powers.

Why

PC 13730 (a). Each law enforcement agency shall develop a system, by January 1, 1986, for
recording all domestic violence-related calls for assistance made 1o the department including
whether weapons are involved. All domestic violence-related calls for assistance shall be
supported with a written incident report, as described in subdivision (c), identifying the domestic
violence incident. Monthly, the total number of domestic violence calls received and the numbers
of those cases involving weapons shall be compiled by each law enforcement agency and
submitted 1o the Attorney General. . . .

(c) Eachlaw enforcement agency shall develop an incident report form that includes a
domestic violence identification code by Jamuary 1, 1986. In all incidents of domestic violence, a
report shall be written and shall be identified on the face of the report as a domestic violence
incident. The report shall include at least all of the following:

(1) A notation of whether the officer or officers who responded to the domesiic
violence call observed any signs that the alleged abuser was under the influence of alcohol or a
controlled substance.
(2) A notation of whether the officer or officers who responded to the domestic
violence call determined if any law enforcement agency had previously responded to a domestic
violence call at the same address involving the same alleged abuser or victim.

When

Reports are due monthly, by the 10 working day of the month.

How

Reporting may be accomplished electronically via the Electronic-Crime and Arrest Reporting
System (E-CARS) Plus, or manually by submitting form BCIA 715.
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HATE CRIME PROSECUTION SURVEY

Introduction

Hate crime data are (o be reported to the DOJ to provide information regarding criminal acts to
cause physical injury, emotional suffering, or property damage where there is a reasonable cause
to believe that the crime was motivated by the victim's race, ethnicity, religion, gender, sexual

orientation, or physical or mental disability. These data are published annually in Hate Crime in
California,

Who

District Attorneys

Why -

PC 13023 (a). Subject to the availability of adequate funding, the Atiorney General shall direct

local law enforcement agencies lo report to the Department of Justice, in a manner to be

prescribed by the Atiorney General, any information that may be required relative to hate crimes.
(B). On or before July 1 of each year, the Department of Justice shall submit a report to the

Legisiature analyzing the results of the information obtained from local law enforcement agencies

pursuant fo this section.

When

Annually - the first week in February.

How

Reporting is accomplished manually by submitting form BCIA 5.
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HATE CRIMES

Introduction

Hate Crime data are to be reported to the DOJ to provide information on the location of crime, type
of bias-motivation, victim type (individual/property), number of victims/suspects, and
victim’s/suspect’s race. This information is published in Hate Crime in California, an annual
report to the California Legislature, and provided to the FBI for publication in Crime in the United
States.

Who

Sheriff Departments, Police Departments, and other state and local agencies with peace officer
poOwers. .

Why

PC 13023 (a). Subject to the availability of adequate funding, the Attorney General shall direct
lacal law enforcement agencies to report to the Department of Justice, in a manner to be
prescribed by the Attorney General, any information that may be required relative to hate crimes.

(b). On or before July 1 of each year, the Departmeni of Justice shall submit a report to the
Legislature analyzing the resulls of the information obtained from local law enforcement agencies
pursuant to this section.

When
Reports are due monthly, by the 10% working day of the month.

How

Reporting may be accomplished electronically via the Hate Crime Analysis, Tracking &
Evaluation (HATE) System, or manually by submitting forms BCTA 7 and BCIA 8373.
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HOMICIDE

Intreduction

Homicide data are to be reported to the DOJ to provide information on the number of homicides,
the victim/offender relationship, the day and month of the homicide, location, type of weapon
used, and precipitating event. Homicide data are published annually in Homicide in Caljfornia,
Crime in California, and the Criminal Justice Profile series. Data are also reported to the FBI for
publication in Crime in the United States.

Who

Sheriff Departments, Police Departments, and other state and local agencies with peace officer
powers. :

Why

PC 13014 (b). Every state or local governmental entity responsible for the investigation and
prosecution of a homicide case shall provide the department with demographic information about
the victim and the person or persons charged with the crime, including age, gender, race, and
ethnic background,

PC 13022, Each sheriff and chief of police shall annually furnish the Department of Justice, in
the manner prescribed by the Aitorney General, a report of all justifiable homicides committed in

his or her jurisdiction. In cases where both a sheriff and chief of police would be required to
report a justifiable homicide under this section, only the chief of police shall report the homicide.

When

Reports are due monthly, by the 10% working day of the month.

o .

Reporting may be accomplished electronically via the Electronic-Crime and Arrest Reporting

System (E-CARS) Plus, ot manually by submitting form BCIA 15 along with FBI 1-720 (Retutn
A).
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JUVENILE COURT AND PROBATION STATISTICAL SYSTEM
(JCPSS)

Introduction

Juvenile justice data are to be reported to the DOJ to provide information on the administration of
juvenile justice in California. Information is collected on a juvenile’s progress through the
Juvenile justice system from probation intake to final case disposition. These data are published
annually in Juvenile Justice in California.

Who

Probation Departments

Why

PC 13020, It shall be the duty of every city marshal, chief of police, railroad and steamship
police, sheriff, coroner, district attorney, city attorney and city prosecutor having criminal
Jurisdiction, probation officer, county board of parole commissioners, work furlough
administrator, the Department of Justice, Health and Welfare Agency, Department of Corrections,
Department of Youth Authority, Youthful Offender Parole Board, Board of Prison Terms, State
Department of Health, Department of Benefit Payments, State Fire Marshal, Liguor Control
Administrator, constituent agencies of the State Department of Investment, and every other person
or agency dealing with crimes or criminals or with delinguency or delinguents, when requested by
the Attorney General:

(a) To install and maintain records needed for ihe correct reporting of statistical data
required by him or her.

(b) To report statistical data to the department at ihose times and in the manner that the
Attorney General prescribes.

(c) To give to the Attorney General, or his or her accredited agent, access to statistical
data for the purpose of carrying out this title.

Wi1285. Al probation officers shall make periodic reports to the Attorney General at those times
and in the manner prescribed by the Attorney General, provided that no names or social security
numbers shall be transmitted regarding any proceeding under Section 300 or 601.

When

Reports are due monthly, by the 10™ working day of the month.

How

Reporting is accomplished electronically via the Juvenile Court and Probation Statistical System
(ICPSS).
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LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE PERSONNEL
SURVEY

Introduction

Agencies are to report to the DOJ the number of full time, sworn, and non-sworn male and female
law enforcement personnel employed by law enforcement agencies, District Attorneys, Public
Defenders, or Probation Departments. Data are published annually in Crime in California and the
Criminal Justice Profile series. Data are also provided to the FBI for publication in Crime in the
United States.

Who

Sheriff Departments, Police Departments, District Attorneys, Public Defenders, Probation
Departments, and other state and local agencies with peace officer powers.

Why

PC 13020. It shall be the duty of every city marshal, chief of police, railroad and steamship
police, sheriff, coroner, district attorney, city attorney and cily prosecuior having criminal
Jurisdiction, probation officer, county board of parole commissioners, work furlough
administrator, the Department of Justice, Health and Welfare Agency, Department of Corrections,
Department of Youth Authority, Youthful Offender Parole Board, Board of Prison Terms, State
Department of Health, Department of Benefit Payments, State Fire Marshal, Liquor Control
Administrator, constituent agencies of the State Department of Investment, and every other person
or agency dealing with crimes or criminals or with delinquency or delinquents, when requested by

the Attorney General:
(a) To install and maintain records needed for the correct reporting of statistical data

requtired by him or her.
(b) To report statistical data to the department af those times and in the manner that the

Attorney General prescribes.
(c) To give to the Aitorney General, or his or her accredited agent, access to siatistical
data for the purpose of carrying out this title.
When
Annually - varies by the type of agency

How

Reporting is accomplished manually by submitting form JUS 02, BCIA 700, BCIA 701, and BCIA
703.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS KILLED OR ASSAULTED

Introduction

Data on peace officers who were killed or assaulted in the line of duty are to be reported to the DOJ
to provide information on the type of criminal activity, type of weapon used, type of assignment,
time of assault, number with or without personal injury, police assaults cleared, and officers killed
by felonious act or by accident or negligence. This information is published annually in
Homicide in California.

Who

Sheriff Departments, Police Departments, and other state and local agencies with peace officer
powers.

Why

PC 13020. It shall be the duty of every city marshal, chief of police, railroad and steamship
police, sheriff, coroner, district attorney, city attorney and city prosecutor having criminal
Jurisdiction, probation officer, county board of parole commissioners, work furlough
administrator, the Department of Justice, Health and Welfare Agency, Department of Corrections,
Department of Youth Authority, Youthful Offender Parole Board, Board of Prison Terms, State
Depariment of Health, Department of Benefit Payments, State Fire Marshal, Liquor Control
Administrator, constituent agencies of the State Department of Investment, and every other person
or agency dealing with crimes or criminals or with delinguency or delinguents, when requested by
the Attorney General:

(@) To install and maintain records needed for the correct reporting of statistical data
required by him or her.

(b) To report statistical data to the depariment at those times and in the manner that the
Attorney General prescribes.

(c) To give to the Atiorney General, or his or her accrediled agent, access lo stotistical
data for the purpose of carrying out this title.

When
Reports are due monthly, by the 10% working day of the month.
How

Reporting may be accomplished electronically via the Electronic-Crime and Arrest Reporting
System (E-CARS) Plus, or manually by submitting form FBI 1-705 along with FBI 1-720 (Return
A). )
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VIOLENT CRIMES COMMITTED AGAINST SENIOR CITIZENS

Introduction

Information regarding violent crimes committed against senior citizens is to be reported to the
DOJ to provide summary data on the number of persons 60 years of age or older who were victims
of homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.

Who

Sheriff Departments, Police Departments, and other state and local agencies with peace officer
powets.

Why

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 64, Chapter 147, 1982, be it resolved by the Senate of the State
of California, the Assembly thereof concurring, that local law enforcement officials are requested
to make every attempt to modify their data gathering procedures and computer storage systems to
provide information as to the number of victims of violent crimes who are 60 years of age or older.

When

Reports are due monthly, by the 10™ working day of the month.

How

Reporting may be accomplished electronically via the Electronic-Crime and Arrest Reporting
System (E-CARS) Plus, or manually by submitting form BCIA 727.
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Bubj RE; Audlt Recuiosf

Date: 5H8/2017 11,1937 AM. Pacific Daylight Time
Fram: Dave Schaller@hsdsheriff.org

To; BLJJJ_QM’JQ@&U‘JLJ ora

cc: ACHNCRS@aol som

Annette,

Just confirming Brent's statererit hiere. These stats were genérated by sctual reports genarated.
DRSS

Dave

Drave Schioter, Lieutenct
San Digo Sheriff's Department
3an Marcos Station

187 Santar ¥l San Marcos, €A 92089

Daveuschaller @sdshedffiore;
(760):510-5252

Frony Jordan,

Senty Monday, May 15 2017 111184
Toi:Schaller, Dave:

Subjecty RE, Autlit Réguest

Page 1 of 2

TheSANDAG reparts that'are attachied reprasintreported ciinie meaning that they had a case number and written repoft, Nene of the statistics provided In the SANDAG report are considered calls for

service, s b i e et

Bresitjordan

¢, Ciime and Intel Analyst

San-Diego Sherff Dapt.-San Matces Command
©85E-275-0053

From: Jordan,
Sent: Menday, May 15 2047 11:06 AM
Ta: Annette’; Schaller, Dave
Subject: RE: Audlk Request

Annelte,

Since our RIMS {Regort Management System) doesh't back data past 2007 we can only pull the official niumbers that we report to SANDAG {San Blago Assaciation of Govern nient). Plsase see the attackned

documents for SANDAG raported domastic viclence casesin $an Marces for 2001, 2002,2006, and 2007,

SANDAG 2001 pg3eY)

SANDAG 2002 (Pg50%)

SANBAG 2006 {Pg23)

SANDAG 2006 (Paz )

Fpage of the.scanned documents

Thanks

Brent Jardan

-5r, Crime and Inzel Analyst

San Blego Shieriff Dept.- San Mareas Compiang
©853-275-0083

From: Anne!te [ uallfo.achrnncrs@aor com
Sents Thursday, May 11, 2017 6:13PH
To: Schaller, Dave

€t Jordan, Brent

Subject: Re: Audi Request

Thatks so-much for forwarding this on to Jerdan!

Sent from my iPhone

On May 11, 2017, ar 5:42 PM, Schaller, Dave <Dave Schaller@sdsheri fT.org> wiote,

Annefie,

fenae nolonger works for the department and Kevin fs in Hawali for his daughter's college graduation. | have incfuded Senlor Analyst Brent lordan, since ¥suspect this will €alt on him.

Dave

Fron: AChinnCRS@aol.com [mialito:AChinnCRS@aal.com

Monday, May 15, 2017 AOL: AChinnCRS




Page 1 of Z

Sub): Ri: Audit Reguest

Date: 5I46/2017 11:07:05'A.M. Pacific Daylight. Time:

From; Breat.Jordani@sdsherif,

Tor ashipners@aol.com, Rave, Schalfer@sdsheritf.org
Anrette,

Since aur RMS (Report Management System) doesn't back data past 2007 we-can only pulf the official numbers that we re

documents for SANDAG roported domestic vielence.casas in San Marcos for 2001,2002,2006; and 2007,

SANDAG 2001 {Pgag™)

SANDAG 2002 {Pg50%)

SANDAG 2006 {Pg25)

SANAG 2006 {Pgzs)

*page ofthe séantnied documents

Thanks

Brent Jordan

St, Crimie.aivd totef Analyst

San Diege Sherlff Dept.- San Marcos Command
BE58-275-0058

Frofs Ametie [mad d;achlr;nérs@ao .com}

Sant: Thursday, May 13, 2017 6313 PM
Tat Schaller; Dave

ez Jotdan, Brent”

Bubject: Rer Audit Request

Thunks so much for forwarding this on to Jordan

Sent from my iPhone

OnMay 11, 2017, a1 5:42 PM, Schatler, Dave <Daye Schaller@sdsheriffiorg> wrote:

Annette,

Renze ng longerworks forthe departinent and Kevin is fn Hawaif for his daughter's callegegraduation. | have intluded Senlor Aiidlyst Biant lordan, siics | suspect:this will Eall.on him.

Dave

From: ACHINCRS@aol.com [ ity
Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2017 5135 PM
“For Schalier, Dave; Schalier, Dave

Le: stand @san-mateos.nek
Subjecty Fwd; Audit Request

Hi Loutenant,

Lam contacilng you because this.request was tima seneltiverand nefthsr Kevin (ot of office) or Ranae (full inbox) Were able fo get this message.
Can you please forward 10-appropriate parsanal ASAPH

Tharik you,

Annette S, Chin

Cast Recevery Systerrs, Inc.,

705-2 B Bldwsll Street #2804

Fblgom, CA 98637

plione (916) vde- o1
fax (996} §39-7801

From: AChinnCRE@ad| 4om

To! renas flores@adsherfbty, Kevin menziest@sdsheril,org
[Hed stang%;g Pearcosnel i
Serit. 5/11/2017 3:34:08 PIM. Pacific: Daylight Time:

Subj: Audit Request

Hi Ranae and 1. Mepzies,

The Gty recelved it's dralt-audit resuits for the Crime-‘3tatistics reporting claim that sllows costs for preparing Domsstic Viclence Réports, and we had an approximalely 15% reduction
in our. claims becégse thie-audior-sald tie Counly was not able lo:produce a detalled feport o suppoi the nuniber of DV cases-rom FY 01-02 {hrough FY 06-07. This represants about
@ loss of abu;l $67,00010 the City. Excsilent job an your efforts on the othar companents - the more recent stals were approved completely (100%) and the Bra-studies were right an
targett Thank yout .

Actual
County
Provided sco
ARNS Stats ALLOWED
{flscal year]
FY 0102 333 274
FY 82-03 360 274
FY 03-04 384 274

Monday, May 15, 2017 AOL: AChinnCRS

pert to SANDAG {San Diege Association of Government]. Please see the attached




Page 2 of 2

FY 0405 36 274

FY 0506 350 274

FY06-07 346 274

FY 07-08 236 236

FY08-09 256 266

FYy 08-10 336 336

FY 10-11 270 270

FY 1112 264 264

TOTAL 3,481 3,008

Whal they seid would satisfy them would be a report - |ike-an exeel spreadshes het listod eash tase number, date, P sacflon or somsthing to indiéate tha il wasindeed a DV casefor
EXMRE: _

BCS Arss Incident Number|Fises) Yearilncident Ba t.e. Domestic. 168 FlaglUCR: Index CodelViolation Section|iolation ‘Type |Vinlation Description
ﬂ;‘;gg;‘“ 70482772007 T4/ 2007 540 *—1 ha730fcase} e BOMESTIC VIOLENCE CASE
o 7482787007 771/2007 7:00 v arsoicase) e DOMESTIC VILENCE CaSE
I or AN rossaago07 | 7£4/2007 1426 v 13730(CASE)  [pe POMESTIC VISLENCE CASE

s the sbrmathing you or perhaps the Cenfral San Digge slais offics could srovidéto us? The saoner we'can get this the better - they sajd-If we et this to them within'a wesk; they can
alterihe findings Totake-our sapported stats into: siocotnt and restors thess reductions,

Gity staff also stated that they: don'l want you le spend excassive tiferor this - but anylhing you tan do torhelp is appreciated,

Thiginkyou,

Annelte 8. Ghirin

Gost Reogvery Systems, e,
705-2 E. Bidwail Street #2064
Folsam, GA95630

plicne (916} 939-7909
fa%.{216).080-7 801

Menday, May 15, 2017 AOL: AChinuCRS
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