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TABLE 5

AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION
FOR MEN'S AND WOMEN'S TYPE II FACILITIES
SENTENCED AND UNSENTENCED

FY 1978-1987

MEN WOMEN#*
rY Sentenced Unsentenced Total Sentenced Unsentenced Total
77/718 281 (26%) 806 (74%) 1,087 68 (48%) 75 (52%) 143
78/79 202 (16%) 1,025 (84%) 1,227 69 (44%) 87 (56%) 156
79/80 279 (22%) 961 (78%) 1,240 59 (42%) 83 (58%) 142
80/81 301 (23%) 1,031 (77%) 1,332 68 (42%) 94 (58%) 162
81/82 411 (27%) 1,124 (73%) 1,535 90 (48%) 96 (52%) 186
82/83 548 (30%) 1,274 (70%) 1,822 123 (51%) 120 (49%) 243
83/84 587 (30%) 1,352 (70%) 1,939 123 (48%) 135 (52%) 258
84/85 635 (30%) 1,470 (70%) 2,105 128 (51%) 125 (49%) 253
85/86 701 (30%) 1,599 (70%) 2,300 161 (53%) 141 (47%) 302
86/87 786 (29%) 1,912 (71%) 2,698 184 (50%) 184 (50%) 368

* In 1977, the Probation Department closed Villa Del Sol, a women's camp
facility which was classified Type Ill. The women were transferred to the Las

Colinas facility.

BOOKINGS AND ARRESTS

Bookings of adults arrested by local law enforcement agencies have a significant
impact on the jail population. Figure 3 presents new bookings and adult felony and
misdemeanor arrests for a ten-year period. This comparison shows the relation-
ship between arrests and bookings and the impact of field citation release policies
of police agencies. It should be noted that the number of bookings are also in-
fluenced by court placements; therefore, not all changes in bookings can be ex-
plained by arrest data.

During 1977 through 1979, the number of arrests and bookings were similar, sug-

gesting that most arrestees were booked.into the jail. This began to change in

1980, when the difference between bookings and arrests began to increase. The

greatest difference was in 1981 when 133,782 adults were arrested and 100,346

 inmates were booked. This reflects increased use.of misdemeanor field citations
by law enforcement as a means to reduce jail overcrowding. ,

- In calendar year 1986, adult arrests increésed 3% compared with 1985, and new
bookings were up 4%. : ;
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FIGURE 3
ADULT MISDEMEANOR AND FELONY
ARRESTS AND TYPE Il FACILITY NEW BOOKINGS
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New Bookings

Over the past fiscal year, new bookings in Type II facilities increased from
104,523 in FY 1985-86 to 112,260 in FY 1986-87 (7%). The change occurred
primarily in the bookings for unsentenced prisoners (7%). Commitments of
sentenced inmates were up slightly (2%). (Table 6)

TABLE 6
TYPE II FACILITY NEW BOOKINGS

SENTENCED AND UNSENTENCED INMATES
FY 1985-86 AND FY 1986-87

FY 1985-86 FY 1986-87 Change
Sentenced 5y £ TR e Sl R 2%
Unsentenced 102,774 110,478 1%
TOTAL 104,523 . 112,260 1%
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Bookings and Releases

Jail census information is an accounting of bookings and rebookings which includes
new bookings (the initial booking for a prisoner), additional charges (rebookings),
and court bookings which do not increase the inmate population. Total bookings
are compared to releases to measure the flow of inmates through Type If Sheriff's
jails. Table 7 shows that over 98% of all bookings were released in both FY 1985-
86 and FY 1986-87. Maximizing releases is one method of controlling the inmate
population, in addition to reducing admissions and average length of stay.

TABLE 7

NUMBER OF BOOKINGS AND RELEASES
TYPE II FACILITIES
FY 1985-86 AND FY 1986-87

FY 1985-86 FY 1986-87
Bookings* 124,071 134,453
Releases* 122,203 132,560
Percent Releases 98.5% | 98.6%

*Includes bookings and rebookings.

"

LENGTH OF STAY

Table 8 presents the average length of stay for Sheriff's jail inmates released
during the final quarter of fiscal years 1985-86 and 1986-87. As mentioned pre-
viously, data available on released inmates include the original bookings as well as
rebookings. Therefore, data on length of stay reflect time spent on specific
charges rather than the total time served by an inmate. Also, the length of stay
for inmates in jail during the adjudication process who are sentenced to the
custody of the Sheriff includes the pre- and post-sentence custody time.

Finally, a change in Sheriff's procedures affects the comparability of length of

stay statistics in the study periods. In July 1985, the Sheriff's Department began -

citing and releasing certain misdemeanants-at the-jail without formal booking.
The cite and release procedures were discontinued in April 1987, and these offen-
ders are now included in booking statistics.  The result is an apparent increase in
the number of inmates booked and released and a reduction in length of stay in
this category (from .6 days to .2 days in the 1986 and 1987 study periods) due to a
change in statistical recordkeeping. For purposes of comparison, the length of
‘stay data for those booked and released are excluded from Table 8. Despite these
limitations, the data identify trends in length of stay which can affect the average
daily population.
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The overall length of stay was reduced in Sheriff's jails between 1986 and 1987
from 16.4 days to 15.6 days (-5%). The decre%se is due to a change in time spent
by sentenced inmates in Type I jails (~4%).“ Unsentenced inmates, excluding
those booked and released, showed an 11% increase in average custody time. Data
suggest that the increased number of new bookings for unsentenced inmates,
combined with the longer stays, contributed to the increase in the average dajly
population in Type II facilities.

Comparable data on time served are not available for the honor camps and work
furlough center. Consequently, a systemwide analysis of the impact of average
stays for sentenced inmates could not be conducted. Subsequent studies will
include information on length of stay for Probation facilities.

TABLE 8
AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY (DAYS)

SHERIFF'S TYPE I FACILITIES
APRIL - JUNE 1986 AND 1987

April-June April-June
Status 1986 1987 Change
Sentenced 40.2 days 38.4 days 4%
Unsentenced* 3.8 days 4.2 days 11%
(Excluding Jail
Book & Release)
Total 16.4 days 15.6 days -5%

*In 1986, jail personnel were citing and releasing selected inmates without for;nal
booking. This practice was discontinued in April 1987. For purposes of com-
parison, the category of jail book and release has been excluded from the length of

stay statistics.

Type of Release

To further assess delays in release of inmates, Table 9 presents average length of
stay in Sheriff's facilities by release type for the two study periods. The overall
decrease in jail time spent by sentenced inmates was due to a reduction in the
number of custody days before transfer to an honor camp or State prison as well
as a decline in court processing time for defendants paying a fine or receiving a
suspended sentence. Those who served their entire sentence in a Sheriff's jail
stayed 3% longer in the 1987 time period. (Statistics on time served for those in

zSentence status is determined from the status at time of release, not time of
booking.
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Figure 2 shows the trends in the average number of sentenced and unsentenced inmates
over the past ten years. Over this period, the number of presentence inmates has more
than doubled, from an average of 1,125 to 2,837 (152%). The sentenced population
increased at a similar rate, from 927 inmates to 2,302 (148%). Unsentenced inmates
accounted for over half the jail population in all years, and represented 55% of the total
in FY 1989-90.

ure 2
AVERAGE DFBLY POPULATION
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Three key elements affect the number of inmates in custody: bookings, or admissions;
releases; and the length of time in custody. Several factors can influence the number of
~ ‘new inmates booked into local jail facilities. The number of arrests and law enforcement
citation policies have a direct impact on admissions of unsentenced inmates. The number
of arrests is affected by the level of crime in the community and population changes. The
" -courts also have a direct impact through issuance of bench warrants and sentences to local
custody. Additionally, probation and parole violators are placed in custody by law
enforcement and corrections personnel pending hearings. - Finally, some inmates are
booked and held for other Federal, State, and municipal agencies.
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Arrests and Bookings

Arrests have the greatest impact on the number of inmates admitted to the jail, although
most of the arrestees are released within a few days. Over the past ten years, the number
of arrests has increased at a greater rate than bookings (Figure 3). Adult misdemeanor and
felony arrests rose 22% (from 111,420 in 1980 to 136,480 in 1989), while new bookings
in the Sheriff’s jails increased 9% (100,413 to 109,368). In 1980, there were 11,017 more
arrests than bookings. In 1989, the difference increased to 27,112, reflecting increased

use of field and stationhouse misdemeanor citations.
9

Figure 3
TOTAL ADULT ARRESTS AND NEW BOOKINGS
San Diego County, 1980-1589
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The peak in both arrests and bookings occurred in 1987. Since that time, bookings and
arrests have declined. The reduction in arrests is due to a decline the number of
misdemeanor arrests. The number of felony arrests has continued to increase. The
decline in misdemeanor arrests may be related to'jail crowding. In some cases, officers
may be charging arrestees with felony offenses to ensure jail booking. Also, officers may
be writing fewer citations for minor misdemeanor offenses because of the expectation that
nothing will happen, even if the defendant fails to appear in court.

In April 1987, the Superior Court ordered- the Sheriff to discontinue booking minor
misdemeanor offenders when the Central jail was at the court-ordered capacity. For the
most part, the only misdemeanor offenses resulting’in jail booking are violent crimes and
offenses involving drugs or alcohol. Even defendants with bench warrants for failure to
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appear or contempt are not booked, unless the bail exceeds a specified amount. As a
result of changes in booking practices, the nature of the jail population has changed, with
an increase in more serious offenders. This has implications for security needs in the

future.

Misdemeanor Citations. Since the earl‘y 1980’s, San Diego County law enforcgment
agencies have increased the use of field and stationhouse citation release as an alternative
to booking arrestees into jail. California Penal Code Section 853.6 states that
misdemeanor arrestees shall be cited and released with a promise to appear before a
magistrate unless specified conditions exist which would justify placement in custody.

During 1990, The San Diego Police Department purchased a trailer which is used as
Misdemeanor Arrest Processing Center at the Central station to process arrésts that, in the
past, would have resulted in jail booking. Other departments use existing facilities to
process and hold some arrestees prior to release. Stationhouse release has advantages over
field citation release because the arresting officer can obtain information to verify the
identity of the arrestee and determine if there are outstanding warrants prior to release.

il kin ffense

Table 5 presents new jail bookings of sentenced and unsentenced inmates by highest
charge. Data available prior to July 1989 were provided by the County Department of
Information Services on monthly reports for each Sheriff’s facility by type of offense.
Data on offense had to be tabulated manually; therefore, the comparison of bookings by
offense is limited to a six-month period (January to June of 1989 and 1990). In July,
1989, SANDAG began receiving computer tapes of booking data which allow a more
detailed analysis of charges for sentenced and unsentenced inmates. In previous time
periods, highest booking charge was not tabulated by sentence status. About 1% to 2%
of all bookings involve sentenced inmates.

Between 1988 and 1989, there was a significant drop in misdemeanor bookings as a result
of efforts to reduce the jail population to meet the court-ordered capacity at the Central
jail. Since that time, the number of misdemeanor bookings has increased, but the total has
not reached the level of 1988 bookings (37,047 during the first six months).

In the first six months of 1989, 27,199 inmates were booked for misdemeanor offenses,
increasing to 31,961 in the same period of 1990 (18%). The increase is associated with
a 27% rise in bookings for driving under the influence (DUI). Legislation enacted January
1, 1990 lowered the blood-alcohol level for driving under the influence from .10 to .08.
Almost all arrests for DUI result in jail booking; however, the length of time spent in
custody averages only a few hours.

An increase also occurred in other misdemeanor bookings, from 15,487 to 17,104 (10%).
This may be related to a rise in bookings of sentenced inmates (Table 5).
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The increase in felony bookings was not as high as in prior years. The number of
bookings rose from 20,896 in 1989 to 21,106 in 1990 (up 1%). However, there was a
substantial increase in felony bookings for violent offenses, from 1,998 to 2,487 (24 %).
This increase may be related to the rise in the number of reported violent crimes during
the first half of 1990 compared to the prior year (19%).

k]

TABLE 5

NEW BOOKINGS, BY OFFENSE TYPE
MEDIUM/MAXIMUM SECURITY DETENTION FACILITIES
SAN DIEGO COUNTY, JANUARY - JUNE, 1989 AND 1990

Offense 1989 1990 Change
FELONY
Violent Offense 1,998 2,487 24%
Property Offense 6,356 6,822 7%
Drug Offense 6,543 6,257 -4%
Other Vehicle Code' 468 559 19%
Other Felony 5,531 4,981 -10%
Total Felony ' 20,896 21,106 1%
MISDEMEANOR : :
DUI 11,712 14,857 27%
Other Misdemeanor 15,487 17,104 10%
Total Misdemeanor 27,199 31,961 18%
OTHER 1,538 2,284 49%
TOTAL NEW BOOKINGS 49,633 55,351 12%
NOTE: The data include sentenced and unsentenced inmates booked at all Sheriff’s

detention facilities.

1. Excludes motor vehicle theft

SOURCE: Sheriff’s Department
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The number of bookings for felony drug offenses was down 4%. The downward trend in
drug-related bookings may be due to changes in enforcement or charging practices, or it
may reflect a decrease in the level of felony drug activity. From 1988 to 1989, there was
a slight decrease in adult felony drug-related arrests (2%). Arrest data for 1990 are not

available.
L ]

Bookings increased 49% for charges other than local felonies and misdemeanors, from
1,538 to 2,284 in 1990. This is still below the number booked in 1988 (2,733). The
other bookings include: probation violations; out-of-county bookings; and federal charges.

Level of Offense. Another way to analyze changes in the type of offense for those booked
into Sheriff’s jails is to calculate the proportion of the total bookings at each level,
including felonies, misdemeanors, and other bookings. During the first six months of
1990, 58% of all bookings were for misdemeanors, up from 55% in 1989 (Table 6).
Again, this is may be due to the change in DUI statutes and the increase in sentenced
bookings. The proportion for felonies dropped from 42% in 1989 to 38% in 1990.

TABLE 6

NEW BOOKINGS, BY LEVEL OF OFFENSE
MEDIUM/MAXIMUM SECURITY DETENTION FACILITIES
SAN DIEGO COUNTY, JANUARY - JUNE, 1989 AND 1990

vel'of Offen 1980 . 1990 Change
Felony 42% 38% -4%
Misdemeanor 55% 58% 3%
Other 3% 4% %
Total 49,633 55,351 12%

SOURCE: Sheriff’s Department

Sentence Status

Table 7 presents new bookings for Sheriff’s jails by sentence status for FY 1988-89 and
FY 1989-90. Total bookings increased 10%. In FY 1988-89, 99,533 inmates were
booked compared to 109,368 in the following year. Of these, most were unsentenced at
the time of booking. The number of unsentenwd bookings rose 9%, from 98,450 to

106,853.
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SYSTEM PERSPECTIVE

1990
B In 1990, San Diego County law enforcement agencies released 8% of the felony arrestees
without requesting formal charges, 2% less than in 1989. The disposition of these arrestee
cases are listed below:
. 45% of the charges were not requested for those released in 1990 because the
evidence was insufficient.
. 21% of the charges were not requested due to the victim refusing to prosecute.
. 2% required further investigation.
. 1% of the charges the suspect was exonerated.
. In 32% of the arrest cases, the reasons were unspecified.
. An additional 12% of the felony arrests were not prosecuted because the District Attorney or

City Attorney did not file charges, a decrease from 16% in 1989.

a 34% of the complaints were denied due to insufficient evidence.

. 28% lacked the elements of a crime.

. 9% were a result from an inadmissible search

. 14% resulted from refusal to prosecute by the victim or unavailability of the

victim/witness.
. 1% were not filed due to the interest of justice.

. 14% of the complaints denied were for other/unknown reasons.

AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY

Data presented on average length of stay for adult inmates reflect the total time in custody from
booking to final release.

AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY (DAYS), SHERIFF’'S FACILITIES
San Dlego County, April-June, 1990 and 1991

1990 1991 Change
Sentenced 46.4 46.1 <-1%
Unsentenced 3.3 o2 -3%
Other 23.6 32.3 37%
TOTAL 16.4 16.4 0%

SOURCE: Sheriff's Department; San Diego Association of Governments: CRIME in the San Diego
Region, Mid-year 1991, Criminal Justice Research Division
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CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
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LOC730 MS A8
0 Billings are administered by the Sheriff’s Department.

0 Cities have been billed a total of $ 1,019,788 for 4/1/91 through 6/30/91

0 ~ City of San Diego was exempt.

0 None of the cities have paiq.
0 Cities have filed a lawsuit challenging the validity of booking fees.

It’s been consolidated with other suits statewide and will be adjudicated
in Sacramento Superior Court. Court date has not been set.

0 SB 21 (Chaptered 91-0331) allows the Court to order reimbursement by a
person found guilty, the cost incurred (by a city or county) for booking.
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Additional Notes
Booking fee is $514.00 for every person booked into a county jail on or
after April 1, 1991.
Billings are administered by the Sheriff’s Department.
Cities have been billed a total of $ 1,019,788 for 4/1/91 through 6/30/91
City of San Diego was exempt.
None of the cities have paid.
Cities have filed a lawsuit challenging the validity of booking fees.
It’s been consolidated with other suits statewide and will be adjudicated

in Sacramento Superior Court. Court date has not been set.

SB 21 (Chaptered 91-0331) allows the Court to order reimbursement by a
person found guilty, the cost incurred (by a city or county) for booking.






County of Dan Biego

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER .
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE

(619) 831-8226

(Locstion Code 730)
1600 PACIFIC HIGHWAY. SAN DIEGO. CALIFORNIA 82101-2472 L]

August 5, 1991

TO: pDavid E. Janssen
Assistant Chief Administrative Officer

VIA: Bob Griego
Deputy Chief Administrative Officer

FROM: Rich Robinson, Director
Office of Special Projects

Decrease in 1991 Jail Bookings

Current 1991 jail bookings are running ten percent less than 1990
bookings. It has been suggested by many persons that the primary
reason for this decrease in bookings is a result of the new booking

fees authorized by SB 2557 (1990).

In order to find out if jail booking fees are contributing to the
decrease in bookings this year, I asked the Criminal Justice
Research Division of SANDAG, as part of the Regional Criminal
Justice Clearinghouse project, to analyze the bookings. The data
used was only unsentenced bookings, which eliminates re-bookings

and additional charges.

SUMMARY FINDING: The data suggests that the jail booking fee
is not associated with the decrease in jail bookings.

The attached tables compare unsentenced jail bookings in the six
month period for 1990 and 1991. Also, The types of offenses were
examined and the impact the San Diego Police Department bookings
had on the region. The San Diego Police Department is exempt from

the booking fees.

Table I. The total 1991 regional bookings for the first six months
decreased by 10% over the same period in 1990. The San Diego Police
Department bookings were down 13% in 1991 compared to a similar
period in 1990. Table IA compared first quarter of each year with
the second quarter. There were only minor differences by quarters
either in 1990 or 1991. This is important to note since the booking
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Page 2, Jail Bookings
fee was in place in the second guarter of 1991.

Table II. This table examined charges of unsentenced bookings.
Felonies were down 8.1% while misdemeanors were down 12.2% in 1991.
The biggest decreases occurred in driving under the influence (DUI)

and drug charges. b

Table III. This table describes agency unsentenced bookings for
the same two periods. Only two law enforcement agencies had higher

1991 bookings compared to 1990.

Any questions regarding this data should be referred to Suzie
Pennell, Director, Criminal Justice Research Division at 595-5383.

Rich R;;inson, Director

Office of Special Projects

cc: Criminal Justice Council
Sheriff Jim Roache
John Sweeten, OIA
Suzie Pennell, SANDAG
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2nd QTR

TABLE I

UNSENTENCED
BOOKINGS BY MONTH
AND SDPD ONLY
JAN-JUNE 1990 & 1991

1990 2291
Unsentenced SDPD Unsentenced
Bookings only Bookings

8,979 3,293 8,116
8,105 2,954 7,900
9,570 3,438 8,357
9,016 3,340 8,230
9,215 3,348 8,204
8,797 2:972 7,522
53,682 29,345 48,329
TABLE IA
UNSENTENCED

BOOKINGS BY QUARTER
AND SDPD ONLY
1ST & 2ND QTR: 1990-1991

1990 _ 1921
Unsentenced SDPD Unsentenced
Bookings only Bookings
26,654 9,685 24,373
27,028 9,660 23,956

SDPD
Only

2,692
2,769
3,021
2,840
2,833

16,815

SDPD

8,482

8,333






Felony

Murder

Rape

Rob

Assault
Other Prop
Other Felony
Drugs

Felony DUI

TOTAL FELONIES

Misdemeanor

Drugs
Drunk

DUI

All Other

TOTAL

TABLE II

UNSENTENCED
BOOKINGS BY OFFENSE
JAN-JUNE 1990 & 1991

1950

88
106
610
1,604
6,548
5,173
5,974

205

20,308

3,648
5,902
14,657

31,177

2,197

53,682

399

123
111
756
1,532
5,755
4,905
5,318

18,664

2972

5,897
13,512

27,372

2,293

48,329

(-10%)






TABLE I1I

UNSENTENCED
BOOKINGS BY AGENCY
JAN-JUNE 1990 & 1991

1890 1991 .
Carlsbad 804 934
Coronado 215 145
Chula Vista 2 303 948
E1l Cajon 1,859 1,667
Escondido 1,975 2,322
La Mesa 556 488
National City 1,543 1,313
Oceanside 3,680 3,083
San Diego 19,345 16,815
Sheriff & 7,621 71,150
Other Agencies ) 14,751 - 13,464
TO6ALS 53,682 48,329

(1) Other Agencies include CYA, NTF, PROB, CHP, DA, Marshal, State
Parole, Self.

booktbls.cp
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Roach could talk about: : \pmﬂ {0

The fact that claims that cities won't arrest on warrants
issued by other agencies are bogus ~- all the county need do
is charge the agency on whose behalf the warrant is issued,
rather than the agency arresting on the warrant, and justice

is served.

o

o The fact that multi-agency arrest bookings can be handled by
means of a local MOU by which participating agencies are
billed on a pro-rata basis for the cost of the booking fee.

o The fact that while it may be too early to conclude that the
booking fee is causally related to the reduction in the number
of bookings, it is also too early to conclude that the booking
fee is pot causally related to the reduction in bookings.

o The fact that it does make good sense, especially given the
political c¢limate surrounding the assessment of police
practices, for arresting agencies to be particularly selective
in determining who shall be arrested and booked; and the fact
that the booking fee can contribute to this selective mode of

operation.

o The fact that until SB 2557, police agencies did not have a
stake in the overall system and the cost burden imposed on the
Sheriff, the DA, the public defender, the courts, and the
Probation Officer as a result of the policy decisions made by
individual chiefs of police, city managers and city councils.

o The fact that there are very good reasons why the cost of
booking and processing prisoners in different counties will
vary widely -- based on such things as size and population of
a county, the number and types of jail facilities, the recency
of jail construction and the existence of bonded indebtedness,
varying requirements for protective screening based on the
prevalence of special populations in a community, etc.

o The fact that booking and processing is a "high intensity".
activity in the jail, compared to the normal daily maintenance
of prisoners in detention; and that it is therefore not

appropriate to compare the cost of booking and processing with
the daily operations cost of a jail.

roach.jsTestimony of Bupervisor Leon L. Williams
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SAN DIEGO COUNTY ESTIMATED GENERAL REVENUE LOSSES FY 81-82 THRU 90-91

s =0

(IN THOUSANDS)

PROPERTY

TAXES REDEVELOPMENT INCORPORATIONS ANNEXATIONS POPULATION
0 1,309 | 2,464 | 1,907

0 1,844 | 2,710 1,950
52,729 2,357 3,017 1,995
62,161 2,793 3,403 2,054
57,886 4,060 3,777 918 2,103
65,741 5,355 6,291 | 1,762 2,166
72,641 7,265 8,093 | 1,914 2,240
83,950 8,966 | 8,710 | 2,195 2,328
95,910 11,208 | 9,267 | 2,443 2,418
106,460 | ( 13,450 9,762 | 2,663 2,480
597,478 | @ @ (11,895 2,480

L S o e h SHE

NOTES: PROPERTY TAX IMPACT IS BASED ON STATEWIDE PER CAPITA VERSUS SAN DIEGO PER CAPITA COLLECTED,THIS REPRESENTS
ESTIMATED LOSS. INCORPORATIONS:POWAY AND SANTEE iN FY1981-82,SOLANA BEACH AND SAN DIEGUITO IN FY 1986-87 AT AN ANNUAL
LOSS OF 4.3MILLION. ANNEXATIONS:MONTGOMERY IN FY1985-86
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Testimony of Supervisor Leon L. Williams

Representing
the County Supervisors Association of California
and
the County of San Diego

SUBJECT: COUNTY FEE AUTHORITY PURSUANT TO SB 2557
(MADDY)

Chairman Bergeson, Chairman Farr, Local Government Committee

Members:

My name is Leon Williams. | am speaking as Vice President of the
County Supervisors’ Association of California, and as a supervisor from
the County of San Diego. | am here with a simple question: Will you
assure counties that the State will not turn its back on them once again
by taking away the resources on which they have relied to*bélance their
budgets? In other words, will you commit to protecting t,hte‘ authority to
collect fees for the costs of booking and processing,’;énd. /prdperty tax

administration, contained in Senator Maddy’s SB 25577

| know that agencies asked to pay the fees object to them strongly. |
understand that. But that doesn’t mean they are a bad idea. Quite the
contrary -- they are a good idea for a variety of reasons. That's why
CSAC, as well as the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Diego,
have supported the concept for years. Let me tell you why.

| am going to speak to you about four things: local institutional






relationships, law enforcement practices, responsibility sharing, and
budgetary impacts. You may wish to refer to the chart as | discuss local
institutional relationships. The chart attempts to depict the service

responsibilities and revenue sources of cities and counties.

o Local Institutional Relationships. Some argue that booking fees are

a bad idea because "counties have always been responsible for
operating the jails," or “counties have always been responsible for
administering the property tax system." Apart from being
historically inaccurate, this argument ignores the fact that the local
financing arrangements on which our traditional institutional
relationships and responsibilities were predicated changed
dramatically after Proposition 13 in 1978.

-- While all local agencies suffered declines in property tax
revenues, only counties relied on property tax as the major
source of general purpose revenue. The result was that

counties were hardest hit by Proposition 13, and their ability

to continue performing as before was more severely curtailed.

-~ Only county revenues are negatively impacted, through loss

of tax base, as a result of urban growth. Annexations and

incorporations not only take away property tax base, they
also take away what little sales tax base might have been
available to the affected counties.

--  Only counties are severely impacted by redevelopment.





While cities have been able to use redevelopment financing
as a replacement for lost property tax base, they have done
so at the expense of counties. In the County of San Diego,
cities collected over $42 million in tax increment revenues in
just the three-year period ending FY 1989-90 to finance
improvements in their cities. All of this revenue would
otherwise have gone into the County’s general fund to finance
regional services.

- Counties carry the bulk of the financial burden resulting from
growing city populations, programs and problems -- i.e., for
courts, jails, prosecutors, probation officers, physical and
mental health, drug and alcohol abuse, disease control,
homelessness, child abuse, family counseling and general
relief. By way of example, when the City of San Diego hired
116 new police officers in 1989, it cost the City about $5.7
million. But the impact on the County of San Diego was an
increase in service requirements -- for the entire balance of
the justice system which the County must pay for --
amounting to $7.4 million.

The point that | am trying to make is that our existing (or pre-SB
2557) institutional relationships were predicated on assumptions
about the structure of local agency financing which are no longer

valid. We cannot continue to expand the service requirements of

counties to meet ever-increasing population-driven demands, and

L,






at the same time continue to ignore the absolute requirement to

provide a means to finance those service expectations.

Law Enforcement Practices. Traditionally, city police arrest people,

and counties jail them. Arrest practices among cities vary -- which
is a way of saying that a "bad guy" in City A may not be a "bad
guy" in City B. Political, social and psychological variables all
come into play when one analyzes the arrest practices of a

community.

Arguably, it is good public policy to encourage police departments
to be selective in making decisions to place citizens in jail as
opposed to some other form of intervention. Before SB 2557, there
were few reasons -- apart from civil rights law suits -- to cause
police to be selective. In particular, the tremendous cost of jailing

persons was not a concern to city officials because it was not their

problem -- it was the County’s problem. Now that cities do have a
financial stake in the cost of sendi'ng persons to jail, it would seem
from preliminary data that police are being more selective in their

practices -- jail bookings seem to have dropped off.

-- As you know, Ventura County has experience a nearly 50%
decline in bookings since the booking fees were imposed in
September 1990.

- CSAC has collected data showing that bookings declined in

o





several other counties, after the imposition of booking fees,
as follows: Contra Costa 11.7%, Fresno 20%, Santa Clara
16%, Yolo 18%, and San Bernardino 19%.

While one would not expect to see a great impact in San
Diego County because (a) only the most serious offenders
have been booked for quite some time as a result of a court-
imposed population cap on local jails, and (b) the largest
arresting agency (City of San Diego) is temporarily exempt
from the fee as a result of a prior contract with the County;
there has, nonetheless, been a reduction in local bookings
since imposition of the booking fee in April 1990. However,
because of the population cap, because of the temporary "no
fee" agreement with our largest arresting agency, and
because of the relatively short period during which we have
been collecting data, we cannot state specifically the impact
that the booking fee has had.

We believe that the booking fee will encourage arresting agencies
to develop and implement appropriate and uniform arrest practices
in all law enforcement agencies countywide, while providing
efficient and effective public protection and public safety. We
believe that is good public policy. Moreover, we believe the
booking fee translates into additional jail capacity, and will

significantly reduce long-term county and State jail construction
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and operating costs in future years.

Sharing of Responsibility. The State remains in a difficult fiscal

situation. The same can be said for all public agencies in
California. However, unlike schools -- which are guaranteed a
“fixed income" -- and unlike cities -- which have a relatively good
independent income-generating potential -- counties are, as
Senator Presley said, the "financial orphans of California." Given
the tremendous burden of crucial services for which counties are
responsible, given the change in (traditional financing
arrangements, and given the capacity of cities to generate
revenues in other ways, we believe that the booking fee and
property tax administration fee represent a long-overdue sharing of
responsibility that can only benefit the public we mutually serve.

Please remember: when counties cannot provide the crucial

services for which they are responsible because of choices made
in this building, it is not counties or cities which suffer -- it is the
public which is deprived of the basic protective services for which
government exits.

Budgetary Impacts. When the State reduced funding for medically
indigent adults by $175 million in FY 1990-91, counties were told
that they could rely on certain replacement revenues to backfill
those cuts. Two important components of that backfill were a
property tax administration fee, and a booking and processing fee,
both authorized by the Legislature in SB 2557. Counties balanced

il s





their budgets based on SB 2557 revenue.

The school property tax administration fee authority was rescinded
in June. That one action deprived counties in this state of $106
million. It placed an immediate $8.2 million burden on the County
of San Diego, and directly resulted in reduced service capacity for
the medically indigent in the San Diego region.

Ladies and gentlemen, the County of San Diego has a reserve this
year of about $5 million. We have just learned that the County’s
general revenue projections, as a result of the recession, are
indicating a shortfall of $17 million this year. Last week we learned
that shortfalls in realignment revenues, as a result of the recession,
will impact us by an additional $12 million. The loss of the
remaining revenue authorized by SB 2557 would have a staggering
impact on an already devastated County budget.

In conclusion, let me summarize as follows:

Counties cannot cope with the loss of revenue which would result
if authority for the property tax administration fee and the booking
and processing fee were rescinded.

We do not believe other revenues are available with which you can
backfill a repeal of the fee authority.






o We believe the booking fee is good public policy, and will
significantly reduce long-term county and State jail construction
and operating costs in future years.

o We believe that the property tax administration fee and the booking
fee constitute a proper recognition of the changes in local financing
arrangements since 1978, and an appropriate sharing of

institutional responsibilities among local agencies.
| would be happy to answer any questions that members of the

committees may have. Thank you for this opportunity to share our
perspective with you.

b 8 5y Iwsb2557.js







Testimony of 8upervisor Leon L. Williams

Representing
the County Supervisors Association of California
and
the County of San Diego

SUBJECT: COUNTY FEE AUTHORITY PURBUANT TO 8B 2557 (MADDY)

Chairman Bergeson, Chairman Farr, Local Government Committee

Members:

My name is Leon Williams. I am speaking as the First Vice
President of the County Supervisors' Association of California, and
as a supervisor from the County of San Diego. I am here with a
simple question: Will you assure counties that the State will not
turn its back on them once again by taking away the resourc¢es on
which they have relied to balance their budgets? In other words,
will you commit to protecting the authority to collect fees for the
costs of booking and processing, and property tax administration,
contained in Senator Maddy's SB 25577

I know that agencies asked to pay the fees object to them strongly.
I understand that. But that doesn't mean they are a bad idea.
Quite the contrary =-- they are a good idea for a variety of
reasons, That's why CSAC, as well as the Board of Supervisors of
the County of San Diego, have supported the concept for years. Let
me tell you why.

o al Institutional ionships. Some argue that booking
fees are a bad idea because "counties have always been
responsible for operating the—jails.” Apart from being
historically inaccug‘éte/\cﬁié??&é ment-ignores the fact that
the local financing arrangement n which our traditional
institutional relationship and responsibilities were
predicated changedlfﬁiga cally after Proposition 13 in 1978.
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tax revenues, only counties relied on property tax as the
major source of general purpose revenue. The result was
that counties were hardest hit by Proposition 13, and
their ability to continue performing as before was more
severely curtailed. :

Only county revenues are negatively impacted, through
loss of tax base, as a result of urban growth.
Annexations and incorporations not only take away
property tax base, they also take away what little sales
tax base might have been available to the affected

counties.,

Only counties are severely impacted by redevelopment.
While cities have been able to use redevelopment
financing as a replacement for lost property tax base,
they have done so at the expense of counties. In the
County of San Diego, cities collected over $42 million
in tax increment revenues in just the three-year period
ending FY 1989-90 to finance improvements in their
cities. All of this revenue would otherwise have gone
into the County's general fund to finance regional

services.

Counties carry the bulk of the financial burden resulting
from growing city populations, programs and problems =--

i.e., for courts, jails, prosecutors, probation
officers, physical and mental health, drug and alcohol
abuse, disease control, homelessness, child abuse, family

counseling and general relief. By way of example, when
the City of San Diego hired 116 new police officers in
1989, it cost the City about $5.7 million. But the
impact on the County of San Diego was an increase in
service requirements -- for the entire balance of the
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justice system which the County must pay for ~~ amounting

to $7.4 million.

Law Enforcement Practices. Traditionally, city police arrest
people, and counties jail them., Arrest practices among cities

vary -- which is a way of saying that a "bad guy" in City A
may not be a "bad guy" in City B. Political, social and
psychological variables all come into play when one analyzes
the arrest practices of a community.

Arguably, it is good public policy to encourage police
departments to be selective in making decisions to place
citizens in jail as opposed to some other form of
intervention. Before SB 2557, there were few reasons =-- apart
from civil rights law suits -- to cause police to be
selective. In particular, the tremendous cost of jailing
persons was not a concern to city officials because it was not
their problem -- it was the County's problem. Now that cities
do have a financial stake in the cost of sending persons to
jail, it would seem from preliminary data that police are
being more selective in their practices -- jail bookings seem
to have dropped off.

- As you know, Ventura County has experience a nearly 50%
decline in bookings since the booking fees were imposed

in September 1990,

o CSAC has collected data showing that bookings declined
in several other counties, after the imposition of
booking fees, as follows: Contra Costa 11.7%, Fresno
20%, Santa Clara 16%, Yolo 18%, and San Bernardino 19%.

— While one would not expect to see a great impact in San
Diego County because (a) only the most serious offenders
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have been booked for quite some time as a result of a
court-imposed population cap on local jails, and (b) the
largest arresting agency (City of San Diego) is
temporarily exempt from the fee as a result of a prior
contract with the County; there has, nonetheless, been
a reduction in local bookings since imposition of the
booking fee in April 1990. And the decrease during the
April-June quarter was more pronounced for misdemeanants
(-12.2%) than for felons (-8.1%), as one would expect if
arresting agencies were becoming more selective in their

arrest practices.

We believe that the booking fee encourages arresting agencies
to be selective in their arrest practices, and we believe that
is good public policy. Moreover, we believe the booking fee
translates into additional jall  <capacity, and will
significantly reduce long-term county and State 3jail
construction and operating costs in future years.

Sharing of Responsibility. The State remains in a difficult
fiscal situation. The same can be said for all public
agencies in California. However, unlike schools -~ which are

guaranteed a "fixed income" -~ and unlike cities -- which have
a relatively good independent income-generating potential --
counties are, as Senator Presley said, the "financial orphans
of cCalifornia." Given the tremendous burden of crucial
services for which counties are responsible, given the change
in traditional financing arrangements, and given the capacity
of cities to generate revenues in other ways, we believe that
the booking fee and property tax administration fee represent
a long-overdue sharing of responsibility that can only benefit
the public we mutually serve.
Please remember: when counties cannot provide the crucial

services for which they are responsible because of choices
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made in this building, it is not counties or cities which
gsuffer =-- it is the public which is deprived of the basic
protective services for which government exits.

Budgetary Impacts. When the State reduced funding for
medically indigent adults by $175 million in FY 1990-91,

counties were told that they could rely on certain replacement
revenues to backfill those cuts. Two important components of
that backfill were a property tax administration fee, and a
booking and processing fee, both authorized by the Legislature
in 8B 2557. -Counties did not appreciate having to burden
their neighbors to pay for State-mandated program costs, but
carried out the State's wishes because they had no choice.
Counties balanced their budgets based on §B 2557 revenue.

The school property tax administration fee authority was
rescinded in June. That one action deprived counties in this
state of $106 million. It placed an immediate $8.2 million
burden on the County of San Diego, and directly resulted in
reduced service capacity for the medically indigent in the San
Diego region., The loss of the remaining revenue authorized
by 8B 2557 would have a staggering impact on an already
devastated County budget.

In conclusion, let me summarize as follows:

Counties cannot cope with the loss ©f revenue which would
result if authority for the property tax administration fee
and the booking and processing fee were rescinded.

We do not believe other revenues are available with which you
can backfill a repeal of the fee authority.

We believe the booking fee is good public policy, and will
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gignificantly reduce long-term county and State jail
construction and operating costs in future years.

o We believe that the property tax administration fee and the
booking fee constitute a proper recognition of the changes in
local financing arrangements since 1978, and an appropriate
sharing of institutional responsibilities among local

agencies.

I would be happy to answer any questions that members of the
committees may have. Thank you for this opportunity to share our
perspective with you.

Lwsb2557. )8
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Roach could talk about: :

(o)

The fact that claims that cities won't arrest on warrants
issued by other agencies are bogus ~- all the counpy need do
is charge the agency on whose behalf the warrant is issued,
rather than the agency arresting on the warrant, and justice

is served.

The fact that multi-agency arrest bookings can be handled by
means of a local MOU by which participating agencies are
billed on a pro-rata basis for the cost of the booking fee.

The fact that while it may be too early to conclude that the
booking fee is causally related to the reduction in the number
of bookings, it is also too early to conclude that the booking
fee is pot causally related to the reduction in bookings.

The fact that it does make good sense, especially given the
political climate surrounding the assessment of police
practices, for arresting agencies to be particularly selective
in determining who shall be arrested and booked; and the fact
that the booking fee can contribute to this selective mode of

operation.

The fact that until SB 2557, police agencies did not have a
stake in the overall system and the cost burden imposed on the
Sheriff, the DA, the public defender, the courts, and the
Probation Officer as a result of the policy decisions made by
individual chiefs of police, city managers and city councils.

The fact that there are very good reasons why the cost of
booking and processing prisoners in different counties will
vary widely -- based on such things as size and population of
a county, the number and types of jail facilities, the recency
of jail construction and the existence of bonded indebtedness,
varying requirements for protective screening based on the
prevalence of special populations in a community, etc.

The fact that booking and processing is a "high intensity".
activity in the jail, compared to the normal daily maintenance
of prisoners in detention; and that it is therefore not
appropriate to compare the cost of booking and processing with
the daily operations cost of a jail.

roach.jsTestimony of Supervisor Leon L. Williams
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Arrests and Bookings

As mentioned previously, a key factor related to the number of
inmates in custody is bookings, or admissions. Bookings are directly
affected by the number of adult felony and misdemeanor arrests and
local policies regarding bookings. Virtually all felony grrestees are
booked into County jail facilities; however, officers have the
discretion to cite and release misdemeanor offenders under specified
circumstances. One approach to reducing overcrowding in San Diego
has been to limit the types of misdemeanor arrestees booked to those
involved in violent crimes and alcohol and drug-related offenses.

Arrest and booking data are presented for calendar years 1981
through 1990.

1981-1990

* Over ten years, the number of bookings increased 8% (100,346 to
108,003), compared to a 6% rise in adult felony and misdemeanor
arrests (133,782 to 141,360).

¢ The number of both bookings and arrests peaked in 1987. At this
time, about 82% of arrests resulted in a jail booking.

® Since 1987, jail bookings dropped 12% compared to a 5%
reduction in arrests. About three-quartaers of the adult arrestees
were booked into jail at the time of arrest in 1990. The decrease
in bookings reflects policies implemented to limit the types of
misdemeanants taken into custody.

: Figure 19
TOTAL ADULT ARRESTS AND NEW BOOKINGS
San Diego County, 1981-1990

175,000

4 141,360
150,000 mw
125,000 -

100,000 | \w/"”/\ﬁ:,m

100,346
75,000 -

50,000 -

25,000 1

1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
Calendar Year

Arrests Bookings
] Bty

SOURCES: Bursau of Crimina! Statistics, Sheriff's Department,
and San Diego Association of Governments
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_Characteristics of Adults
Booked Into Jail

FY 1989-S0 to FY 1990-91

¢ Most inmates admitted into
Sheriff’s jails are unsentenced
(97% in FY 1990-91).

e QOverall, the number of jail book-
ings was down, dueto a 7%
decline in the number of unsen-
tenced inmates booked, from
106,853 to 99,436.

e Bookings of sentenced prisoners
were up 25%, from 2,515 to
3,149. Sentenced prisoners
have a smaller impact in terms of
numbers, but they tend to stay in
custody longer than pretrial in-
mates.

o Over half the inmates booked
into local jails were charged with
misdemeanor offenses in FY
1990-91 (57 %), compared to
38% for felony charges, and 5%
for other offenses.

° The proportion of bookings for
misdeineanor offenses increased
slightly (2%), in part, due to in-
creases in bookings for public
drunkenness.

e During the first six months of
1991, the number of jail
bookings decreased, from
55,351 to 49,933 (not shown).
It has been suggested that law
enforcement may have reduced
bookings in County facilities to
avoid booking fees that went into
effect in April 1991. However,
bookings started to decline prior
to that time, including agencies
that are not being charged
booking fees. The reduction is
primarily associated with de-
creases in booking for drug
offenses (13%) and driving under
the influence, 8% (not shown).

52

Table 26
NEW BOOKINGS, BY SENTENCE STATUS, SHERIFF'S FACILITIES
San Diego County, FY 1389-90 and FY 1990-91

Y 1989-90 FY 1 -91 Change
Sentenced 2,515 3,149 25%
Unsentenced 106,853 , 99,436 7%
TOTAL 109,368 102,585 -6%
L ]

SOQURCE: Sheriff's Department; San Diego Association of Governments

Table 27
NEW BOOKINGS, BY LEVEL OF OFFENSE, SHERIFF’S FACILITIES
San Diego County, FY 1989-30 and FY 1990-91

Level of Offense FY 1989-90 FY 1990-91 Change
Felony 40% 38% 2%
Misdemeanor 55% 57% 2%
Other 5% 5% 0%
TOTAL 109,368 102,585 -6%

SOURCE: _Sheriff’s Department; San Diego Association of Governments
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Table 28
AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY (DAYS), SHERIFF'S FACILITIES
San Diego County, April-June, 1990 and 1991

1990 1991 Change
Sentenced 46.4 46.1 <-1%
Unsentenced 3.3 o d -3%
Other 23.6 32.3 37%
TOTAL 16.4 16.4 0%

SOURCE: Sheriff's Department; San Diego Association of
Governments

T A et o e

Average Length of Stay

Data presented on average length of
stay for adult inmates reflect the
total time in custody from booking
to final release. Data on length of
stay in Sheriff’s faciities prior to
April 1990 are not comparable to
information in this report. The data
presented for Sheriff’s inmates are
for April through June, 1990 and
1991.

Sheriff's Facilities

¢ The overall length of time spent
in custody remained at 16.4 days
during the two quarters;
however, there were slight
decreases in length of stay for
sentenced and unsentenced
inmates.

e Custody time for other inmates,
including out-of-county bookings,
parole and probation violators,
federal prisoners, and fugitives,
was up 37%.

e On the average, sentenced
prisoners were in custody 46.1
days during the second quarter of
1991, compared to 3.2 days for
unsentenced inmates.

53





Bo

|

N}

-7
il
/
4

n 4

91}
f

IME N THE /?&95/0

Iy, !.6[7051 TIoNAL  VATA

/",_/—..—— —
/‘/—

SYSTEM PERSPECTIVE

The Offender-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS), developed by the
State Bureau of Criminal Statistics, provide an overview of the adult
criminal justice system by tracking felony cases from atrest through
disposition and sentencing. All dispositions during 1990 are included,
though the arrests may have occurred in prior years. These data
illustrate the interrelationship of system components by presenting
attrition rates for each stage in the criminal justice process (law
enforcement, prosecution, courts, and corrections). Data for
juveniles are not yet available through a new computerized records
system, the Regional Juvenile Information System (REJIS).

The criminal justice process begins with the arrest by law
enforcement. The three possible dispositions for a felony arrest
inclyde: release of the arrestee by law enforcement; denial of a
complaint by the prosecutor; or filing of a felony or misdemeanor
complaint in municipal court. If a felony charge is reduced to a
misdemeanor by either the prosecutor or the judge, the determination
of guilt or innocence is made in municipal court. Felony cases are
bound over or certified to the superior court for disposition if there is
probable cause to believe that a felony was committed or if the
defendant pled guilty to a felony at the municipal court level.

Detailed information on case dispositions is presented in Appendix C.

1990

¢ In 1990, San Diego County law enforcement agencies released 8%
of the felony arrestees without requesting formal charges, 2% less
than in 1989. Charges were not requested for those released in
1990 because the evidence was insufficient (45%), the victim
refused to prosecute (21%), further investigation was required
(2%), or the suspect was exonerated (less than 1%). Reasons
were unspecified in 32% of the arrest cases.

* An additional 12% of the felony arrests were not prosecuted
because the District Attorney or City Attorney did not file charges,
a decrease from 16% in 1989. Complaints were denied due to
insufficient evidence (34%), lack of the elements of a crime
(28%), inadmissible search (9%), unavailability of the
victim/witness or-refusal to prosecute by the victim (14%), or the
interest of justice (1%). Other/unknown reasons accounted for
14% of the complaints denied.
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e Seventy-nine percent (79%) of the felony arrests resulted in a
complaint filed (20,747).

e Two-thirds (67%) of the arrestees were convicted (17,464).

e Sixty percent (60%) were incarcerated (15,576).

e Forty-eight percent (48%) were sentenced to local jails (12,591).

e Eleven percent (11%) went to prison (2,876). .

Flgure 11
DISPOSITIONS OF ADULT FELONY ARRESTS
San Diego County, 1990

DEATH
e 2
<1% PRISON
2,874
1%
INCAR-
CERATED JAL
10,195 o
39% <1% PROBATION
CONVICTED AND
- 10,4868 JAIL
40% 3 7115
el
i CouRT ™ e,
S = [
216 m‘n‘s b DISP’OSl'ﬂo mons 1%,‘
:d <
‘ 41% NOT
COMPLAINTS CONVICTED A
FILED w 243
20,747 1%
79%
FELONY
COMPLAINTS JAIL
13212 5 626
51% 2%
PROBATION
MISDEMEANOR AND
COMPLAINTS INCAR- JAIL
7,535 CERATED 4755
RELEASED 29% 5,381 OTHER 18%
849(b)PC . CONVICTED 21% STATE
2,134 - 6,978 INSTI-
8% 2% TUT:)ONS .
DISPOSITIONS ™ %
COMPLAINTS 10,018
DENIED 28%
3,230 NOT
12% ] CONVICTED
3,040
12%
! inciudes straight probation, fine, and other.

NOTE: All percentages are based on total amests (26,111).
SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Offender-Based Transaction Statistics; San Diegoksocuion of Governments
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Figure 12
DISPOSITIONS OF ADULT FELONY CASES, BY COMPONENT
San Diego County, 1890

LAW ENFORCEMENT
Dispositions of

Felony Arrests
(n=26,111)

PROSECUTION
Dispositions of Felony
Arrest Cases Presentsed
(n=23,977)

COURT
Dispositions of
Complaints Filed
(n=20,747)

SOURCE: Buroau of Criminal Stafistics, Offender-Based Transaction Statistics;
Diego Association of Governments

ure 13
SENTENCES OF ADULT FELONY CONVICTIONS '
San Diego County, 1990

Jail Other’
Probation 4% <1%

State
Institutions
17%

n=17,464

Tincludes fines.
NOTE: Percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Offender-Based Transaction sam,
SanDngoAnoadeovunmm :

Agency Dispositions

Another way of analyzing disposi-
tions is to assess the actions taken
by each component of the criminal
justice system.

Law enforcement requested a
complaint in 92% of all felony
arrests.

Prosecutors filed charges in 87%
of the cases referred by police.

The courts convicted 84% of all
defendants.

Of those convicted, 68% were
sentenced to probation with jail
time and an additional 4% re-
ceived straight local custody
time.
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‘ Type of Offense

Dispositions and sentences vary by
offense type.

¢ In 1990, the conviction rate for
complaints filed ranged from
75% for drug violations to 94%
for rape.

e Conviction rates were higher for
most offense categories in 1990
compared to the prior year (not
shown). The rape conviction rate
rose 11%, the largest increase
among the seven major felony
offense categories. The only
category to decrease was homi-
cide (from 96% to 92%).

¢ The sentence for most of those
convicted in three categories of
violent felony offenses (homicide,
rape, and robbery) was incar-
ceration in a State institution.
Sentences for other felony
offenses were primarily local cus-
tody or probation with local jail
time.

Twenty-four percent (24%) or
less of the defendants in each
category received straight
probation, a fine, or another non-
custody sentence.
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Figure 14
CONVICTION RATE OF COMPLAINTS FILED,
BY ARREST OFFENSE
San Diego County, 1990

Rape

Motor
Vehicle Theft

Homicide

Burglary
Thett

Robbery

Assault

Drug Laws

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
SOURCE: Bursau of Criminal Staziéua, Offender-Based Transaction Statistics;
San Diego Association of Governments

Figure 15
SENTENCES OF CONVICTED ADULTS,
BY CONVICTION OFFENSE
' San Diego County, 1990

Homicide (n=69)
Rape (n=55)
Robbery (n=382)
Assault (n=1,966)
Burglary (n=1,650)

Theft (n=3,736)

Motor Vehicle Theft

(n=1,377)

Drug Law Violations
(n=4,972) .

Other Felonies

(n=3,237)

NOTE: Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding.

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Otffender-Based Transaction Statistics;
San Diego Association of Governments
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Trends

1986-1890

Over the past five years, legislation has been enacted which
increased penalties for a number of felony offenses. These changes

are reflected in the disposition data. <

¢ The number of complaints issued increased 38% (15,029 to
20,747).

¢ The proportion of defendants convicted rose from 81% to 84%.

e The incarceration rate was up 5%, from 70% to 75%.

e A higher percentage of defendants was sentenced to prison (14%
in 1980 compared to 10% in 1986).

1989-1990

e The number of complaints filed increased 8% (19,195 to 20,747).

e Similar to the five-year trends, the percent convicted, incarcerated,

and sent to prison also increased.

v

Table 22
DISPOSITIONS FOR COMPLAINTS FILED
San Diego County, 1986, 1989, and 1990

5 Change Change
1986 1989 1990 1986-90 198990

Total Complaints

Issued 15,029 19,195 20,747 38% 8%
% Convicted 81% 81% 84% 3% 3%
% Incarcerated’ 70% 72% 75% 5% 3%

% Sent to Prison’ -10% 12% 14% 4% 2%

' Includes California ‘Youth Authority, probation with jail, jail, death, prison, and

Califomnia Rehabilitation Center.
2 |ncludes prison and death sentences.

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Otfender-Based Transaction Statistics, San
Diego Association of Governments
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Table C1

APPENDIX C

DISPOSITIONS OF ADULT FELONY ARRESTS, BY ARREST OFFENSE
San Diego County, 1990

Homicide

Felony Arrest Dispositions 92

Law Enforcement Releases 1
Complaints Denied 7
Complaints Filed 84
Misdemeanor 0
Felony 84

»

Lower Court Dispositions

Dismissed
Diversions Dismissed
Acquitted
Convicted
Sentence
Youth Authority
Probation
Probation with Jail
Jail
Fine
Other

OCO0OO0O0O0O0 OO0

Superior Court Dispositions 80

Dismissed
Diversions Dismissed
Acquitted
Convicted
Sentence
Death
Prison
Youth Authority
Probation
Probation with Jail
Jail
Fine
CRC
Other

NWwWOoOOo

~

O-‘OOQNO%N

Rape
211

31
71
109
n
98

OO0O-®=0 OO0O®M o

w0 w0
N ~-=O - »

H

£
OO0 O0OUM=0mO

Robbery  Assault  Burglary

968
152

929
717

92
625
179

71

106

19
77

538

15

523

203

16
288
10
0

5
0

3,662
385
766

2,511

1,447

1,064

1,720
304

23

1,361

434
843
72
1

91

26

761

179

26
533
19
o

3

0

3,688
137
218

3,333

1,360

1,973

1,617

262

1,349

190
1,041
114

1,716

21

1,686

604

34

930

10

47
o

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Offender-Based Transaction Statistics

Theft
3,660

205
503
2,952
1,175
1,777

1471

297

7

8
1,159

0
187
846
121

5

0

1,481

18

1,461

434

48
952
13

13
1

Motor
Vehicle Drug Law All

Theft  Violators  Other
1,962 8,832 3,036
335 754 134
351 902 313
1,276 7,176 2,589
190 2,364 896
1,086 4,812 1,693
303 3,506 1,203
76 898 252
3 777 4
1 4 4
223 1,827 943
0 0 0
41 349 294
153 1,247 540
28 197 84
1 34 24
0 0 1
973 3,670 1,386
14 89 18
0 12 (o}
1 2 7
958 3,567 1,361
0 0 0
205 766 368
0 0 0
23 82 58
712 2,676 816
9 21 13
0 0 0
9 22 6
0 0 0
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Table C2
DISPOSITIONS OF ADULT FELONY ARRESTS, BY CONVICTION OFFENSE
San Diego County, 1990

Motor
Vehicle Drug Law Other
Yotal Homicide Rape Robbery Assault Burglary Theft Theft Vielations Eelonies
Total Convictions 17,464 69 55 382 1,986 1,650 3,736 1,377 4,972 3,237
Lower Court 6,978 0 1 1 1,233 338 1,897 169 1,476 1,863
Sentence
Youth Authority 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Probation 1,515 0 1 1 381 39 228 10 195 660
Probation with Jail 4,755 0 0 0 785 258 1,514 132 1,082 984
Jail 626 0 0 0 63 41 154 27 190 151
Fine 80 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 9 67
Other 2 0 0 0 1 0 v 0 0 1
Superior Court 10,186 69 54 381 753 1,312 1,839 1,208 3,496 1,374
Sentence

Death 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Prison 2,874 64 41 203 174 508 467 284 748 385
Youth Authority 3 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
Probation 290 0 0 10 28 26 65 27 77 57
Probation with Jail 7,115 3 13 160 530 725 1,285 870 2,625 904
Jail 95 0 0 3 20 8 12 9 21 22
Fine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CRC 106 0 0 4 0 44 9 18 25 6
Other 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 S .0 0

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Offender-Based Transaction Statistics






Felony Arrest Dispositions

Law Enforcement Releases

Complaints Denied

Table C3

DISPOSITIONS OF ADULT FELONY ARRESTS

Five California Counties, 1990

Los Angeles Orange
County  County

81,231 15,599

9,088 795
11,031 1,103

Petition to Revoke Probation® 844 0

Complaints Filed
Misdemeanor
Felony

Lower Court Dispositions
Dismissed
Diversions Dismissed
Acquitted
Convicted
Sentence
Youth Authority
Probation
Probation with Jail
Jail
Fine
Other

Superior Court Dispositions

Dismissed
Diversions Dismissed
Acquitted
Convicted
Sentence
Death
Prison
Youth Authority
Probati
Probation with Jail
Jail
Fine
CRC
Other

60,268 13,701
21,784 7,887
38,484 5814

25,886 9,253
5,312 1,484
1,390 4399

97 14

19,087 7,256

0 0
4,127 1,439
13,045 4,766

1,626 908
251 124
38 19
34,382 4,448
1,217 95
199 2
216 g T
32,750 4,337
Y | 0
13,083 1.265
26 2
1,804 150
17,550 2,729
115 63

13 0

150 2

2 126

San Bernardino
County

11,267

66
2,898
0
8,303
4,246
4,057

5,717
1,137
246
10
4,324

0
506
2,943
802
73
0

2,586
109
12

17
2,448

San Diego
County

26,1

2,134
3,230
0

20,747
7,635
13,212

10,018
2,169
823
48
6.978

0
1,515
4,755

626
80
2

10,729
202

12

29
10,486

2
2,874
3

280
7,115
95

0

106

1

Santa Clara

County
9,740

389
770

1
8,580
2,434
6,146

3,920
588
779

7

2,546

0

397
1,438
647
20
£

4,660
101
28

1
4,520

0
1,044
7

214
3,205
38

1

9

2

NOTE: The graphs in the report collapse "Petition to Revoke Probation® and "Complaint Denied”.

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Offender-Based Transaction Statistics
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September 26,

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

RECEIVED

sgp 27 199
A“s'd...mp(

T0: Supervisor John MacDonald, Chairman
Supervisor Brian P. Bilbray, Vice Chairman
Supervisor George F. Bailey
Supervisor Susan Golding
Supervisor Leon L. Williams

FROM: John R. Sweeten, Director
Office of Intergovernmental Affairs

SUBJECT: INTERIM HEARINGS

Please be aware of the following interim hearings in Sacramento:

SUBJECT :

SUBJECT :

SUBJECT:

SUBJECT :

Wednesday, October 2, 1991

Funding for Conversion of Rental Mobilehome Parks to Resident
Ownership

Thursday, October 31, 1991

Growth Management: Executive Efforts, Legislative Proposals
and Building Consensus

Wednesday, November 6, 1991

"LAFCO Spheres of Influence After 20 Years"

- Thursday, November 7, 1991

"PollcyImp11cat1onsandUnlntendedConsequences A legislative
Review of S.B. 2557 (Maddy, 1990)

Please contact this office if you have any questions or require any information.

Respectfully,

J R. Sweeten

JRS: jd

e

cc: CAO, ACAO DCAOs

STOCK #75-3344
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS :,

GOVERNMENTAL CENTER R 701 OCEAN STREET SANTA CRUZ. CALIFORNIA 95060-4069

(408) 425-2201  ATSS 525-2201  FAX (408) 458-7077
JANET K. BEAUTZ ROBLEY LEVY GARY A. PATTON RAY BELGARD FRED KEELEY
FIRST DISTRICT SECOND DISTRICT THIRD DISTRICT FOURTH DISTRICT FIFTH DISTRICT

e

October 8, 1991 o~
[\‘\ e )
-z}
| i €3
Chairpersons and Members RECEIV EEN o G- ST
Board of Supervisors ] e o =
San Diego County HEY 1 8 o
1600 Pacific Highway A
San Diego, CA 92101 Ansc....

RE: PROPOSED CSAC CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS

Dear Colleagues:

As you probably know, CSAC will consider proposed constitutional amendments at
its upcoming Annual Meeting. The CSAC General Assembly is presently scheduled
for November 14, 1991, at the Monterey Hyatt Regency Hotel. The purpose of
this letter is to urge several, relatively minor amendments to the proposed
CSAC Constitution, so as to eliminate some internal inconsistencies, and so as
to make certain that resolutions which are debated before the Executive
Committee are debated in a context in which the Supervisor, Board of
Supervisors, regional association, or caucus of Supervisors that has proposed
the resolution is able to be present and participate, if the Executive
Committee asks other parties from outside the Executive Committee to come in
to discuss a proposed resolution.

A letter from Supervisor Patton, presented to our Board, is attached for your
information. We urge that you vote to support the changes shown on Exhibit 2,
which we believe will make the proposed Constitution work better, and which
will eliminate some internal inconsistencies which we assume were
inadvertently included in the draft Constitution.

Thank you for your helpfulness in this matter.

Sincerely,

IR e
FRED KEELEY, Chair
Board of Supervisors
FK:ted
Attachment

02156A3
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

S T
ANTR RS
GOVERNMENTAL CENTER oreil 701 OCEAN STREET SANTA CRUZ CALIFORNIA 95060-4069
(408) 425-2201 ATSS 525-2201 FAX IAOg) 458-7077
JANET K. BEAUTZ ROBLEY LEVY GARY A. PATTON RAY BELGARD FRED KEELEY
FIRST DISTRICT SECOND DISTRICT THIRD DISTRICT FOURTH DISTRICT FIFTH DISTRICT

AGENDA: 10/8/91

October” 2i; "1991

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocean Street

Santa,€xruzy..CA ;95060

RE: PROPOSED CSAC CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS

Dear Members of the Board:

The County Supervisors Association of California will hold its
General Assembly for calendar year 1991 on Thursday, November 14,
at the Monterey Hyatt Regency Hotel. At that time, CSAC will
consider proposed constitutional amendments, which have been
presented to all members of the Board of Supervisors. The draft
constitutional amendments suggest numerous changes in the
structure and operations of CSAC. One notable change is a
proposed change relating to the consideration of resolutions
relating to matters of policy.

Under current CSAC constitutional provisions, any Board of
Supervisors may propose a resolution for consideration by the

- General Assembly of CSAC. Our Board has proposed such

resolutions in the past, and I believe that we have, by :
submitting resolutions for CSAC consideration, helped draw the
attention of all County Supervisors in California to significant
public policy issues . of special concern to Santa Cruz County.
Under the proposed constitutional provisions, it will no longer
be possible for Boards of Supervisors to submit resolutions
directly to the CSAC General Assembly. Instead, all proposed

-resolutions will be considered only through the CSAC committee

structure.  The chance of drawing important public policy issues
to the attention of all Supervisors in California will be
significantly reduced, I believe, which is regrettable.

: 31
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
October 3, 1991
Page 2

Of course, there are some advantages in the proposed systeﬁ, as
well as disadvantages. For instance, the proposed constitutional
amendments will help to strengthen and make more important the
CSAC committee structure, and will speed up CSAC's annual

business meetings.

While I have doubts about eliminating the ability of CSAC's
General Assembly to act directly on public policy matters,
through the existing resolutions procedure, it is my impression
that there is a strong agreement within CSAC that the procedure
should be changed, along the lines outlined in the proposed
Constitution. Accordingly, I have reviewed the proposed
provisions with care, to see whether I think the new system will
work well on its own terms, and find that there are certain
inconsistencies and problems. I believe that it is important, if
CSAC is going to change its current resolutions procedure, for
the changes to be internally consistent, and it's also important
that the new procedures provide a meaningful opportunity for the
proponents of resolutions to get a full and fair hearing before

the significant decision making bodies.

Attached to this letter as Exhibit 1 is a copy of the relevant
provisions of the proposed CSAC Constitution. Exhibit 1 is
presented in strike-out and underline form, using the existing
CSAC Constitution as a foundation. Therefore, by examining
Exhibit 1, it is possible to see what the existing Constitution
provides, and to see what is proposed. By reviewing Exhibit 1,
it is clear that significant changes are being made in the CSAC

resolutions procedure.

Exhibit 2 is based upon Exhibit 1, but with certain additions and
amendments which I believe would help make the proposed
constitutional provisions work better. Specifically, the draft
constitutional provisions which have been suggested by the CSAC
Board of Directors are not internally consistent, in that some
provisions allow an individual Supervisor to propose a
resolution, and other provisions seemingly restrict the right to
propose a resolution to a Board of Supervisors, a regional
association, or a caucus of Supervisors. I am suggesting that we
urge that the more expansive ability to propose a resolution be
adopted uniformly. I also suggest a correction in Article XVI,
which indicates that certain types of constitutional amendments
may be acted upon only by the general membership. As currently
drafted, Article XVI erroneously cites a reference to Article XV,
which is proposed to be amended to eliminate any general
membership action on constitutional amendments.

SE






BOARD OF SUPERVISORS SO
October 3, 3991 R —21
Page 3

In addition, I am suggesting changes which make clear that *a
Supervisor, Board of Supervisors, or regional association or
caucus of Supervisors must be promptly informed of the action of
any committee, with respect to any recommendation made on a
proposed resolution; further, the amendments I propose would
guarantee the right of the Supervisor, Board of Supervisors, or
regional association or caucus of Supervisors to appear and be
heard in favor of their proposed resolution, if the Executive
Committee or the Board of Directors is going to hear any
arguments presented by persons who are not members of the
Executive Committee or Board of Directors. This seems to me to
be an elemental rule of fairness, which I think should be built

into the procedures at the outset.

In Exhibit 2, the changes that I am suggesting to the proposed
CSAC constitutional changes are printed in italics. Exhibit 2,
thus, shows the existing CSAC Constitution, the proposed changes
suggested to the existing Constitution, in strike out and
underline form, and the further changes that I suggest, in

italics.

I recommend that the Board of Supervisors take the following
actions at this time:

1. Endorse the changes to the proposed CSAC draft
Constitution presented in Exhibit 2 to this letter.

2. Direct the County's representative to the CSAC Board of
Directors to urge that these changes be incorporated in
any constitutional procedure.

3. Direct the Chairperson of the Board promptly to inform
the CSAC Executive Committee and Board of Directors that
our County urges the changes in Exhibit 2, to make the
proposed constitutional changes work better.

4. Direct the Chairperson to write to members of Boards of
Supervisors from other counties in California, urging
that these amendments be incorporated in the, Constitution
before adoption.

Very truly yours,
GAP:ted
Attachments 3

Y X. PATTON, Supervisor
ird District

cc: Steve Swendiman, CSAC Executive Director

02137A3 3 j






the general membership, for the purpose of removal of directors
and election of their replacements. \

Notice

A written notice of any meeting of all members, stating the
general nature of any business to be transacted, shall be mailed
to each member not less than twerty-ten (10) days nor more
than ninety (90) days before the first day of the meeting.

Quorum and Voting Requirements

A quorum of the general membership shall consist of one-third
of the members of the Association, unless the—resohdtion
propeses-an amendment to this Constitution /s proposed or an
officer is being elected to fill a vacancy created by the
removal of an officer-director under Article VI, Section H2, in
which case a majority of the membership shall constitute a

quorum. P&ex&os—shaﬂ-not—be—pe#m«-ﬁed,

The members present at any General Assembly where a quorum
is initially present may continue to transact business until
adjournment, notwithstanding the withdrawal of enough
members to leave less than a quorum, provided that any action
taken must be approved by at least two-thirds of the members

required to constitute a quorum.
ARTICLE XV
RESOLUTIONS PROCEDURE

PROPOSAL OF RESOLUTIONS. Any board of supervisors
maintaining membership in the Association, and ¢ any regional
association of county supervisors or Caucus of supervisors
may propose a resolution for consideration by the Genreral

Assembly-atihe-Arnual-Mesting Board of Directors.

A resolution may be proposed to accomplish any of the
following purposes:

1.  To add to, delete from or amend the basic policies of the
Association, as contained in the California County
Platform.

2. To establish a position on proposed legislation or
administrative actions which are of concern to California

19
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counties.

3. To amend the Constitution of the Associatio}n.

4. To develop Issues of the Association for
implementation during a legisiative session.

TIME FOR SUBMISSION OF PROPOSED RESOLUTIONS.
Resolutions may be submitted at any time by a supervisor,
board of supervisors, regional association or caucus.
Resolutions shall be submitted to the appropriate policy
committee, then forwarded to the Executive Committee for
consideration and recommendation to the Board of Directors

for approval.

REFERRAL OF PROPOSED RESOLUTIONS. The Executive
Director shall refer proposed resolutions to the appropriate
policy committees of the Association. Resolutions proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the Association shall be
referred to the Executive Committee.

MEETING OF POLICY COMMITTEES TO CONSIDER PROPOSED
RESOLUTIONS. The policy committees of the Association shall
meet to consider the proposed resolutions referred to them by

the-Executive-Direster. The policy committees shall take one or

more of the following actions with respect to each of the
proposed resolutions referred to them:

- & Recommend approval of the proposed resolution as
presented. :

- 8 Recommend disapproval of the proposed resolution as
presented.

3. Consolidate the proposed resolution with other proposed
resolutions on the same or related topics, and recommend
either approval or disapproval, as consolidated.

4. Amend the proposed resolution tq eliminate any ambiguity
or unclearness of language, and recommend either
approval or disapproval, as amended.

20
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5. If the resolution originates within the policy committee,
the committee may choose to take no action or make
no recommendation; however, H an Individual
supervisor, board of supervisors, regional association
or caucus sponsors the resolution, the policy
committee must forward a recommendation to the
Executive Committee for recommendation to the Board

of Directors.

A county o+ regional association or caucus of county
supervisors proposing a resolution shall be informed of the time
and place of the policy committee meeting at which the
proposed resolution will be considered. Such county—ex,
regional association or caucus shall be entitled to send a
representative to appear and be heard at the policy committee
meeting with respect to the resolution proposed by that county.
The procedures specified herein shall be used by the Executive
Committee, with respect to any resolution proposed to amend
the Constitution of the Association and which has been referred
to the Executive Committee as provided in this Article.






G E. QUORUM AND VOTING REQUIREMENTS. The affirmative vote
of two-thirds-a majority of the members-Directors present and
voting shall be required to approve a resolution.

2






H F. DISPOSITION OF ADOPTED RESOLUTIONS.

¢

A resolution proposing to add to, delete from or amend
the basic policies of the Association, if adopted as
specified herein, shall result in an amendment to the
California County Platform. An amended copy of the
Platform, incorporating the amendments, shall be provided
to each member of the Association at Jeast once each

year by January 1.

A resolution proposing to establish a position on
proposed legislation or on any administrative actions
which are of concern to California counties, shall, if
adopted as specified herein, guide the conduct of the
Association’s legislative advocacy efforts, subject to the
overall direction of the Board of Directors.

A resolution proposing to amend the Constitution of the
Association, if adopted as specified herein, shall effect an
amendment to the Constitution. An amended copy of the
Constitution shall be provided to each member of the

Association.

ARTICLE XVI

AMENDMENTS

This Constitution may be amended by:

o]

The Board of Directors, acting at any general assembly of

the Association, on the affirmative votes of two-thirds of
the membership of the Board, subject to the exceptions
stated below. Notice of the proposed amendment,
including the text thereof, shall be mailed to all members
of the Association at least 30 days before the first day of
the general assembly at which the amendment will be
considered, or

in-ArticleXM- The general membership, acting In person
or by written two-thirds (2/3) consent by mail vote.

The-following types of amendments may only be acted upon by the
general membership under Article XV:

23
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An amendment specifying or changing the number of
members of the Board of Directors, of the maximum or
minimum number of such members, or changing the
Board of Directors from a fixed to a variable number of
members or vice versa. The Board, however, may fix the
exact number of directors within a specified maximum and
minimum, as provided in Article V1.

An amendment extending the term of a member of the
Board of Directors beyond that for which the member was
elected, or increasing the terms of all members of the

Board.

An amendment changing or repealing quorum
requirements for actions of the general membership.
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EXHIBIT 2

ARTICLE XV

RESOLUTIONS PROCEDURE

]

PROPOSAL OF RESOLUTIONS. Any superv1sor, or board of
supervisors maintaining membership in the Assoc1atnon, and
¥ any reglonal association of county supervisors or Caucus
of supervisors may propose a resolution for consideration by

the Gereral-Assemblyat—theAnnual-—Meeting Board of

Directors.

A resolution may be proposed to accomplish any of the
following purposes:

1. To add to, delete from or amend the basic policies of the
Association, as contained in the California County
Platform.

2. To establish a position on proposed legislation or
administrative actions which are of concern to California

counties.

3. To amend the Constitution of the Association.

4. To develop issues of the Association for implementation
during the legislative process.

TIME FOR SUBMISSION OF PROPOSED RESOLUTIONS. Resolutions
may be submitted at any time by a supervisor, board of

supervisors, regional association or caucus. Resolutions

shall be submitted to the appropriate policy committee, then
forwarded to the Executive Committee for consideration and
;ecommendatiog-to the Board of Directors. for approval.

REFERRAL OF PROPOSED“RESOLUTIQNS. The Executive Director
shall refer proposed resolutions to the appropriate policy

.committees of the Association. Resolutions proposing an

amendment to the Constitution of the Association shall be
referred to the Executive Committee.

MEETING OF POLICY. COMMITTEES TO CONSIDER PROPOSED
RESOLUTIONS. The policy committees of the Association shall
meet to consider the proposed resolutions referred to them
by—the—Exeeutive—bireeter. The policy committees shall take
one or more of the following actions with respect to each of
the proposed resolutions referred to them:
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Recommend approval of the proposed resolution as
presented.

Recommend disapproval of the proposed resolution as
presented.

Consolidate the proposed resolution with other proposed
resolutions on the same or related topics, and recommend
either approval or disapproval, as consolidated.

Amend the proposed resolution to eliminate any ambiguity
or unclearness of lanquage, and recommend either approval

or disapproval, as amended.

If the resolution originates within the policy committee,
the committee may choose to take no action or make no
recommendation; however, if an individual supervisor,
board of supervisors, regional association or caucus
sponsors the resolution, the policy committee must
forward a recommendation to the Executive Committee for
recommendation to the Board of Directors and shall
promptly inform the supervisor, board of supervisors,
regional association or caucus proposing the resolution
of the recommendation of the committee.

A supervisor, or board of supervisors, or any regional
association or caucus of county supervisors proposing a
resolution shall be informed of the time and place of the
policy committee meeting at which the proposed resolution
will be considered, and

Sueh—eeunty-—or—regionat
assee&a%ieﬂ—er—eaueas shall be entitled to send a

representative to appear and be heard at the policy
committee meeting with respect to the resolution
proposed. - The procedures specified
herein shall be used by the Executive Committee, with
respect to any resolution proposed to amend the
Constitution of the Association and which has been
referred to the Executive Committee as provided in this

Article.











E. EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSED RESOLUTIONS.
Upon recelpt of any resolution proposed according to the
provisions contained in this Article, and the recommendation
of the policy committee, the Executive Committee shall
consider the resolution and make a recommendation for action
to the Board of Directors. The Executive Committee may
request one or more persons not members of the Executive
Committee or CSAC staff to make a presentation on the
proposed resolution; but if any such presentation is
permitted, the supervisor, board of supervisors, regional
association or caucus of supervisors proposing the
resolution shall also be permitted to be present and also to
make a presentation. The Executive Committee shall
thereafter provide the supervisor, board of supervisors,
regional association or caucus sponsoring the resolution
with notice of the recommendation of the Executive
Committee, prior to the Board of Directors meeting at which
the resolution will be considered.

6+E.F. QUORUM-AND—VOTINGREQUIREMENTS~ ACTION BY BOARD OF

DIRECTORS. The affirmative vote of &we—thirds a majority of
the members Directors present and voting shall be required
to approve a resolution.

H+-F.G. DISPOSITION OF ADOPTED RESOLUTIONS.

1. A resolution proposing to add to, delete from or amend
the basic policies of the Association, if adopted as
specified herein, shall result in an amendment to the
California County Platform. An amended copy of the
Platform, incorporating the amendments, shall be provided
to each member by the Association at least once each year

by January 1.

2. A resolution proposing to establish a position on
proposed legislation or on any administrative actions
which are of concern to California counties, shall, if
adopted as specified herein, guide the conduct of the
Association's legislative advocacy efforts, subject to
the overall direction of the Board of Directors.

3. A resolution proposing to amend the Constitution of the

- Association, if adopted as specified herein, shall effect
an amendment to the Constitution. An amended copy of the
Constitution shall be prov1ded to each member of the

Association.

~
C\)
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ARTICLE XVI

AMENDMENTS

This Constitution may be amended by:

o The Board of Directors, acting at any general assembly of
the Association, on the affirmative votes of two-thirds
of the membership of the Board, subject to the exceptions
stated below. Notice of the proposed amendment,
including the text thereof, shall be mailed to all
members of the Association at least 30 days before the
first day of the general assembly at which the amendment
will be considered, or

o ] ] ke e ] ] :  ded
in—Artiele—¥¥+- The general membership, acting in person
or by written two-thirds (2/3) consent by mail vote.

The following types of amendments may only be acted upon by the
general membership urder—Artiecle—¥:

1. An amendment specifying or changing the number of members
of the Board of Directors, or the maximum or minimum
number of such members, or changing the Board of
Directors from a fixed to a variable number of members or
vice versa. The Board, however, may fix the exact number
of directors within a specified maximum and minimum, as
provided in Article VI.

2. An amendment extending the term of a member of the Board
of Directors beyond that for which the member was
elected, or increasing the term of all members of the
Board.

3. An amendment changing or repealing quorum requirements
for actions of the general membership.






October 10, 1991

What your County charges as a booking fee, and what is included in the booking
procedure

The fee is $154.00. Booking activities include:

(1) receiving the arrestee at the detention facility

(2) determining whether the arrestee has been booked before

(3) determining whether the arrestee has any outstanding warrants

(4) screening the arrestee for special medical needs

(5) determining the aresstee’s blood alcohol Tevel (when necessary)

(6) searching the arrestee

(7) inventorying and storing the arrestee’s personal belongings

(8) preparing a booking and property record for the arrestee

(9) fingerprinting the arrestee

(10) photographing the arrestee

(11) screening the arrestee for possibility of an own recognizance
release

(12) creating or updating a booking jacket for the arrestee

(13) running a Cal-ID check on the arrestee

(14) determining appropriate housing for the arrestee

(15) processing qualified arrestees for release

(16) ensuring security for arrestees and staff

Reductions in bookings in county jails: impact on overcrowding, county expenses

An analysis of booking data suggests that the jail booking fee is not associated
with the decrease in jail bookings. That’s based on data for January - June 1990
and January - June 1991. On a month-to-month comparison bookings are down, but
that trend started before booking fees were initiated.

Types of offenders who are still being booked, and types of offenders who are not
booked......

Both felony and some misdemeanor suspects are being booked. A majority of the
misdemeanant are categorized as Drugs, DUI, or Drunk related.







San Diego
ASSOCIATION OF
GOVERNMENTS
W ‘{:“\ Suite 800, First Interstate Plaza
C -_C’v , ¥ 4 © 401 B Street
Qx. ' O3\ San Diego, California 92101
-\ i \5 (619)595-5300 Fax (619)595-5305
October 10, 1991 W0 /7= /K/\,? ;
el |
TO: Hon. George Bailey, Supervisor, Second District

David E. Janssen, Assistant CAO

FROM: &72'““Susan Pennell
SANDAG, Criminal Justice Research Division

SUBJECT: Statewide Impact of SB 2557 (booking fees)

As you requested at the September Criminal Justice Council meeting, I obtained additional
information about the impact of booking fees on cities throughout the state.

The Chief of Arroyo Grande police department in San Luis Obispo County mailed the
survey to about 300 law enforcement agencies in California. Information is available from
102 agencies on how they have been affected by the booking fee legislation.

I received a summary of the preliminary results frc‘)m Chief Ter Borch who indicated that
the five respondents from San Diego agencies stated that their procedures had pot changed
due the booking fees.

Other preliminary findings based on the 102 agencies include (courtesy of the Chief):
Booking Policies Affected

76 agencies stated that they have changed their booking policies as a result of SB 2557.

® Most no longer book non-violent misdemeanor offenders.

* Approximately 44 respondents indicated thzﬁ they no longer book misdemeanor
violent crimes and driving under the influence (DUI) offenders.

e 12 agencles reported that they now cite non-vmlent Elqny offenders. (Note:
There is no provision in law to do this.)

e Approximately 27 agencies indicated that they will no longer book probation
violators because their county charges them for such arrests.

-
MEMBER AGENCIES: Cities of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, E! Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Mesa,
Lemon Grove, National City, Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, San Marcos, Santee, Solana Beach, Vista and County of San Diego.
ADVISORY/LIAISON MEMBERS: California Department of Transportation, U.S. Department of Defense and Tijuana/Baja California..






e Approximately 28 agencies indicated that they no longer book warrant arrestees
(other than their own) because their county charges them for these arrests.

- Note: Due to the refusal to arrest and book bench warrant subjects, there
is a definite loss of revenue to the counties.

L ]

* Approximately 13 agencies stated they will not arrest on a warrant under a
specified amount (ranging from $2,000 to $7,500).

e Approximately 50 agencies stated that they will not arrest and book a suspect on
suspicion at the request of another agency (these involve felony cases - often
burglary, robbery, etc.

Conflicts

® Approximately 42 agencies reported conflicts between agencies as a result of SB
2557. Examples include:

- No longer assist the Sheriff’s Department in unincorporated areas,
- Refusal to make 836 PC arrests for other agencies (see above),

- Reduced cooperation with other agencies due to charges,

- Arguments over which agency is liable for charges,

- Establishing fees to charge the county ‘for services provided to it,
- General ill-will between agencies.

® Most agencies surveyed anticipated future conflicts with other law enforcement
agencies as a result of SB 2557.

® A substantial number of agencies reported that their city has refused to pay
booking fees and several indicated that they are involved in legal actions with
their counties. (The Chief said about 30 or 40 agencies.)
Booking Fees

® Fees ranged from $50.00 to $175.52 (L.A. County charges $175.52 for female
arrestees and $160.84 for male arrestees).

o ‘There is no standard that determines what an appropriate booking fee is.

® There is no standard as to what types of arrests should be subject to booking fees
(several counties charge for bench warrants, probation violations and court






ordered bookings. One county apparently charges a booking fee for bookings as
a result of district attorney cite letters.

® One county (Sacramento County) has proposed raising its booking fee 15.5%.

The Chief stated that he expects to receive from 100-200 additional surveys and %ill send
the completed analysis. He also mentioned that an all day hearing will take place in
Sacramento on November 7 convened by the local government committees of the
Assembly and the Senate.

Information about changes in the number of misdemeanor citations is not yet available
from the Bureau of Criminal Statistics (BCS). I will continue to keep you advised as more
information becomes available.
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County Supervisors Association of California

)
: m 1100 K Street, Suite 101 / Sacramento, CA 95814-3941 / 916-327-7500 / FAX 916-441-5507

VIA FAX

October 29, 1991

TO: Members, CSAC Restructuring Task Force
FROM: Supervisor Bob Dorr, Chair
SUBJECT: RESTRUCTURING TASK FORCE CONFERENCE CALL:

Wednesday, November 6, 1891, 2:00 pm

The CSAC Restructuring Task Force will hold a conference call on Wednesday, November 6,
at 2:00 pm. The purpose of this conference call is to finalize discussion before the CSAC
annual conference, Santa Cruz County has recommended specific changes for your
consideration, which | have attached.,

Please contact Sue McKean at CSAC, (916) 327-7508, if you are unable to participate or will
or will take the call from a location other than your office. Thank you.

BD:sgm
Attachment
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

GOVERNMENTAL CENTER

JANET K. BEAUTZ
FIRST DISTRICY

COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

.~

i 701 OCEAN STREET SANTA CRUZ CALIFORNIA 25060-4062
(408) 425.2201  ATSS 525-2201  FAX (£OB) 458-7C77

ROBLEY LEVY GARY A. PATTON RAY BELGARD FRED KEELEY
SECOND DISTRICT THIRD DISTRICT FOQURTH DISTRICT FIFTH DISTRICT

AGENDA: 10/8/91

October 2, 1591

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocean Street

Santa Cruz,

CA 95060

RE: PROPOSED CSAC CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS

Dear Members of the Board:

The County Supervisors Association of California will hold its
General Assembly for calendar year 1991 on Thursday, November 14,
at the Monterey Hyatt Regency Hotel. At that time, CSAC will
consider proposed constitutional amendments, which have been
presented to all members of the Board of Supervisors. The draft
constitutional amendments suggest numerous changes in the
structure and operations of CSAC. One notable change is a
proposed change relating to the consideration of resolutions

relating to

matters of policy.

Undexr current CSAC constitutional provisions, any Board of

Supervisors

may propose a resolution for consideration by the

General Assembly of CSAC. Our Board has proposed such

resolutions

in the past, and I believe that we have, by

submitting resolutions for CSAC consideration, helped draw the
attention of all County Supervisors in California to significant
public policy issues of special concern to Santa Cruz County.
Under the proposed constitutional provisions, it will no longer

be possible
directly to
resolutions
structure.

for Boards of Supervisors to submit resolutions

the CSAC General Assembly. Instead, all proposed
will be considered only through the CSAC committee
The chance of drawing important public policy issues

to the attention of all Supervisors in California will be
significantly reduced, I believe, which is regrettable.






BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
October 3, 1991
Page 2

of course, there are some advantages in the proposed system, as
well as disadvantages. For instance, the proposed constitutional
amendments will help to strengthen and make more important the
CSAC committee structure, and will speed up CSAC's annual
business meetings.

While I have doubts about eliminating the ability of CSAC's
General Assembly to act directly on public policy matters,
through the existing resolutions procedure, it is my impression
that there is a strong agreement within CSAC that the procedure
should be changed, along the lines outlined in the proposed
Constitution. Accordingly, I have reviewed the proposed
provisions with care, to see whether I think the new system will
work well on its own terms, and find that there are certain
inconsistencies and problems. I believe that it is important, if
CSAC is going to change its current resolutions procedure, for
the changes to be internally consistent, and it's also important
that the new procedures provide a meaningful opportunity for the
proponents of resolutions to get a full and fair hearing before
the significant decision making bedies.

Attached to this letter as Exhibit 1 is a copy of the relevant
provisions of the proposed CSAC Constitution. Exhibit 1 is
presented in strike-out and underline form, using the existing
CSAC Constitution as a foundation. Therefore, by examining
Exhibit 1, it is possible to see what the existing Constitution
provides, and to see what is proposed. By reviewing Exhibit 1,
it is clear that significant changes are being made in the CSAC
resolutions procedure.

Exhibit 2 is based upon Exhibit 1, but with certain additions and
amendments which I believe would help make the proposed
constitutional provisions work better. Specifically, the draft
constitutional provisions which have been suggested by the CSAC
Board of Directors are not internally consistent, in that some
provisions allow an individual Supervisor to propose a
resolution, and other provisions seemingly restrict the right to
propose a resolution to a Board of Supervisors, a regional
association, or a caucus of Supervisors. I am suggesting that we
urge that the more expansive ability to propose a resolution be
adopted uniformly. I also suggest a correction in Article XVI,
which indicates that certain types of constitutional amendments
may be acted upon only by the general membership. As currently
drafted, Article XVI erroneously cites a reference to Article XV,
which is proposed to be amended to eliminate any general
membership action on constitutional amendments.






BOARD QF SUPERVISORS
October 3, 1821
Page 3

In addition, I am suggesting changes which make clear that a
Supervisor, Board of Supervisors, or regional association or
caucus of Supervisors must be promptly informed of the action of
any committee, with respect to any recommendation made on a
proposed resolution; further, the amendments I propose would
guarantee the right of the Supervisor, Board of Supervisors, or
regional association ox caucus of Supervisors to appear and be
heard in favor of their proposed resolution, if the Executive
Committee or the Board of Directors is going to hear any
arguments presented by persons who are not members of the
Executive Committee or Board of Directoxrs. This seems to me to
be an elemental rule of fairness, which I think should be built
into the procedures at the outset.

In Exhibit 2, the changes that I am suggesting to the proposed
CSAC constitutional changes are printed in italics. Exhibit 2,
thus, shows the existing CSAC Constitution, the proposed changes
suggested to the existing Constitution, in strike out and
underline form, and the further changes that I suggest, in
italics. :

I recommend that the Board of Supervisors take the following
actions at this time:

1. Endorse the changes to the proposed CSAC draft
Constitution presented in Exhibit 2 to this letter.

2. D;rect the County's representative to the CSAC Board of
- Directors to urge that these changes be incorporated in
any constitutional procedure.

3. Direct the Chairperson of the Board promptly to inform
the CSAC Executive Committee and Board of Directors that
our County urges the changes in Exhibit 2, to make the
proposed constitutional changes work better.

4. Direct the Chairperson to write to members of Boards of
Supervisors from other counties in California, urging
that these amendments be incoxporated in the Constitution
before adoption.

Very truly yougs,
£ /Aed

Y &, DPATTON, Superviscr
srd paistrict

GAP: ted
Attachments

cc: Steve Swendiman, CSAC Executive Director

02137A3
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é County Supemsors Assoc1at10111"of Ca.lzforma

m 1100 K Street, Suite 101 / Sacramento, CA 95814-3941 / 916-327-7500 / FAX 916-441-5507

VIA FAX

October 29, 1891

TO: Members, CSAC Executive Committee
FROM: Steve Swendiman, Executive Director

SUBJECT: CHANGE OF LOCATION FOR NOVEMBER 7, 1991 MEETING
The CSAC Executive Committee meeting, originally scheduled to take place at the Capital Club,
has been moved to A Shot of Class restaurant, 1020 - 11th Street.

The meeting was moved in order to accommodate members of the Senate and Assembly Local
Government Committees, who will be joining us for iunch.

A revised Executive Committee agenda is enclosed, If you have not already responded tegarding
your attendance, please contact Sue McKean at (916) 327-7508. Thank you.

SS:sgm
Enclosure






COUNTY SUPERVISORS ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA
Executive Committee
Thursday, November 7, 1991
12:00 - 2:00 pm
A Shot Of Class
1020 - 11th Street, Sacramento

REVISED AGENDA
Presiding: Rolland C. Starn, President

12:00 pm
. Roll Call

i, Approval of Minutes of September 27, 1881

1. Youth Policy Task Force Report
- Supervisor Betsy Marchand, Yolo County
- Steve Swendiman, CSAC Executive Director

12:30 pm
Lunch with Members of Senate and Assembly Local Government Committees
1:30 pm

IV. Update on SB 2557
- Dan Wall, CSAC Legislative Representative

V. Universal Health Care Initiative Update
- Vic Pottorff, CSAC Deputy Executive Director

VL. Report on ACA 35
- Vic Pottorff

VI, President's Farewsll
- Rolland Stam
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TENTATIVE AGENDA

JOINT HEARING OF THE ASSEMBLY AND SENATE
LOCAY, GOVERNMENT COMMITTEES
"POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES:
A LEGISLATIVE REVIEW OF SB 2557 (MADDY, 19590)."

NOVEMBER 7, 1991
9 A.Hc - 4330 P.!-
ROOM 4202 - STATE CAPITOL

9:00 A.M. - 9115 A.M.  OPENING ‘STATEMENTS
Assembly Member Farr and Senator Bergeson

9:15 AM. "= 9145 A.M. THE NEED FOR SB 2557
Senator Ken Maddy
John Decker, Senate Minority Piscal Office
Steve Olsen, Department of Finance (DOF)

9:45 A.M. - 10:30 A.M. HOW COUNTIES HAVE IMPLEMENTED SB 2557
>Representatives, County Supervisors
Association of California (CSAC)
>Representatives, Urban Counties Caucus
>Representatives, Regional Council of
Rural Counties

*10:30 P.M, - 11:30 P.M. THE BXPERIENCE OF LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT
AGENCIES
>Representatives, county sherriffs
>Representatives, local police chiefs
>Representatives, Legislative Analyst's
Office (LAO)

11:30 A.M. - 12:00 P.M. THE EXPERIENCE OF REDEVELOPMENT AGENCIES

>Representatives, Arcadia, Culver City,
Lynwood, and Redondo Beach
Redevelopment Agencies (All parties
affected by the Auqust 1991 appellate
court ruling.) |

>Other redevelopment agency
representatives.,

- CONTINUED -






OCT-21-'91 MON 14:29 1D:LOCAL GOVUT COMMITTEE TEL NO:

TENTATIVE AGENDA
JOINT HEARING:
NOVEMBER 7, 1991
PAGE TWO

8B 2557

*12:00_P.M. - 1:00 P.M.
*13:00 - 2:00 P.M.

*2:00 PoM. ¢ 2:30 PaM.

2:30 P.M. - 3‘00 P.Hl

3:00 P.M. - 3:30 P.M.

3:30 P-H- - 4:15 p-Mo

4:15 P.M. - 4:30 P.M.

[ALCL]111/07/91HEARING
TentativeAgenda
21-0ct-1991 Mon 12:38

#325 Pg4

LUNCH

THE EXPERIENCE OF CITIERS & SPECIAL

DISTRICTS

>Representatives, League of California
Cities (LEAGUE)

>Representatives, California Contract
Cities Association

>Representatives, California Special
‘Districts Association

>Representatives, Association of CA
Hospital Districts

DISCUSSION
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

POLICY EFFECTS OF A REPEAL WITH NO
BACKFILL

>Representative, Legislative Analyst's
Office (LAO)

>Representative, DOF

>Representatives, CSAC

>Represgentatives, LEAGUE

>Representatives, CA Association of
Hospitals and Health Systems

FISCAL OPTIONS

>Representative, Administration

>Representative, LAO

>Representatives, CSAC

>Representatives, LEAGUE

>Representative, California Taxpayers'
Association

>Representative, Howard Jarvis Taxpayers'
Assgociation

>Representative, California Chamber of
Commerce

OPEN MICROPHONE FOR TESTIMONY
CLOSING REMARKS







NOU-@4-1991 16:49 FROM COUNTY SUPERVISORS ASSOC. TO 16195574199 P.@2

CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE Pé%/

STATE CAPITOL

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA
95814
TIVE A

JOINT HEARING OF THE ASSEMBLY AND SENATE
: LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEES
"POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES:
A LEGISLATIVE REVIEW OF SB 2557 (MADDY, 1990)."
NOVEMBER 7, 1991
9 A.M. - 4:30 P.M.
ROOM 4202 ~ STATE CAPITOL
9:00 A.M. ~ 9:15 a.M. OPENING STATEMENTS

Assembly Member Farr and Senator Bergeson

Senator Ken Maddy

Steve Olsen, Deputy Director
Department of Finance '

John Decker, Consultant
Senate Minorxity Fiscal Office
9:45 A.M. - 10:30 A.M. HOW COUNTIES HAVE IMPLEMENTED SB 2557

Dan Wall, Legislative Advocate
County Supervisors Association of CA

Supervisor Rolland C. Starn, County of
Stanislaus, and President, County
Supervisors Assocation of CA

 Supervisor Bob Dorr, County of El Dorado,
and First Vice President, County
Supervisors Assocation of CA

RS, o
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Supervisor Leon Williams, County of San
Diego, and Second Vice President, County
Supervisors Association of CA

Paul McIntosh, County Administrative
Officer, and County of El Dorado, and
Representative, Regional Council of
Rural Counties ;

Richard Dixon‘
Chief Administrative Officer
County of Los Angeles

Supervisor 2Zoe Lofgren, County of Santa
Clara, and Chair, Urban Counties Caucus

10:30 P.M. - 11:30 P.M. THE EXPERIENCES OF LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT
AGENCIES

Sheriff Don McDonald
County of El1 Dorado

Undersheriff Robert Edmonds
County of Los Angeles

Grover C. Trask II
District Attorney
County of Riverside

Sheriff Glen Craig
County of Sacramento

iff J
Co

Sheriff Charles Gillingham
County of Santa Clara

Sheriff Robert Martinez
County of Yolo

Chief Karel Swanson, Walnut Creek Police
Department, and President
CA Police Chiefs Association

Chief Frank Hedley, San Bruno Police
Department, and Second Vice President
CA Peace Officers Association

Chief Rick TerBorch, Arroyo Grande Police
Department, and Chairman of SB 2557
Committee, CA Police Chiefs Association
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11:30 A.M. - 12:00 P.M.

12:00 e 1300 P.M.

1:00 - 2:00 P.M.

Chief Kenneth Jones, Newark Police
Department, and Representative of
Alameda County Chiefs Association

Chief Lloyd Wood
Pomona Police Department

Chief L.L. "Sonny" Richardson
Riverside Police Department

Chief Daryl Wicker
Cypress Police Department

Chief Brook McMahon
Pismo Beach Police Department

Bob Loesgsberg-Zahl
Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst
Legislative Analyst's Office

THE EXPERIENCES OF REDEVELOPMENT AGENCIES

Dennis Luna, Board Commissioner/Treasurer
Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency

Jody Hall-Esser
Assistant Executive Director
Culver City Redevelopment Agency

Thomas G. Mauk, City Manager,
City of Whittier, and Executive Director,
Whittier Redevelopment Agency

Patrick D. O'Keeffe, Executive Director
El Cerrito Redevelopment Agency

LUNCH

THE EXPERIENCES OF CITIES & SPECIAL
DISTRICTS

Jim Harrington, Legislative Advocate
League of California Cities

pat Castillo, City Coﬁncil Member
City of Sunnyvale

Keith Comrie, City Administrative Officer
City of Los Angeles

e ey






" Jack Mc Grory, City Manager
City of San Diego

Elizabeth Silver, Esqg.
Meyers, Nave & Riback

Jerry M. Patterson, Esq.
Burke, Williams & Sorensen

-Jim Van Horn, President
California Contract Cities Association

Sam Olivito, Executive Director
California Contract Cities Association

Jim Chatigny, General Manager
Nevada Irrigation District

Judy Selby, Director
Tuolumne Regional Water District

Richard Bollinger, Manager
Fair Oaks Recreation and Park District

David Bottemiller, Chief Financial Officer
Tahoe Forest District Hospital

Everett Beck, Administrator
Mayers Memorial District Hospital

2:00 P.M. ~ 2:30 P.M. DISCUSSION ;
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

2:30 P.M, - 3:00 P.M. POLICY EFFECTS OF A REPEAL WITH NO
BACKFILL

Steve Olsen, Deputy Director
Department of Finance

Dan Wall, Legislative Advocate
County Supervisors Association of CA

Jim Harrington, Legislative Advocate
League of CA Cities

Peter Schaafsma, Director

Taxation and Economic Research Section
Legislative Analyst's Office

Kathy Procida, Legislative Advocate -
California Association of Hospitals and
Health Systems

P el

RS e S R
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TENTATIVE AGENDA

JOINT HEARING OF THE ASSEMBLY AND SENATE
LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEES
"POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES:
A LEGISLATIVE REVIEW OF SB 2557 (MADDY, 1990)."

NOVEMBER 7, 1991

9 A.Hl o 4830 P.n.
ROOM 4202 - STATE CAPITOL

9:00 A.M. - 9:15 A.M.

9:15 A.M. - 9:45 A.M.

9‘45 A.M. e 10‘30 A.H.

*10:30 P.M. - 11:30 POMO

OPENING ‘STATEMENTS
Assembly Member Farr and Senator Bergeson

THE NEED FOR SB 2557

Senator Ken Maddy

John Decker, Senate Minority Fiscal Qffice
Steve Olsen, Department of Finance (DOF)

HOW COUNTIES HAVE IMPLEMENTED SB 2557

>Representatives, County Supervisors
Association of California (CSAC)

>Reprasentativas, Urban Counties Caucus

>Representatives, Regional Council of
Rural Counties

THE EXPERIENCE OF LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT

AGENCIES

>Representatives, county sherriffs

>Representatives, local police chiefs

>Representatives, Legislative Analyst's
Office (LAO)

THE EXPERIENCE OF REDEVELOPMENT AGENCIES

>Representatives, Arcadia, Culver City,
Lynwood, and Redondo Beach
Redevelopment Agencies (All parties

affected by the Auqust 1991 appellate
court ruling.) #
>Other redevelopment agency
representatives.
- CONTINUED -
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TENTATIVE AGENDA
JOINT HEARING:
NOVEMBER 7, 1991
PAGE TWO

SB 2557

*13:00 - 2:00 P.M.

*2:00 P.M. -~ 2:30 P.M,

2:30 PQMQ 3:00 P-Hc

3:00 P.M., - 3:30 P.M.

3:30 P-H. o 4:15 P-Mo

4:15 P.M. - 4:30 P.M.

[ALCL]11/07 /9 1HEARING
TentativeAgenda
21-0ct-1991 Mon 12:39

ID:LOCAL GOVUT COMMITTEE TEL NO:

#3255 PB4

LUNCH

THE EXPERIENCE OF CITIES & SPECIAL

DISTRICTS

>Representatives, League of California
Cities (LEAGUE)

>Representatives, California Contract
Cities Association

>Representatives, California Special
‘Districts Association

>Representatives, Association of CA
Hospital Districts

DISCUSSION
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

POLICY EFFECTS OF A REPEAL WITH NO
BACKFILL

>Representative, Legislative Analyst's
Office (LAO)

>Representative, DOF

>Representatives, CSAC

>Representatives, LEAGUE

>Representatives, CA Association of
Hospitals and Health Systems

PISCAL OPTIONS

>Representative, Administration
>Representative, LAO
>Representatives, CSAC
>Representatives, LEAGUE

>Representative, California Taxpayers'
Association

>Representative, Howard Jarvis Taxpayers'
Association

>Representative, California Chamber of
Commerce

OPEN MICROPHONE FOR TESTIMONY
CLOSING REMARKS
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November 8, 1991

Supervisor Leon Williams
San Diego County Board

of Supervisors, District 4
and Second Vice President, County
Supervisors Association of CA
1600 Pacific Highway, Room 335
San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Leon:

Thank you for taking the time out of your busy schedule
yesterday to testify before the members of the Assembly and
Senate Local Government Committees at their joint hearing,
"Policy Implications and Unintended Consequences: a Legislative
Review of SB 2557 (Maddy, 1990)."

We are hopeful that some of the concerns raised at the hearing
will be addressed by the Legislature. While we recognize that
the implementation of SB 2557 has created a great deal of
divisiveness among local governments, we are confident that with
the cooperation of all local government officials, fair and
equitable solutions can be developed to respond to some of the
problems which have been created by the booking fees and
property tax administration fees.

We are preparing a summary of findings and recommendations from
the hearing, and I will send a copy to you as soon as it is
available. Again, we appreciate your participation in this very
important hearing and look forward to working with you in the
upcoming legislative year.

Sincerely,
T o

MARIAN BERGESON SAM FARR
Senate Committee Chairman Assembly Committee Chair
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