Greenfield Police Department

215 El Camino Real » P.O. Box 306 = Greenfield, CA 93927
(408) 674-5118 » FAX (408) 674-3747

J. Robert Duke, Chief of Police
Greenfield Police Department
215 El Camino Real
Greenfield, Ca 93927

May 4, 1998

The Honorable Jonathan R. Price
Presiding Judge

Monterey County Superior Court
P.O. Box 414

Salinas, Ca 93902

Dear Judge Price:

Please accept this response to the findings and recommendations regarding school violence made
by the 1997 mid-year Monterey County Civil Grand Jury.

Background:

In the mid-year report the Grand Jury found that although there were positive programs and
cooperation between school officials and law enforcement, continued cooperation and attention to
school violence is required. The Grand Jury found that many different methods have been used to
combat this problem and encouraged a continued exchange of program information to identify the
strategies that work best. The Grand Jury also found that parental involvement was essential.

Response:
The Greenfie(d Police Department was asked to respond to-the following recommendations:
2. A full-time School Resource Officer:

The City of Greenfield has a single Commuaity Service Officer that acts as a Community Oniented
Policing Officer, Neighborhood Watch Coordinator, and School Liaison Officer. Because our
community has not yet built its own high school, our 9th-12th graders are bused to King City High
School. Given this, it is not yet busy enough to have an officer assigned only to School Resource
duties. The Community Service Officer has ample time to perform all three duties. As the opening
of the new high school draws near (expected opening: fall 1999), we will need to re-visit this issue.
We have been meeting with high school officials discussing planning issues related to school
security and violence when the new campus opens. We will continue to plan and the Greenfield
Police Department will actively monitor the developme.ts with this Grand Jury report in mind.



3. Review of successful programs:

This aspect of the recommendations is actively carried out by the Monterey County Chief Law
Enforcement Executives’ Association. We meet monthly to actively discuss and research current
problems and solutions. Once research is completed, we develop protocols acceptable to all
members and then implement cooperative solutions. We continue to monitor and adjust programs
and protocols as needed.

Please forgive the late response to this report. As you know, we have been in a transition both m
the Police Department and as a City overall. Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this
report and consider its findings. School Violence is such an important issue with such far reaching
consequences that we cannot ignore. Only through pro-active cooperative efforts will a solution be
realized.

Smcerely,

/%/MEL

J. Robert Duke

JRD:



1997 Monterey County Grand Jury
Room 317 Monterey County Courthouse
Salinas, California

Novemnber 15, 1997

TO: The Membersp 1997 Monterey County Grand Jury
FROM: Roger Loper W
SUBJECT: Responses to the 1997 MontereyCounty Grand Jury Mid~Year Report.

| have just finished going over the responses to our mid-year report. This review was
for several reasons:
First, because it was necessary to check out the status of these reponses to
decide who should get reminded to send in a response;
Second, bacause we agreed to have something in an Appendix to the Year-End
Report on this subject

| have updated the Sept. 30 report | distributed to the Jury members. Attachment 1 is
an update as of today. | also have written and dispatched a letter to those marked on
the summary as receiving a standard letter. This went to many school districts and a
few cemetery districts. The letter is attached as Attachment 2. Remember, you asked
me to toughen this up. ' think this letter is about as tough as anyone could get.

| also wrote special letters to the Cities of Seaside and Greenfield. Copies of these
letters are filed with the responses in the Grand Jury office.

As usual, | had to read through these responses o classify them correctly. Attachment
3 is my overail impression of these responses -- you may be interested, The reponses
themselves are in the Grand Jury office, and | suggest each of you look them over, at
least for the items which interest you.

Attachment 4 is my proposal for the Appendix on Responses to Grand Jury Reports. This
can be discussed at our meeting on November 20.

Attachments 1. Status of Responses to 1997 Mid-Year Grand Jury Report
2. Letter to agencies who have not responded
3. Foreman's summary of responses.
4. Proposed Appendix on Responses for Final Report



Grand Jury

P.O. Bisx 414
Salinas, CA 93902
(408) 753-5020

AHachment 2 |
November 12, 1997 LeHer sent to Drstricts
whickt have not respze
10 1997 Granc! L/dr}/lhy"yw
Lepst,

William Klein, Chair
Castroville Cemetery District
P.O. Box 722

Castroville, CA 95012

Dear Mr. Klein:

The 1997 Monterey County Grand Jury issued a Mid-Year Final Report dated August 7, 1997,
All of the responses required by Section 933.05 of the California Penal Code should have been
dispatched to us on or before November 7.

You have been requested to provide a response to the findings and recommendations in the 1997
Mid-Year Final Report.

We have not received your response. Therefore, you are in violation of Section 933.05 of the
California Penal Code. To avoid the costly and time-consuming task of obtaining a court order
to demand your response, please have it in our hands on or before November 24, 1997.

Yours truly,

Ty

oy “*’74‘“ "l

D. Roger Loper, Foreman
1997 Civil Grand Jury

DRL/It
Attachment: Copy of Penal Code Section 933.03



Altachment 3

1997 Monterey County Grand Jury
Foreman's Comments on Responses to the 1997 Mid-Year Report

Members of the Grand Jury ajready have copies of the Board of Supervisor's responses
to our mid-year report, and this has been discussed pretty freely. Here follow my own
personal thoughts on the responses from the Cities and Districts:

Violence on School Campuses. Most of the Cities responded positively to our
recommendations. | can only conclude that the School Districts were unimpressed,
since only four responded. Those that did respond seemed to feel they were aiready
doing what we recommended and more.

Investment of Public Funds. Most of the Cities claim to be doing what was
recommended. One or two described improvements recently made. All claimed to be
alert to the "use it or lose it" syndrome.

Purchasing Apparently the Cities do not share our high regard for the County's
purchasing capabilities. Some agreed to try it, Several Cities prefer using local
sources. Coupled with the Board of Supervisor's fear that increased demand on

central purchasing might require them to add staff, these concerns by the Cities suggest
that not much will be done. Interestingly enough, cur printer, Peter Calvert of County
Graphics, has taken this suggestion to heart and has already recruited a couple of
school boards plus CSUMB to join with the County in its annual commitment for paper
and for photocopying services. The only school district - Washington - which replied on
this issue says they piggy-back their purchasing on the Salinas City District.

Monterey Sports Center As expected the City of Monterey tells us that they had this
well in hand before we came on the scene.

Public Cemeteries. One or two agreed to try our recommendations.

FORA Roads and Bridges. Everybody disputes our interpretation of the TAMC figures, but
everybody agrees there is no easy solution. FORA and CSUMB insist that the only cost
assignable to FORA is the $116 million for roads and bridges inside what used to be Fort
Ord. Most others agreed there is some impact outside the gates of the old Fort.

Prisons Most cities wondered why they were asked to respond, although many said they
have and some still do make use of work crews from CTF Soledad.

The responses are worth reading. Last spring when | was wading through the 1996
responses | thought it was all freth, but ) have changed my mind. One thought to pass
along to other Grand Juries is that the old Grand Jury Reports are a gold mine of good
information, and so are the responses!.




Attachment 4

1997 Monterey County Grand Jury Final Report
Appendix 2

RESPONSES TO GRAND JURY REPORTS

In 1996 the California Legisiature passed a law which redefined the way in which
government departments, districts and agencies must respond to Grand Jury findings

and recommendations. This law became effective on January 1, 1997. Accordingly,

the responses to the 1996 Monterey County Grand Jury Final Report, which was published
in January 1997, were required to conform to the new law.

Although the Superior Court staff wrote all government bodies who were requested to
respond to the 1996 Final Report explaining the new regulations, the responses were
far from satisfactory. Only 53% of the required responses actually conformed to the
new requirements. In the mid-year report of the 1987 Monterey County Grand Jury,
the details of these responses were published. The 1997 Grand Jury wrote 41 letters to
local government bodies in Monterey County explaining the ways in which many of the
responses fell short of the new requirements.

The 1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury published a Mid-Year Report in August 1997,
containing thirteen separate investigations. All responses were to be returned to the
Superior Court on or before November 7, 1997. Even though the Grand Jury had made a
major effort to call attention to the new regulations, results are still far from satisfac-
tory. Monterey County Board of Supervisors and Departments obviously got the mes-
sage, and their responses to the 1987 Mid-Year Report were greatly improved. The
Cities, too, were much improved but still have room for improvement. The various
districts and agencies fell far short of requirements. The responses to the 1837 Mid-Year
Report have been analyzed for conformance to the requirements of the Penal Code
Section 933.05. Results are summarized in the attached table and charts.

Only % of the responses to the 1997 Mid-Year Repert oonferm to the requirements
of the Penal Code as amended on January 1, 1997.

drl/§1-15-87
Appendix2
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March 2, 1998

Horn. Jonathan R. Price

Presiding Judge

Monterey County Superior Court
P.O. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93902

RE: 1997 Monterey County Grand Jury Mid-Year Final Report Findings and
Recommendations

Dear Judge Price:

In response to Foreman Robert Quinn’s request and on behalf of the City of
Gonzales, 1 offer the following responses to the findings and recommendations
contained in the 1997 Monterey County Grand Jury Mid-Year Final Report to which
the City of Gonzales has not previously responded.

INVESTMENT OF PUBLIC FUNDS

Finding #3: The institutions and arrangements under which City funds are
invested seem to be conservative.

City Response: The City agrees with the finding.

Finding #4: 96.5% of the funds in the hands of the Cities are invested at 5.00% to
6.63%, the median rate being 5.58%.

City Response: As it applies to Gonzales, the City agrees with the finding.

Finding #5: 2.4% of the funds invested at interest by the Cities is earning under
4.5%. If the return on these funds could be increased to 4.5%, the Cities would
receive an additional $54,400 in interest income per year.

City Response: As is applies to Gonzales, the City disagrees with the finding.

Explanation: The City’s primary investment vehicle is the Local Agency Investment
Fund (LAIF), which has paid higher than 4.5% in recent years.



Response to 1997 Monterey County Grand Jury Mid-Year Final Report
Page?2

Finding #6: Interest rates being earned by the various Cities vary widely,
particularly for checking accounts. Those Cities which are not earning a return on
checking accounts may be able to improve the returns on this money by
renegotiating arrangements or changing banks. Arrangements by the Cities of
Gonzales and Pacific Grove were the most attractive.

City Response: As is applies to Gonzales, the City agrees with the finding.

Finding #7: As of the end of January 1997, there was a total of $2,335,886 in the
hands of the twelve Cities which was deposited in commercial institutions and was
not receiving any interest earnings. While this is only about 1.1% of the funds in
the hands of the Cities, if it could be on deposit at a mere 2.00% it would earn an
additional $46,700 per year.

City Response: As is applies to Gonzales, the City disagrees with the finding.
Explanation: The City’s funds are all invested in interest-bearing accounts.

Recommendation #1: Each of the Cities having funds which are not earning any
interest invest their funds in interest earning accounts.

City Response: The City agrees with this recommendation and is already following
this policy.

Recommendation #2: Those Cities having funds invested at 1.01% to 4.03% interest
review these arrangements and if possible, improve the rates of interest.

City Response: The City agrees with this recommendation.

PURCHASING

Finding #1: None of the respondents are using the services of the Monterey County
Central Purchasing Department.

City Response: As it applies to Gonzales, the City agrees with the finding.

Finding #2: Authorization limits and procedures appeared to be adeguate. Since
this was not studied in depth, reliance was based on comments made on the survey.

City Response: The City agrees with the finding.

Finding #3: If there were consolidation and use of a "professional” purchasing
department vs. small individual efforts, substantial savings could accrue to the
participants. Even savings of 1%, on average, would generate a figure more than
sufficient to fund two additional positions which MCCPD estimates would be
necessary to handle the additional workload. One example reviewed by the Grand



Response to 1997 Monterey County Grand Jury Mid-Year Final Report
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Jury indicated a 3% savings was achieved when MCCPD became involved after the
efforts of a local department proved inadequate.

City Response: The City partially disagrees with the finding.
Explanation: The City of Gonzales’ seeks the lowest price avajlable on all purchases.

No evidence has been provided that routing our purchases through Monterey
County would be either cost effective or efficient.

Recommendation #1: There be an examination of “last minute” spending and, if
necessary, establish a procedures to change this practice.

City Response: The City disagrees with this recommendation.

Explanation: The City has in place a purchasing policy that requires the solicitation
of more than one bid or quote, and the review of any expenditure by the
Department Head, Finance Director and the City Manager before the expenditure is
authorized. This has proven to provide sufficient oversight to the City’s purchasing
procedures.

Recommendation #2: School Districts, Cities, and other local government agencies
within Monterey County consult with the MCCPD to achieve savings available by
central funds purchasing to taxpayers.

City Response: The City partially agrees with this recommendation.

Explanation: If MCCPD is interested in providing purchasing services to other
public agencies, that Department should prepare a proposal and submit it for
consideration by each agency. This proposal should include the guaranteed cost-
savings that would result from centralized purchasing, and how the delays that
would undoubtedly occur by having to process purchasing requests through
Monterey County would be avoided.

The City of Gonzales previously responded to the Violence on School Campuses
issue contained in the Mid-Year Final Report.

g
:

abeth Williams
Mayor

Sincerely,

cc: Members of the Gonzales City Council
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THROUH THE Y0UTH OF TODAY

" NORTH MONTEREY COUNTY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

DISTRICT OFFICE » MOSS LANDING ROAD « P.O.BOX 43 « MOSS LANDING, CALIFORNIA 85039-0049

April 7, 1998

Robert A. Quinn, Foreman N/
Monterey County Civil Grand Jury s
P.O. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93802

Dear Mr. Quinn:

Please forgive our failure to respond to the Grand Jury's Mid-Year Report. Somehow,
your |etter of 12 November didn't reach me, Our response to the Report is as
follows:

1. As to Violence on School Campuses, please be advised that:

> Gangs continue to be a concern. The Castroville area has traditionally
been affiliated with the Nortenos. An increasing presence of Sureno
affiliated students at North Montsrey County High School has increased
tensions there. increased supervision, suspensions and expulsions have
combined to kesp the situation under control.

> The District has adopted a zero tolerance policy.

> All District schools are raviewing and revising their safety plans. The
revised plans will be approved by the School Board in the fall of 1998.

> A full-time School Resource Officer has been assigned to North
Monterey County High School,

> Alt of the District's K-5 schools have adopted and are implementing the
Community of Caring Program and participate in the DARE Program.

> The District works with the National Coalition Building Institute to assist
staff and students with issues of diverslty.

> The District belongs to the Sunrise House JPA and the School Board
refers expelted students there for services when appropriate, as a
condition of the expulsion order.

> The Schoof Board refers expelied students to Youth Alternatives to
Violence, when appropriate, as a condition of the expulsion order.

2. As to Purchasing:
> (n 1990, when the District faced an extremely difficult fiscal situation, the
position of warehouse/delivery person was eliminated following a cost-

OFFICE Of SUPERINTENDENT EDUCATIONAL SERVICES PERSONNEL BUSINESS S8ERVICES MAINTENANCE/TRANSPORTATION

——



benefit analysis. We found that, for most office and school supplies, the
large companies (Office Depot, Staples, etc.) use their volume
purchasing power to offer commercial account rates that compare very
favorably with bulk purchasing. Most supplies can be purchased diretly
by the schools and departments and delivered directly, saving the
salary, bensfits and overhead expenses associated with a warshouse
operation. We still purchase paper in bulk, however. The District's
Assistant Superintendent for Fiscal Services will look into participating in
the Monterey County Central Purchasing Department's program for
paper purchases.

The District discourages “last minute" spending by allowing schools and
depantments to carry their unexpended balances into the next fiscal year.
It should be noted, however, that schools often order supplies in the

spring so that they will be available to staff when they return to school in
August.

Singér ugs,

1]

Leo St. John

Superintendent



MONTEREY PENINSULA UNIFIED SCHCOOL DISTRICT

1997 GRAND JURY REPORT ON PURCHASING

DISTRICT RESPONSE TO FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Eloding #1.

None of the respondents are using the services of the Monterey County Central
Purchasing Department (MCCPD).

Response
MCCPD should make this service known to all schoo! districts. This could be

coordinated through the Monterey County Office of Education (MCOE) and brought
up as an agenda item at the next school district Business Officials Meeting.

Finding #3

Approximate totals of purchasing done by the respondents are:

P See = sl o M Sl T e

Professional

Supplies Equipment Services

School Districts $ 12,481,000 $ 5,649,000 $ 9,184,000
Cities $ 17,942,000 $ 6,048,000 $ 3,983,000

The total of Supplies and Equipment is $42,120,000. If there were consolidation and
use of a “professional” purchasing department vs. small individual efforts,
substantial savings could accrue to the participants.

Even savings of 1%, on average, would generaie a figure more than sufficient to
fund two additional positions which MCCPD estimates would be necessary to
handle the additional workload.

One example reviewed by the Grand Jury indicated a 3% savings was achieved when
MCCPD became involved after the efforts of a local department proved inadequate.



District Response to Findings & Recommendations-cont. Page 2

Respanse

The Monterey Peninsula Unified School District (MPUSD) has operated a
“professional” purchasing and bulk discount program for more than thirty (30)
years. MPUSD has a complete warehouse and delivery system for supplies and
equipment used by all twenty-two (22) of its schools as well as offering this service to
all school districts in Monterey County, cities on the Monterey Peninsula and other
local non-profit agencies. If it is determined that MCCPD can provide better prices

for instructional supplies and equipment, we would be more than pleased to pursue
this option.

Our survey also revealed a pattern (by some respondents) of spending in the last
month or two of the fiscal year that suggests a “use it or lose it” philosophy. This
<an lead to poor value and poor judgment in what is ordered and possible conflicts
since a normal bidding process is sometimes ignored in the haste to spend funds.

Seven school districts and two cities supplied month-by-month data which
contained “the appearance” of last minute frenzy spending.

MM‘W i5 last month of fiscal vear)

Percentage to annual total spent by category was:

Supplies . 16 to 27% in 6 respondents;
Equipment - 13 to 43% in 7 respondents; and
Professional Services - 17 to 62% in 8 respondents,

Two flagrant examples noted were:

a. Salinas City Elementary School District - spent $463,948
(27% of total) on supplies in June 96 and $781 in july.
They spent $144,851 (21%) on equipment in June vs.
$4,866 in July.

bk The City of Seaside spent $88,065 (28%) on supplies in
June 96 vs. $71 in July. They also spent $264,656 (25%)
for Professional Services in June 96 vs. $1,993 in July.



District Response to Findings & Recommendations-cont. Page 3

Response

Please understand that the MPUSD conducts an extensive summer school program
each year for which purchases of instructional materials must be made and
delivered prior to its commencement.

However, more importantly, the district’s year-round calendar calls for the first
semester of classes to begin for all 13,000 students, on August 1, of each year.
(Approximately seven weeks after the last day of school of the previous year)
Teachers return to school around mid-July to start getting their classrooms ready for

students. It would be highly impractical to order, receive and stack for adistrict the- —-. ..

size of MPUSD within the first two weeks of July.

MPUSD policy prohibits any purchase of instructional materials or supplies to be
used in the current school year after May 1, except for emergency needs.

MPUSD also has a carry-over policy for unspent funds, thus eliminating the need
for a “use it or lose it” philosophy.

Recommenpdation #1

There be an examination of “last minute” spending and if necessary, establishment
of procedures to change this practice.

Response

Please see MPUSD's response to Finding #4 above.

Recommendation #2

School districts, cities, and other local government agencies within Monterey

County consult with the MCCPD to achieve savings available by central fund
purchasing to taxpayers.

Respapse
Please see MPUSD’s response to Findings #1 & 3 above.



MONTEREY PENINSULA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

1997 GRAND JURY REPORT ON PURCHASING

DISTRICT RESPONSE TO FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Finding #1

None of the respondents are using the services of the Monterey County Central
Purchasing Department (MCCPD).

Response

MCCPD should make this service known to all school districts. This could be
coordinated through the Monterey County Office of Education (MCOE) and brought
up as an agenda item at the next school district Business Officials Meeting.

Findine #.3

Approximate totals of purchasing done by the respondents are:

Professional
School Districts $ 12,481,000 $ 5,649,000 $ 9,184,000
Cities § 17,942,000 $ 6,048,000 $ 3,083,000

The total of Supplies and Equipment is $42,120,000. If there were consolidation and
use of a “professional” purchasing department vs. small individual efforts,
substantial savings could accrue to the participants.

Even savings of 1%, on average, would generate a figure more than sufficient to
fund two additional positions which MCCPD estimates would be necessary to
handle the additional workload.

One example reviewed by the Grand Jury indicated a 3% savings was achieved when
MCCPD became involved after the efforts of a local department proved inadequate.
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District Response to Findings & Recommendations-cont. Page 2

Response

The Monterey Peninsula Unified School District (MPUSD) has operated a
“professional” purchasing and bulk discount program for more than thirty (30)
years. MPUSD has a complete warehouse and delivery system for supplies and
equipment used by all twenty-two {22) of its schools as well as offering this service to
all school districts in Monterey County, cities on the Monterey Peninsula and other
local non-profit agencies. If it is determined that MCCPD can provide better prices

for instructional supplies and equipment, we would be more than pleased to pursue
this option.
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Our survey also revealed a pattern (by some respondents) of spending in the last
month or two of the fiscal year that suggests a “use it or lose it” philosophy. This
can lead to poor value and poor judgment in what is ordered and possible conflicts
since a normal bidding process is sometimes ignored in the haste to spend funds.

Seven schooal districts and two cities supplied month-by-month data which
contained “the appearance” of last minute frenzy spending.

Percentage to annual total spent by category was:

Supplies - 1610 27% in 6 respondents;
Equipment - 13 to 43% in 7 respondents; and
Professiopal Services - 17 to 62% in 8 respondents.

Two flagrant examples noted were:

a. Salinas City Elementary School District - spent $463,948
(27% of total) on supplies in June 96 and $781 in July.
They spent $144,851 (21%) on equipment in June vs.
$4,866 in July.

b The City of Seaside spent $88,065 (28%) on supplies in
June 96 vs. $71 in July. They also spent $264,656 (25%})
for Professional Services in June 96 vs. $1,993 in July.



District Response to Findings & Recommendations-cont. Page 3

Response

Please understand that the MPUSD conducts an extensive summer school program
each year for which purchases of instructional materials must be made and
delivered prior to its commencement.

However, more importantly, the district’s year-round calendar calls for the first
semester of classes to begin for all 13,000 students, on August 1, of each year.
(Approximately seven weeks after the last day of school of the previous year)
Teachers return to school around mid-July to start getting their classrooms ready for

students. It would be highly impractical to order, receive and stock for a. district the- .- -

size of MPUSD within the first two weeks of July.

MPUSD policy prohibits any purchase of instructional materials or supplies to be
used in the current school year after May 1, except for emergency needs.

MPUSD also has a carry-over policy for unspent funds, thus eliminating the need
for a “use it or lose it” philosophy.

Recommendation #1

There be an examination of “last minute” spending and if necessary, establishment
of procedures to change this practice.

Response
Please see MPUSD's response to Finding #4 above.

School districts, cities, and other local government agencies within Monterey
County consult with the MCCPD to achieve savings available by central fund
purchasing to taxpayers.

Respanse

Please see MPUSD’s response to Findings #1 & 3 above.



City of Greenfield -

CITY BALL: PO. Box 127 / Greenfield, Califosnia 93927 / (408) 674-5561 FAX (408) 674~3149\
CORPORATION YARD: (408) 674-2635 FAX (408) 674-3259

March 30, 1998

The Honorable Jonathan R. Price
Presiding Judge

Monterey County Superior Court
Post Office Box 414

Salinas, California 93902

RE: Grand Jury Request on Investment of Public Funds and Purchasing
Deer Judge Price:

According to Penal Code Sections 933c and 933.05 a,b the City is submitting its response to the Grand Jury Mid-
Year Final Report dated Angust 6, 1997.

Inyestment of Public Funds

The Mid-Year Report requested that cities respond to four of seven findings and two of four
recommendations on investment of Public Punds. Outlined below are the findings posed and our

Tesponses.
FINDINGS:
3. The institutions and arrangements under which City funds are Invested seem to be conservative.

It is the policy of the City of Greenficld to invest funds in 2 manner that both maximizes interest eamings
and liquidity and minimizes potential investment risks. Consequently, the City has chosen investments
which provide the highest possible yield while maintaining the safety of the investment and 100% liquidity.
A city only needs to remember Iocal institutions such as Orange County or Richmond Schoo] District to
reinforce these fundamental investment policies.

4, 96.5% of the funds in the hands of the Cities are invested at 5.00% to 6.63%, the median rate being
5.58%

The City of Greeonfield falls within these parameters as the cily invests monthly all excess funds with the
State of California's Local Agency Investment Fund (LAJF) earning 5.71% as of December 31, 1597,

5. 2.4% of the funds invested at interest by the Cities is earning under 4.5%. If the return on these
funds could be Increased to 4.5%, the Cities would receive an additional $54,400 in interest tncome
per year.

The City of Greenfield has taken steps to reduce the amount of funds sccumulating in these types of
accounts such as transferring of funds 1o LAIF when possible. However, some of the accounts are
necessary to maintain relations with local financial institutions to reduce service charges, etc. The City

will close all accounts that are not tied to one of these types of arrangements and will minimize the amount
invested in those accounts that are related.




Monterey County Superior Court
March 30, 1998
Page Two

Interest rates earned by Citles vary, particularly for checking accounts. Thase Cities not earning 8

return on checking accounts can improve the returns by renegotiating arrangements or changing
banks.

As with most mumicipalities, local shopping is encouraged this also pertains to banking. The City of
Greenfield has two local banks that offer similar services and thus, switching banks is not as attractive or
palatable to the public as it might be in larger cities. Historically, the City of Greenfield does not
maintain e large balance within its checking account as it is the intention to transfer these excess funds to
LAIF as soon as possible. Nonetheless, the City will continue to improve its arrangements with the local
institutions so as to better invest public funds prior to investment in LAIPR.

Asd!marylm,hdvedﬁuwmmtrudvhglmmmdepoduwﬁhmmmm
¥ those funds could be deposited earning a mere 2% additional imterest could be earned.

As of January 1997, the City of Greenfield only had one account that did not earn interest. The account is
a police revolving account with an average daily balance of $42 for the preceding fiscal year. In order to
achieve even a rate of retum of 5% or approximately $2, the city would have to incur costs that far
outweigh the potential benefits. Clearly, thig is not the intent of the Grand Jury’s findings. However, the
City will evalnate every option to insure maximized earnings on idle funds within the scope of the City’s
investment strategy.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1.

Each City having fimds which are not earning interest invest their funds in interest earning
ACCOUNtS,

As stated in finding #7, the City’s only mon-interest bearing account other than the checking acoount is a
small police revolving fund which has been determined to be not cost-effective in transferring to another
type of account. The City will continue to invest any available funds from the checking account to LAIP
in a most timely manuer 10 achieve maximum earnings while at the same time meeting the financial
obligations of the City on a daily basis.

Chiies having funds invested st 1.01% 1o 4.03% interest review these arrangements and if possibie,
improve the rates of interest.

The City of Greenfield is currently in the process of transferring the maxipmum amount of dollars out of
these types of account, when possible, into LAIF or other local accounts earning higher rates of imterest.
The City will also continue 0 negotiate with the limited financial institutions within the city limits relating
to the non-interest bearing checking account.



Monterey County Superior Court
March 30, 1998

Page Three

Purchasing

The Mid-Year Report requested that cities respond to three of four findings and two of two
recommendations on purchaging. Outlined below are the findings posed and our responses.

FINDINGS:

L

None of the respondents are using the services of the Monterey County Central Purchasing
Department.

- The City of Greenfield is not utilizing the services by Monterey County. Mowever, the City does

participate in the State of California Procurement Programu amd/or will piggy-back larger purchases from
other municipalities for large purchases such as vehicles, etc. The City evaluates and compares prices
from various vendors both within and outside of the city limits with weighted factors such as price,
quality, delivery time, and history of vendor. As previously noted, the City will make every attempt to
purchase tocally to stimulate the local economy first and then go outside ihe City when it better serves the
best interest of the public such as substantial price differentials and/or quality. The City of Greenfield will
continue to evaluate this process in relation to the findings of the Grand Jury.

Approximate totals of purchasing done by the respondents are: See Grand Jury Report

The City of Greenfield’s Municipal Code outlines the requirements for purchases in excess of set dollar
amounts which includes the bidding procedures. And as stated above, the City is continually looking for
savings on its purchases as well as re-¢valuating vendor pricing and the quality of products purchased.

The City of Greenfield would not be opposed to a more centralized system of purchases with other local
governmental instifutions in relation to similar purchases such as office supplies and equipment. With the
hiring of a new City Manager within the next month or so, these possibiliries will be discussed and all
options investigated for feasibility.

A pattern of spending in the last months of the fiscal year in order not to "lose it."
The City of Greenfield hag pot experienced this pattern of discretional spending over the past fiscal years

as it is the policy of the City to purchase in bulk only when supplies are dwindling and not at specified
points of time.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1

Examine last minute spending and if necessary, establish procedures to change this practice.

As noted above, the City has not experienced this process but witl coatinue to discourage such practices.
No formal policy has been written but the policy has been communicated 1o each Department Head. The
City Manager has the authority to reject any purchase order that he/she deems unwarranted. It is also a
policy of the City to provide the option of re-budgeting any item not purchased in one fiscal year to the
next fiscal year if the need still exists.



Monterey County Superior Court
March 30, 1998
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2. Citles and other agencies within Monterey County consult with the MCCPD to achieve savings
avallable by central fund purchasing to taxpayers.

The City of Greenfield will consult with the MCCPD as to the feasibility of utilizing such services.

Should you have any further questions, picase do not hesitate to call.

Very truly yours,

Leonard Dart
Mayor



Mee Memorial Hospital

April 3, 1998

unty Superior Court

norable Jonathan R. Price, Presiding
.0. Box 414

- 7T RNaknad CA™93902 S I

Dear Sir:

In response to the 1997 Monterey Couaty Civil Grand Jury Report, the Board of Trustees
and the Administration of George L. Mee Memorial Hospital respectfully submits the
following:

The Board of Trustees and the Administration of George L. Mee Memorial Hospital
agree with the recommendations of the Grand Jury and are acutely aware of the hospital’s
responsibility in identifying and reporting suspected cases of domestic violence. It must
be noted however, that the hospital currently has the recommended training program in
place. The hospital provides training to its nursing personnel {o assist them in
recognition of domestic violence cases and in helping victims of such abuse in accessing
those programs. This is an ongoing training program that is evaluated annually.

Respectfully,

Walter G. Beck
Chief Executive Officer

/gn

300 Canal Street . King City, California 93930-3497 . (408) 385-6000



MONTEREY PENINSULA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

1997 GRAND JURY REPORT ON PURCHASING

DISTRICT RESPONSE TO FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Einding #1

None of the respondents are using the services of the Monterey County Central
Purchasing Department (MCCPD).

Response

MCCPD should make this service known to all school districts. This could be
coordinated through the Monterey County Office of Education (MCOE) and brought
up as an agenda item at the next school district Business Officials Meeting.

Finding # 3

Approximate totals of purchasing done by the respondents are:

Professional

Supplies Equipment Services

School Districts $ 12A481,000 $ 5,649,000 $ 95,184,000
Cities $ 17,942,000 $ 6,048,000 $ 3,983,000

The total of Supplies and Equipment is $42,120,000. If there were consolidation and
use of a “professional” purchasing department vs. small individual efforts,
substantial savings could accrue to the participants.

Even savings of 1%, on average, would generate a figure more than sufficient to
fund two additional positions which MCCPD estimates would be necessary to
handle the additicnal workload.

One example reviewed by the Grand Jury indicated a 3% savings was achieved when
MCCPD became involved after the efforts of a local department proved inadequate.



District Response to Findings & Recommendations-cont. Page 2

Response

The Monterey Peninsula Unified School District (MPUSD) has operated a
“professional” purchasing and bulk discount program for more than thirty (30)
years. MPUSD has a complete warehouse and delivery system for supplies and
equipment used by all twenty-two (22) of its schools as well as offering this service to
all school districts in Monterey County, cities on the Monterey Peninsula and other
local non-profit agencies. If it is determined that MCCPD can provide better prices

for instructional supplies and equipment, we would be more than pleased to pursue
this option.

Our survey also revealed a pattern (by some respondents) of spending in the last
month or two of the fiscal year that suggests a “use it or lose it” philosophy. This
can lead to poor value and poor judgment in what is ordered and possible conflicts
since a normal bidding process is sometimes ignored in the haste to spend funds.

Seven school districts and two cities supplied month-by-month data which
contained “the appearance” of last minute frenzy spending,

Major Speqding in June (May in \
(June jslast month of fiscal year)

Percentage to annual total spent by category was:
Supplies - 16 to 27% in 6 respondents;
Equipment - 13 to 43% in 7 respondents; and
Professional Services - 17 t0 62% in 8 respondents.
Two flagrant examples noted were:
a. Salinas City Elementary School District - spent $463,948

(27% of total) on supplies in June 96 and $781 in July.

They spent $144,851 (21%) on equipment in June vs.

$4,866 in July.
b The City of Seaside spent $88,065 (28%) on supplies in

June 96 vs. $71 in July. They also spent $264,656 (25%)
for Professional Services in June 96 vs. $1,993 in July.



District Response to Findings & Recommendations-cont. Page 3

Response

Please understand that the MPUSD conducts an extensive summer school program
each year for which purchases of instructional materials must be made and
delivered prior to its commencement.

However, more importantly, the district’s year-round calendar calls for the first
semester of classes to begin for all 13,000 students, on August 1, of each year.
(Approximately seven weeks after the last day of school of the previous year)
Teachers return to school around mid-July to start gettmg their classrooms ready for

students. It would be highly impractical to order, receive and stock fora. district the. - -~ .

size of MPUSD within the first two weeks of July.

MPUSD policy prohibits any purchase of instructional materials or supplies to be
used in the current school year after May 1, except for emergency needs.

MPUSD also has a carry-over policy for unspent funds, thus eliminating the need
for a “use it or lose it” philosophy.

Recommendation #1

There be an examination of “last minute” spending and if necessary, establishment
of procedures to change this practice.

Response
Please see MPUSD's response to Finding #4 above.

Recommendation #2

School districts, cities, and other local government agencies within Monterey
County consult with the MCCPD to achieve savings available by central fund
purchasing to taxpayers.

Response
Please see MPUSD's response to Findings #1 & 3 above.



Monterey Peninsula Unified School District
700 Pacific Street P.O. Box 1031 Monterey, CA 93942-1031 (408) 649-1562

April 21, 1998

Mr. Willard S. Houston, Chair
Follow-up Report Committee
Grand Jury

P.O. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93902

Subject:  Response - Purchasing Findings and
Recommendations

Dear Mr. Houston:

As per your request of March 10, 1998, the attached information is presented.

If I can be of further assistance do not hesitate to call.

Deputy Su'perinttnde t

PWM/bh
Attachment

cc: B. DeBerry



MONTEREY PENINSULA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

1997 GRAND JURY REPORT ON PURCHASING

DISTRICT RESPONSE TO FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Findine #1

None of the respondents are using the services of the Monterey County Central
Purchasing Department (MCCPD).

Response

MCCPD should make this service known to all school districts. This could be
coordinated through the Monterey County Office of Education (MCOE) and brought
up as an agenda item at the next school district Business Officials Meeting.

Findine # 3

Approximate totals of purchasing done by the respondents are:

Professional
School Districts $ 12,481,000 $ 5,649,000 $ 9,184,000
Cities $ 17,942,000 $ 6,048,000 $ 3,983,000

The total of Supplies and Equipment is $42,120,000. If there were consolidation and
use of a “professional” purchasing department vs. small individual efforts,
substantial savings could accrue to the participants.

Even savings of 1%, on average, would generate a figure more than sufficient to
fund two additional positions which MCCPD estimates would be necessary to
handle the additional workload.

One example reviewed by the Grand Jury indicated a 3% savings was achieved when
MCCPD became involved after the efforts of a local department proved inadequate.



District Response to Findings & Recommendations-cont. Page 2

Response

The Monterey Peninsula Unified School District (MPUSD) has operated a
“professional” purchasing and bulk discount program for more than thirty (30)
years. MPUSD has a complete warehouse and delivery system for supplies and
equipment used by all twenty-two (22) of its schools as well as offering this service to
all school districts in Monterey County, cities on the Monterey Peninsula and other
local non-profit agencies. If it is determined that MCCPD can provide better prices
for instructional supplies and equipment, we would be more than pleased to pursue
this option.

Findine #4

Our survey also revealed a pattern (by some respondents) of spending in the last
month or two of the fiscal year that suggests a “use it or lose it” philosophy. This
can lead to poor value and poor judgment in what is ordered and possible conflicts
since a normal bidding process is sometimes ignored in the haste to spend funds.

Seven school districts and two cities supplied month-by-month data which
contained “the appearance” of last minute frenzy spending.

Mamn&pendmgmlunﬂMa;mﬂo.camlﬂ i< ] h of fiscal ]

Percentage to annual total spent by category was:

Supplies - 16 t0 27% in 6 respondents;
Eguipment - 13 to 43% in 7 respondents; and
Professional Services - 17 to 62% in 8 respondents.

Two flagrant examples noted were:

a. Salinas City Elementary School District - spent $463,948
(27% of total) on supplies in June 96 and $781 in July.
They spent $144,851 (21%) on equipment in June vs.
$4,866 in July.

b. The City of Seaside spent $88,065 (28%) on supplies in
June 96 vs. $71 in July. They also spent $264,656 (25%)
for Professional Services in June 96 vs. $1,993 in July.



District Response to Findings & Recommendations-cont. Page 3

Response

Please understand that the MPUSD conducts an extensive summer school program
each year for which purchases of instructional materials must be made and
delivered prior to its commencement.

However, more importantly, the district’s year-round calendar calls for the first
semester of classes to begin for all 13,000 students, on August 1, of each year.
(Approximately seven weeks after the last day of school of the previous year)
Teachers return to school around mid-July to start getting their classrooms ready for
students. It would be highly impractical to order, receive and stock for a district the
size of MPUSD within the first two weeks of July.

MPUSD policy prohibits any purchase of instructional materials or supplies to be
used in the current school year after May 1, except for emergency needs.

MPUSD also has a carry-over policy for unspent funds, thus eliminating the need
for a “use it or lose it” philosophy.

Recommendation #1

There be an examination of “last minute” spending and if necessary, establishment
of procedures to change this practice.

Response

Please see MPUSD'’s response to Finding #4 above.

Recommendation #2

School districts, cities, and other local government agencies within Monterey

County consult with the MCCPD to achieve savings available by central fund
putchasing to taxpayers.

Response

Please see MPUSD's response to Findings #1 & 3 above.



57 Russell Road
Salinas, CA 93906-4325

408 443-7200
Fax 442-17209
District

Superintendents

Dr. Robert McLaughlin

Assistant
Superintendent:

Mr. James Fontana

Director of
Fircal Services:

Mrs. Pat Alexander

Board of Trustees:

Mrs, Sue Daly

Mrs. Sally Guieb
Mrs. Nita McMurry
Mr. Michael Roebuck
Mr. Perry Vargas

Schools:

Gavilan View Middle
La Joya Elementary
Santa Rita Elementary

istrict

Rita

March 19, 1958

Mr. Willard Houston, Chair

Follow-Up Report Committee

1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
P.O. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93902

Dear Mr. Houston,

In response to your letter of March 10, 1998, I am sending you a copy of the
response which was sent to the Grand Jury on these topics on December 17, 1997.
Other than that, I am not aware of any other request for response regarding school
violence. My business office also sent a responded to the request for information
about purchasing. I am including a copy of that response also.

I hope that this will be useful and meet your needs. If not, please call.

Sincerely,

o/

Dr. Robert McLaughlin
Superintendent



Grand Jury

County of Monterey

P.O. Box 414
Salinas, CA 93902
(408) 755-5020

March 10, 1998

Chair, Board of Trustees

Santa Rita Union School District
57 Russell Road

Salinas, CA 93906

Dear Chair:

Reference is made to the 1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury Mid-

Year Report in regard to the following reports pertaining to your
District:

Violence on School Campuses - Pages 15-19
Purchasing - Pages 35-38

A response was required from your Board of Trustees on November 7,
1997. A follow-up letter was written to you requesting this
response on November 12, 1997. As yet our records indicate your
response has not been received. Please refer to the response
regquirements on pages iv to vi of the Mid-Year report.

Would you please send your response to this office as soon as
possible. If you have any questions, please call the Grand Jury
Office at 755-5020 on any Tuesday or Thursday.

Sincerely,

./-

Willard S. Houston, Chair
Follow-Up Report Committee
1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

\

Robert A/ Quinn, Foreman
1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

WSH:RAQ:elw



57 Russell Road
Salinas, CA 93906-4325
4038

443-720¢C0
Fax I

442 -

7x9

District
Superintendentt

Dr. Robert McLaughlin

Assistant
Superintendent:

Mr. Jumes Fontana

Director of
Fiscal Services:

Mrs. Pat Alexander

Board of Trustees:

Mrs. Sue Daly

Mrs. Sally Guieb
Mrs. Nita McMurry
Mr. Michael Roebuck
Mr. Perry Vargas

Schools:
Gavilan View Middle
La Joya Elementary

Santa Rita Elementary

=

Santa Rita

December 17, 1997

D. Roger Loper, Foreman
1997 Civil Grand Jury
P.O. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93902

Dear Mr. Loper:

[ am writing as requested in response to the mid-year final report of the Monterey
County Grand Jury regarding violence on school campuses,

Finding 1:

Finding 2:

Finding 3:

Schools Are Conscientiously Addressing The Problem Of School
Violence.

Santa Rita School District has adopted several policies and programs to
improve school behavior, good student decision-making and reduce
school violence. Programs and policies include the following: zero
tolerance of serious offenses, prohibition against gang colors, quick
elimination of graffiti, a reasonable dress code, the DARE Program,
Here’s Looking At You, 2000 Program, Sunrise House Program, and
cooperative relations with {ocal police authorities. School violence on our
K-8 campuses is limited to occasional student arguments resulting in
individual-versus-individual {ights. These are completely within the range
of normal student behaviors and do not reflect significant influence from
gangs. None-the-less, we are constantly aware of the potential severe
violence which we are attempting to prevent.

Cooperation Between School And Law Enforcement.

Principals and law enforcement officials communicate easily and readily.
The county provides the DARE Program at both of our elementary
schools. Law enforcement is quick and attentive whenever they are
needed.

Parental Involvement

Principals communicate in the Parent Handbook, periodic letters home,
and school functions about issues related to schoo! behavior and violence.
Parent Handbooks explain information about gangs and ask the parents to
enter in a compact with their students to avoid participation in gangs.



Mr. D. Roger Loper, Foreman

Page 2

December 12, 1997

Finding 4:

Finding 5:

Finding 6:

Law Enforcement Has Been Proactive And Positive.

The County Sheniff has been particularly helpful by presenting the DARE Program to
all our fifth graders.

School Resource Officer Assigned To Our Schools.

[ am not aware of a School Resource Officer assigned to our schools at this time, but
it certainly would be welcome, especially at the middle school level. Being a K-8
district with K-6 districts adjacent to us, 1t is easy to forget that our middle school is
not part of the high school district. We look forward to any time that the County can
spare to help our students.

District’s Use A Variety Of Methods To Address The [ssue Of School Violence.

Santa Rita Schools do use a variety of methods as mentioned in Finding #1.
Generally speaking, school violence has not struck the schools within our district in a
large, overt manner, such as a drive-by shooting. However, the possibility of
violence is always very close and requires that the schools continue their efforts to
provide a safe and secure campus. A reasonable and well-planned actions on the part
of school authorities will provide the unique responses necessary to promote a good
learning environment which is safe and secure.

We look forward to any full-ime school resource officers that would assist our schools in protecting
the students and encouraging a good leaming environment.

I thank the Grand Jury for their interest in this area.

Stncerely,

R —

Dr. Bob McLaughlin
Distnict Supenintendent



Grand Jury

P.O. Box 1819
Salinas, CA 93902
(408) 755-5020
RECEIVED
JUN - i 1997
SANTA RITA UNION
SCHOOL DISTRICT

May 29, 1997

Mr. Harold E. Blythe
Superintendent

Santa Rita Union School District
57 Russell Road

Salinas, CA %3906

Dear Mr. Blythe:

We appreciate your prompt and full response to our Survey on
Purchasing for your District. I know is has been a burden (more so
to some). Your help has been valuable.

We thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

\

James—R. Cooney, Chai
Audit/Finance Commitfee
1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

JRC:elw



COPY

SURVEY
OF
PURCHASING PROCEDURES

PURPOSE:

The purpose of this Survey is to furnish information to the
Monterey County Grand Jury concerning the purchasing practices of
County Cities, School Districts and Special Districts.

INSTRUCTIONS:

Answer the following questions and return the Survey to Mr.
James Cooney, Chair, Audit/Finance Committee, Monterey County Civil
Grand Jury, P. O. Box 1819, Salinas, CA 935902 by April 25, 1997.

QUESTIONS

1. Identify the dollar amount of your Purchasing by Category and
Fiscal year:

CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR
85/96 96/97
a. SUPPLIES(Includes instructional 310,925 307,052
supplies)
b. EQUIPMENT (CAPITAL AND OTHER) 62,350 139,937
C. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 226,513 218,131
(E.G......... )
TOTAL: 559,788 665,120

2. If you use Monterey County Central Purchasing Department, what
% of each Category in Question #1. goes through Central Purchasing?

a. SUPPLIES - N/A %
b. EQUIPMENT - %
c. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES - %

Grfdnd JU Y

.0 (/ Fox
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Survey
Page Two

3. If you do not use Monterey County Central Purchasing, please
briefly describe your direct purchasing.
School sites initial a requisition which comes to District Office.

The requisition is approved if there is money in budget. All

purchases are received at District Office, verified and sent to
sites. -

4. Indicate approval limits:

Who Puxrchase Over

1. Principal or Supervisor S 1,000
$ 10,000 All amounts

2. Director/Fiscal Services 3§ 25,000

S. Please indicate BY MONTH the total amount of each category in

1995 1996 1997 (yr.to date)
Cat.a.-Cat.b.-Cat.c. Cat.a.-Cat.b.-Cat.c. Cat.a.-Cat.b.-Cat.c.

January

We are not required 36,495 - 10,999 - 36,823
b to keep transactions 31,332 - 21,007 - 13,808
February v the month after 16,609 - 3,775 - 19,292
h the annual audit. .
Marc These records are
April not available by month.
May
June
July
August
September
October
November

December



Survey
Page Three

6. Please list the top 10 Vendors (by $ volume) for 1995/96.
Please give a brief explanation of what each provides:

Vendor Name Volume Supply/Sexrvices

a.
b.

(etc.)

. )
Submitted by: &o}ﬁ ( SXQMZQQAQ &g\

School District: Santa Rita Union

Grainger

McGraw Hill

Salinas Union High School District
Rarcourt

Home Depot

Lamar Tire

Office Depot

Val's Plumbing

O 0~ O W

Larry's Auto

=
Q

Apple Computer



City of Marina

200 HHLLCREST AVENUL
MARINA, (A 93033
TELEPHONIE (408) 384-3713
FAX (408) 384-0423

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

March 16, 1998

Willard S. Houston, Chair

Follow-Up Report Committee

1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
P.O. Box 414

Salinas, California 93902

Dear Mr. Houston:

Thank you for your letter of March 10, 19%98. Regarding the three
subjects you presented:

Q?h%ﬂé Investment of Public Funds: The City of Marina invests all
of its funds with the State of California’s Local Agency
Investment Fund (LAIF) except for that maintained in its
checking accounts. The checking account monies are swept to
a mutual funds pool each evening and returned to cover
checks during the day. The City has no investments outside
of these sources. It is our impression that the City of
Marina is acting in a manner consistent with Recommendation

#3.

47Mp7 EBurchasing: The City of Marina operates under a purchasing
'l procedure. The City has used State Purchasing and other

cooperative activities to find the best price available for
materials. The City is deliberate in its actions and does
not engage normally in "last minute"” spending. Your
findings and advocacy for MCCPD did not adequately evaluate
operational factors associated with the purchasing process.
We shall continue to search for the best price available and
I have asked the City Manager Lo investigate the use of
MCCPD consistent with your recommendation.

Pl 12 Prisons in Monterey County: Marina i1s located quite a
“T#%f/ distance from the prisocns you list. We will assist as wmuch
as we can consistent with your first recommendation;
However, because of proximity our ability is limited. Your
tindings 3, S, and 7 do not relate to the City’s operatcion



per se, so they are noted, but we reserve opinion as to
their correctness. This also applies to Recommendation
number 2. It appears the Grand Jury wants a social action
task force. You did not define the connection between the
recommendation and the required response from Marina.
Finally, the Grand Jury’'s finding number 9 and
Recommendation 6 are incorrect. All prisoners in the Marina
holding cell have surveillance cameras on them full-time,
are monitored by persconnel in the building, and prisoners
are transported as-soon-as-possible to County Jail. Your
finding is incorrect, because a one minute or less response

should occur any time an emergency arises in the Marina
holding cell.

If additional clarification is needed I will be happy to comply.
Please contact me in this regard at your earliest convenience.

James Vocelka
Mayor

cc: Members of The City Council, City Manager, Public
Safety Director, Administrative Services Manager, City Clerk



ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES 1205 East Market Street « Salinas. CA 93905

(408) 753-5700 « FAX (408) 753-5709

Dr. Oscar Loya Board of Trustees
Superintendent ﬁé’r’%ﬁbs’ 1998 Francisca S. Gonzdlez
Marta N. Granados
Jyl Lutes
Maria Murillo
Grand Jury, County of Monterey Jesus R. Velssquez

ATTN: Williard S. Houston, Chair, Follow-Up Report Committee

P.O.Box 414

Salinas, CA 93902
Subject: Response to 1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury Report

Reference: Letter, March 10, 1998, County of Monterey Grand Jury

Dear Mr. Houston,
The following provides the response requested in your referenced letter.

Findings 1 and 3, and Recommendation 2 concerning consolidation and use of a
“professional” purchasing department.

There are already three supply consortiums available for use by schools within
Monterey County. The Monterey County Office of Education, Monterey Peninsula
Unified School District, and Salinas Union High School District each operate such a
service. Districts with fewer than 2,500 average daily attendance are required by state
law to use these services (see enclosure 1) and therefore could not use the Monterey
County Central Purchasing Department. Other districts can use these services, and Alisal
buys some of its supplies through Salinas Union High School District.

Listed below are the supply purchases of Alisal Union School district for FY

1996-97.

Textbooks 179,281 14.34%
Other books 110,069 8.81%
Instructional Materials 598,092 47.85%
Other Supplies 342,409 27.40%
Transportation Supplies 20,040 1.60%
Total Supplies 1,249,891 100.00%

School-related materials accounted for 71% of the district’s supply purchases iast
year. These needs can be better addressed through the focused purchasing organizations
noted above than through some organization totally unrelated to schools. The district
plans to consult with the Monterey County Central Purchasing Department on other
purchases, however.

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION/EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



Grand Jury, County of Monterey March 25, 1998
Subject: Response to 1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury Report

Finding 4 and Recommendation 1 concerning examination of “last minute” spending and
establishment of any procedures necessary to change this.

Alisal Union School District requires purchase orders for all purchases, and cuts
off purchase orders as of April 15. The district also allows school carryover of program
funding. Therefore, the district does not have this problem. For example, during the
actual month of June, 1997, the district paid for 8.1% of its supplies — not at all out of line
with any other month.

Sincerely,

) ///ééﬂé‘/
.James Michael

cting Superintendent

¢: Superirntendent's Office
Thad Evans, Fiscal Officer
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Monterey County | it D Bar
Office of Education Seperiniomn ot s

901 Blance Circle Pest Office Box 80851 Salinas. California 93512-0851
Su..m.z:s {a08y 7530300 Monterey (408) 373-2955 Facsimile ([408) 752-7888

T0: District Superintendents and Business Managers !
ZROM: Garry P. Beusum, Director of Fiscal Services
SUBJECT: Bulk Purchasing of Standard School 3Supplies 1598-9

The Monterey Coonty Superintendent of Schools is requized by
statute to receive from elementary school districts under 2,500
ADA a certification of the district’s intent to purchase standard
school supplies thrcugh a purchasing cooperative.

Education Code Sections 4C000, 400€1, 40002 provide a basis to
indicate hew each school discrict may purchase necessary school
supplies and egquipment. For elementary districts under 2,500
ADA, opticns for purchasing are discussed below:

Options for Purchasing

i, Pucchase as a cooperative with other school distrxicis (tokal
of all participating districts ADA must exceed 2,300.)

2. Purchase using anothar district as agent. Monterey
Peninsulse Unified and Salinas Union High School Districts
nay provide this service.

3. Purchese using the Ccunty Superintendent of 3Schools Bulk
Purchasing process. '

Certification

All glementary school districts under 2,500 ADA must complete the
certification and return it to the Monterey County QOffice of
Educaticen no later than February 13, 1998,
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Soledad Unified School District

111
%‘W Gene Martin, District Superintendent

"Setting Goals for High Achievement'

March 23, 1998

Mr. Willard S. Houston, Chair &

Mr. Robert A. Quinn, Foreman Certified Mail
1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

P.O. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93902

Dear Mr. Houston and Mr. Quinn:

We are responding to your letter of March 10, 1998, referencing the 1997 Monterey County Civil
Grant Jury Mid-Year Report. Please be advised that we did not receive a copy of the report and had
to request the pages 35-38 from the County Office of Education this week.

Please note that with respect to the Purchasing Procedures, we responded to the survey on April 28,
1997 and received a letter from the Grand Jury on May 29, 1997, acknowledging our prompt
response. (See attachments)

The following is our official response to the two recommendations noted on Page 36 and 37 of the
1997 Mid Year Grand Jury Report:

1. There be an examination of “last minute” spending and if necessary, establishment of
procedures to change this practice

Response:  Many state and federal categorical programs restrict the amount of carryover
allowed (e.g., Migrant, Title I, Child Development, Alcohol & Tobacco
Funds, etc.) While a person or persons outside of the system may conclude
that there 1s a “frenzy spending,” all programs undergo compliance audits.
What usually happens is that instructional supplies are purchased to be used
the following school year to avoid the loss of funds. The only way to change
this practice is to have all federal and state grants allow full carryover.

2. School Districts, Cities, and other local government agencies within Monterey County
consult with the MCCPD to achieve savings available by central fund purchasing to
taxpayers.

SAN VICENTE SCHOOL 1300 Metz Road (408) 678-3914
GABILAN SCHOOL 330 North Walker Drive (408) 6/8-0604
MAIN STREET MIDDLE SCHOOL 441 Main Street (408) 678-3923

335 Market Street * P.O. Box 186 * Soledad, CA 93960 « (408) 678-3987 * FAX (408) 678-2866



Grand Jury Response
March 23, 1998
Page 2

Response:

In theory centralized purchasing may save some money; however, there are
other factors that cause additional cost by utilizing central purchasing.

a. The current MCCPD central purchasing requires school districts to
receive the order all at once in the beginning of the year. This then
requires a small district to establish and hire someone to account and
distribute the material. This added cost offsets any savings.

b. With the expenditure spent at once in the beginning of the year, any
interest earned on idle funds are lost.

C. Sometimes items offered under MCCPD are of inferior quality, so
more supplies are utilized causing waste.

As noted 1n our district, all 3 schools purchase orders are centralized through
the district office. With the construction of our high school, it is our
intention to develop a centralized inventory control of supplies after our high
school is constructed.

We take exception to the comment of “frenzy spending” at the end of the
year. Actually, we consider it good planning for the next school year to
ensure that instructional materials are on hand at the start of the year to be
available for all students and teachers,

Many states exempt schools from paying sales tax on instructional books and
supplies. That type of legislation could save all districts some 7.5%
mmmediately and would better serve all taxpayers.

Please feel free to call me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Gene Martin

District Superintendent

GM:af

C: Dr. Bill Barr, County Superintendent of Schools



SURVEY
OF

PURCHASING PROCEDURES
——  _—————— — ———  — ———————————

PURPOSE:

“The purpose of this Survey 1s to fumish information to the Monterey County Grand Jury
concerning the purchasing practices of County, Cities, School Districts and Special Districts.

INSTRUCTIONS:

Answer the following questions and return the Survey to Mr. James Cooney, Chair,
Audit/Finance Committee, Monterey County Civil Grand Jury, P.O. Box 1819, Salinas, CA 93902
by April 25, 1997.

UESTION

1. Identify the dollar amount of your Purchasing by Category and Fiscal year:

CATEGORY Fiscal Yr 95/96 Fiscal Yr 96/97*
a. Supplies $ 504,386 | $ 393,300
b. Equipment (Capital and Other) § 219,692 | § 342,323
c¢. Professional Services $ 149,300 | $ 97,756
Totals ceeeeeeniierscianina $ 873,378 | $ 833,379

* Reflects Budget (Second Interim ending 1/31/97)

2. If you use Monterey County Central Purchasing Department, what % of each Category in
Question #1 goes through Central Purchasing?

a. Supplies - 0%
b. Equipment - 0%
¢. Professional Services - 0%

3. If you do not use Monterey County Central Purchasing, please briefly describe your district
purchasing.

Purchase orders are initiated by the site Principals and Managers. Requisitions are not used
Purchase order is directed to the District Office. Business Manager verifies availability of funds
and proper account codes. Purchase orders are then approved by the Business Manager or the
Superintendent. Quantities, units of issue, item description, price are also verified by the Accounts



Soledad Unified School District

Gene Martin, District Superintendent

by .4

‘//’Zfllll\\\\\
‘Sotting Goals fox Figh CHbchiovement”

April 28, 1997

Mr. Jerome Nathan, Vice-Chair
Audit/Finance Committee

1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
P.O. Box 1819

Salinas, CA 93902

Dear Mr. Nathan:

Enclosed is our response to your letter dated April 10% which we received on April 24™.
The survey of Purchasing Procedures was prepared by our Business Manager, Vira Uldall.
I trust that this information satisfies your inqutry.

Sincerely,

Mrs Inadid

Gene Martin
District Superintendent

GM:1f
C: Bill Barr, County Superintendent of Schools
Vira Uldall, Business Manager

SAN VICENTE SCHOOL 1300 Metz Road (408)678-3914
GABILAN SCHOOL 330 North Watker Drive (408)678-0604
MAIN STREET MIDDLE SCHOOL 441 Main Street (408)678-3923

ADEATcclens Ciins =M A D 10L 2 CRlnAnd M A QOWOEN 2 /ANRY K70 I00T L. TAV /ANON £770 AOZZ



Payable Clerk No direct purchasing by sites is allowed. Upon approval, purchase orders are
processed and copies disbursed to the vendor and appropriate departments. Upon receipt of order,
departments verify quality and quantity of shipment. Appropriate receipt document is then
Jorwarded to District Business Office where payment is initiated. Except for purchases of recurring
supplies which are specifically authorized by the Superintendent or Business Manager, no open
purchase orders are allowed.
All purchases of equipment, materials and supplies exceeding $50,000 and all contracts

Jor public projects exceeding 8 15,000 are open to the competitive bidding procedure.

4. Indicate approval limits:

Who Purchases Over
Business Manager, Superintendent $ 1,000
Business Manager, Superintendent $ 10,000
Business Manager, Superintendent $ 25,000

5. Please indicated BY MONTH the total amount of each category in #1.

SEE ATTACHED

6. Please list the top 10 Vendors ( by § volume) for 1995/96. Please give a brief explanation of
what each provides:

Vendor Name Volume Supply/Service
1. Marriott Corporation $57,339 Services
2. Office Depot § 40,959 Supplies
3. Pacific Gas & Electric $ 29,662 Services
4. Perry Smith & Co. $ 13,000 Audit Services
5. Lozano, Smith & Smith $11,122 Legal Services
6. City of Soledad $ 11,000 Utilities/Services
7. South County YMCA $ 10,000 Rental/Services
8. Playgrounds by Designs $ 10,000 Supplies
9. Pacific Bell § 8,617 Services
10. American Supply Co. § 8,000 Custodial Supplies
Submitted By: Vira Uldall, Business Manager

School District: Soledad Unified School District



GRAND JURY . SURVEY OF PURCHASING PROCEDURES PAGE2 #56

1 1995 P 1996 o 1997* 1

“_m_:vu:mm Services mn:mv—:m:fw mm%v:mm Services Equipment _“ mwcuu:mm Services mn:musm_.:m

January m 59,963 20,177 immm m 95,743 826 w%m m 68511 12,305 &.N%m

February m 25611 15,258 p.awm m 112 21,782 :b%m __ 7,956 690 S.mmxm

i [ I 1 4

March m 38,986 11,524 m_amm m 68,591 22,227 B.@am m 47,345 21,142 wm.omom

April m 28,575 12,188 ﬁ_m%m m 34,898 9,707 a_moom m m

i | |

May w 113,367 113,236 wpmmmw m 19,854 (115) Na_oomm m w

June m 103,740 20,611 a,momm m 104,251 35,401 a.kom m m

July m 2,861 1,581 ; w w 4,727 - - m_ w w
(

August m 32,384 (16) m_:mm m 27,663 750 N_m%m m m

Sept m 54420 12,459 Nmmm m 40626 3,207 m_jl m m

! 1 i ] ]

Oct m 17,708 2,810 .m.mam m 85516 10,373 AS.wmom m m

Nov m 53601 14,884 A_mdm m 50664 7,238 S.Ncmm m m

Dec m 35853 2,248 m.mwmm m 50,513 381 ﬁ.ommm m m

*1997 year to date



Grand Jury

P.O. Box 1819
Salinas, CA 93902
(408) 755-5020

May 29, 1597

Mr. J. Eugene Martin, Jr.
Superintendent

Soledad Unified School District
P. O. Box 186

Soledad, CA 93960

Dear Mr. Martin:

We appreciate your prompt and full response to our Survey on
Purchasing for your District. I know is has been a burden (more so
to some). Your help has been valuable.

We thank you for your cooperation.
Sinféiily,

~James_R. Cooney, air
Audit)/Rinance Copfmittee
1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

JRC:elw




San Ardo Union Elementary School District

April 1, 1998

Grand Jury
P.O.Box 414
Salinas, CA 93902

Gentlemen:

We are in receipt of your recent request regarding Purchasing. Following is our response.

Finding 1
We are using the services of Monterey County Office of Education Purchasing Department. We
purchase some bulk paper, crayons, pencils, and some sports equipment.

Finding 3
We are a small school district and purchase less than $1000 per year from the MCOE Purchasing
Department.

Finding 4
We purchase from MCOE in August, the second month of the fiscal year. We do not do last
minute purchasing.

Recommendation |
Since we purchase our bulk items in August, we cannot answer as to why other state agencies
wait until the end of their fiscal year.

Recommendation 2

Monterey County covers a wide area and, in the case of small school districts like us, distance s a
problem. The County Office if 67 miles from our school. If we do bulk ordering with MCOE, we
have to drive the school bus in and pick up the supplies. Sometimes it takes two trips. This takes
a whole day for the custodian/bus driver and an expense in gas. In addition, we have no control
over the quality of the bulk items we purchase and have, at times, received poor quality times. If
a central ordering facility is established, there needs to be quality control and some sort of delivery

arrangements.
Smcerely, /

Vicki Rosenberg
Board President

P.O. BOX 170 » SAN ARDO, CALIFORNIA 93450 » (408) 627-2520 » FAX (408) 627-2078



Grand Jury

P.O. Box 1819
Sudinas. CA 93902
(408) 755-5020

May 29, 1997

Mr. Frank Lynch

Supexrintendent

King Citcy Joint Union School District
800 Broadway Straet

King Cicy, CA 933930

Dear Mr. Lynch:

We aporeciate your prompt and full respcnse to our Survey on
Purcihasing for your District. I know is has been a burien (more so
to some). Your help has been valuable.

We thank you for your cooperation.

Sincezxrely,

_,./( -

James R. Cooney, Chair
Audit/Finance Committee
1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

JRC:elw



Grand Jury

P.O. Box 1819
Salinzs, CA 93902
(408) 753-5020

April 10, 1997

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

The Monterey County Civil Grand Jury is asking your help and
cooperation in a review of Monterey County Purchasing Practices and
Polices by filling out the enclosed Survey.

We will require a response by April 24, 1997. Thank you.

Sircerely,

Anens [ o

Jerome Natnan, Vice-Chair
Audlt/rlnance Committee
1597 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

JN:elw

Encl.



SURVZY
OF
SURCEASING PROCEDURES

PURPOSE:

The purpose of this Survey is co furnish information to ths
Monterey County CGrané Jury c¢oncsrning the purcnasing orzcticzes cf
County Cities, Schecol Districzs and Svecizl Districts.
INSTRUCTIONS :

3nswer the following guestions and return the Survey to Mr.
James Cooney, Chair, Avédit/Finance C:mmi::ae, Montaray Councy Civil
Grancd Jury, P. O. Box 1319, Salinas, CA 93902 by April 235, 19¢7.

iz amount of wour Pdurchasing cv Cz

CATEGORY I ISCAL YEAR
8s/¢s8 c6/97

z. SUDDLIES $432,524.00 $253,519.00
p. EZQUIPMENT (CAZTTAL AND OTHEZIR) $112,141.00 $111,279.00

c. :ZEOZSSSIONDL ;cz?vzczs $104,061.00 $ 93,715.00

TOTAL:

$648,726.00 $458,513.00
2. II you use Monterev County Cantrzl Purchazsing Devartment, wnat
% oI each Category in Quastion 21. coces through Csntral Purchasing?

a. SUPPLIES - %
o. EQUIPMENT - % N P(
<. PROFZSSICNAL SZRVICES - %



3. IZ you do nct use Monterey Countcy Central Purchesing,
porieflv describe your direct purchasing.

A Requisition is generated by the requester. After Department Head approval
and signature from the Administrator a Purchase Order is then generated. The
Business Manager signs all Purchase Orders for final approval.

>
i

ndicat

(b

approval limits:

Who Purchzase Over

The Board of Trustees is the final approval 2 1,000

. 10,000
on all purchases made by the District. S 25,000

S. Plasase indicats BY MONTH the ctotzl amecunt of each czitzzcr/ in
> Br MONIE SCry
.-rl:
1998 1996 15¢7 (vr.to datcs)
Czat.a.-Czt.b.-Cac.c. Cat.a.-Cat.b.-Czt.c. Car.a.-Cez.z.-Czaz.cC
Januass

SEE ATTACHED REPORT
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6. Please list the top 10 Vendors (by $ volume) for 1995/96.

Please give a brief explanation of what each provides:
Vendor Name Volume Supvlv/Services

1. NEELY'S OFFICE PROD. $99,525.00 COMPUTER/QFFICE PROD.

2. BREON O'DONNELL MILLER $48,425.00 LEGAL SERVICES

3. TOGNETTI JOBBER. INC. $36,510.00 FUEL

4. LONG'S TIRE SERVICE $12,838.00 TIRES/SERVICE

5. BENSON PLUMBING $11,666.00 PARTS/SERVICE

6. RELIABLE $11,325.00 OFFICE SUPPLIES

7. PACIFIC TRUCK PARTS $10,903.00 BUS PARTS

8. SAN JOAQUIN SUPPLY S 8.651.00 JANTTORIAL SUPPLIES

9. PARTS & SERVICE INC. $ 7.576.00 AUTO PARTS

10. LACEY'S $ 7.506.00 A ARTS

Subnitted by: %/‘«(AS
School Discrict: UQ\A/CZ‘}'({’—H\ [/(/VUMH S [/
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Grand Jury

County of Monterey

P.O. Box 414
Salinas, CA 93902
(408) 755-5020

March 10, 1898

Chair, Board of Trustees

King City Joint Union School District
800 Broadway Street

King City, CA 93930

Dear Chair:

Reference is made to the 1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury Mid-

Year Report in regard to the following reports pertaining to your
District:

Violence on School Campuses - Pages 15-19
Purchasing - Pages 35-38

A response was required from your Board of Trustees on November 7,
1997. A follow-up letter was written to you requesting this
response on November 12, 1997. As yet our records indicate your
response has not been received. Please refer to the response
requirements on pages iv to vi of the Mid-Year report.

Would you please send your response to this office as soon as
possible. If you have any questions, please call the Grand Jury
Office at 755-5020 on any Tuesday or Thursday.

Sincerely,

Willar §, Houston, Chair

Follow-Up Report Committee
1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

Robert ¥. Quinn, Foreman
1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

WSH:RAQ:elw



San Lucas Union School District

GENERAL DELIVERY e 53675 SAN BENITO STREET ¢ SAN LUCAS, CA 93954
408-382-4426

March 19, 1998

Grand Jury
P.O. Box 414
Salinas, CA. 93902

Re: Findings 1, 3, and 4 and Recommendations 1 and 2, page 36
Dear Madam/Sirs,

Greetings ! Inresponse to your recommendations, | am certifying
that San Lucas Union Elementary School Distinct will examine “last

minute” spending and, if necessary, establish procedures to change this
practice.

Secondly, | have written a letter (copy attached) to the Monterey
County Central Purchasing Department (MCCPD), to open a dialogue on the
possibility of bulk purchasing to save the district money.

Thank you for your interest and recommendations !

Sincerely,

Brad Bailey %

Superintendent



San Lucas Union School District

GENERAL DELIVERY @ 53675 SAN BENITO STREET » SAN LUCAS, CA 93954
408-382-4426

March 19, 1998

Monterey County Central Purchasing Department

Re: Bulk Purchasing Arrangement

Dear Madam/Sir,

Greetings ! | am writing at the suggestion of the Grand Jury,
Monterey County, to explore the possibility of setting up a bulk purchasing
agreement/arrangement between San Lucas Union Elementary School
District, and your department.

| f youwill make contact with me at your earliest convenience, |
would appreciate it.

Thank you in advance for your interest !

Sincerely,

é z § ¢
Brad M. Bailey
Superintendent



Salinas Union d‘hﬁg School District

ADMINISTRATION OFFICES -— 431 WEST ALISAL STREET, SALINAS, CA 93901-1699 o FAX: (408) 754-8798

FERNANDO R. ELIZONDO, Ed.D. ROGER C. ANTON, JR.
Supcriotendent Assaciate Superintendent

{408) 753-4110 Instructionaf Services

(408) 753-4127

JAMES M. MAXWELL
Interinm Assistant Superintendent
Business Scrvices

(408) 753-4115

March 13, 1998 LINDA C. HARRIS

Assistant Superintendent
Human Resources
(408) 753-4137

Mr. Willard S. Houston, Chair or

Mr. Robert A. Quinn, Foreman

1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
P.O. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93902

Dear Mr. Quinn:

This is in response to your letter dated March 10, 1998 referencing reports pertaining to
our District’s:

Violence on School Campuses — Pages 15-19, and
Purchasing — Pages 35-38

Please see the attached responses to: Mr. Jerome Nathan, Vice Chair, Audit/Finance
Committee, regarding Monterey County Purchasing Practices dated April 24, 1997, and
Mr. D. Roger Loper, Foreman, 1997 Civil Grand Jury, regarding Violence on School
Campuses dated December 11, 1997.

Please feel free to call my office if you need any further information.

Sincerely, /) (_ //

Fernando R. Elizondo
Superintendent

FRE:pvc
¢ Tommy D. Traylor, President, Board of Trustees

Enclosures (2)



Grand Jury

P.O. Box 1819
Salinas, CA 93902
(408) 755-5020

Lo
May 29, 1997 EOHS g

CHRRITELE CTR00L 3isTAT ¢
DR S

e —

Dr. Fernando Elizondo
Superintendent

Salinas Union High School District
431 West Alisal St.
Salinas, CA 93501

Deay Dr. Elizondo:

We appreciate your prompt and full response to our Survey on
Purchasing for your District. I know is has been a burden (more so
to some). Your help has been valuable.

We thank you for your cooperation.
Sinfgiely,
.%OO

X é R ney, fLhair
AudiE%ginance Committee

1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

JRC:elw
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‘72 ADMINISTRATION OFFICES' —" 431 WEST ALISAL STREET, SALINAS; CA"93901-1699 _«  FAX: (408) 764.8798 .

FERNANDO R. ELTZONDO, Ed.D. ROGER C. ANTON, JR.
i ne Associnte Superintendent

(408) 7534110 Instructional Services

(408) 7534127

JOHN H. CHRIST

Assistant Superintendent

Business Services

(408) 753-4115

LINDA C. HARRIS

. Interim Asvistans Superintendent
Apl'll 24, 1997 RHuman Resousces
(408) 7534137

Jerome Nathan Vice-Chair.
Audit/Finance Committee
Monterey County Grand Jury
P.O. Box 1819

Salinas, CA 93902

SUBJECT: Monterey County Purchasing Practices

Enclosed is the completed survey for the Monterey County Purchasing Practices Review.
Please feel free to call me at (408) 753-4114.

Sincerely,

WL W ‘ %

John H. Christ
Assistant Superintendent of Business Services

JHC:ah

¢c: Dr. Fernando Elizondo
Superintendent

Enclosure



Grand Jury
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COPY

P.O. Box 1819
Salinas, CA 93902
(408) 755-5020

April 10, 1997

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

[t
. N

T 0L S RICT

WAENTS OCFICE

The Monterey County Civil Grand Jury is asking your help and
cooperation in a review of Monterey County Purchasing Practices and
Polices by filling out the enclosed Survey.

We will require a response by April 24, 1997. Thank you.

JN:elw

Encl.

Sincerely, -

” -,
/ // - r/ <
/ - TTT—l ) ’,"

"Jerome Nathan, Vice-Chair

Audit/Finance Committee
1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury



STURVEY
OF
PURCHASING PROCEDURES

PURPOSE:

The purpose of this Survey is to furnish information to the
Monterey County Grand Jury concerning the purchasing practices of
County Cities, School Districts and Special Districts.

INSTRUCTIONS:

Answer the following questions and return the Survey to Mr.
James Cooney, Chair, Audit/Finance Committee, Monterey County Civil
Grand Jury, P. O. Box 1819, Salinas, CA 93802 by April 25, 1987.

UESTIONS

1. Identify the dollar amount of your Purchasing by Categoxry and
Fiscal vyear:

CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR (2nd Interim)
95/96 96/97 Projected
a. SUPPLIES 1,715,724.00 2,091,639.00
b. EQUIPMENT (CAPITAL AND OTHER) 994,458.00 1,567,497.00
c. PROFESSIONAL, SERVICES 4,174,2590.00 4,299,739.00
(E.G..v ... ... )
TOTAL: 6,884,472.00 7,958,875.00

2. 1If you use Monterey County Central Purchasing Department, what

-

% of each Category in Question #1. goes through Central Purchasing?

a. SUPPLIES - N/A %
b. EQUIPMENT - N/a 3
c. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES - N/A %

We do not use Monterey County Central Purchasing.



Survey
Page Two

3. If you do not use Monterey County Central- Purchasing, please
briefly describe your direct purchasing.

All purchases, except some postage and emergency purchases, are routed
through the Purchasing Dept. All purchases require purchase orders. All
purchase orders are reviewed and signed by the Manager of Purchasing.

4. Indicate approval limits:

Who Purchase Over
Asst. Supt. Business Services $ 1,000
Asst. Supt. Business Services $ 10,000
Board Approval § 25,000

5. Please indicate BY MONTH the total amount of each category in
#1:

19385 - 1996 1997 (yrx.to date)
Cat.a.-Cat.b.-Cat.c. Cat.a.-Cat.b.-Cat.c. Cat.a.-Cat.b.-Cat.c.

Januaxy See attached Survey of Purchasing Procedures.

February
March
April

May

June

July
Augusf
September
October
November

December



Survey Of Purchasing Proceedures
Salinas Union High School District

grand jury survey-CRF

item #5. Please indicate by month the total amount of each category in '

(tem #1.

[School Year 1995-1996 1996-1997
Month Category A | Category B | Category C | Category A | Category B | Category C
July ~ 12,742 5753 __ 8062] 3,840 0 28.977|
JAugust 146,277 391,694 535,529 99,483 4,932 567,181
September 181,858 61,216 253,201 118,195 66,170 224,786
October 239,573 160,060 347,340 188,855 44 078 315,296
November 111,050 310,286 318,595 194,640 122,244 350,840
December 138,412 30,362 289,470 134,330 78,548 243,313
January 138,816 105,143 301,130 87,585 153,287 268,778
February 142,063 90,614 252,100 145,939 43,178 268,033
March 113,170 484,718 483,692 152,484 271,528 198,187
April 121,678 97,980 216,410
May 103,389 68,349 367,472
June 266,696 168,225 814,389
Totals 1,715,724 994 458 4,174,230 1,125,361 783,963 2,463 491

Note: Monthly totals for 94-95 school year unatailable.




Survey
Page Three

6. Please list the top 10 Vendors (by $ volume) for 19355/96.
Please give a brief explanation of what each provides:

Vendor Name Volume Supplv/Services
a. This data is not readily available.
b.
(etc.)
Submitted by: John H. Christ

School District: Salinas Union High School District



Salinas Union cﬁ‘hg/i School "District

T ABEE A DMINISTRATION OFFICES = 481 WEST ALISAL STREET, SALINAS, CA 93901-1699 '~ '/ FAX: (408) 7648798

FERNANDO R ELIZONDO, Ed.D. ROGER C. ANTON, JR.
Supcrintendent Assaciare Supcrintendenr

(408) 7534110 Instructional Services

(408) 7534127

JAMES M. MAXWELL
Iaterim Assistant Supcrintcndent
Business Scrvices

(408) 7534115

LINDA C. HARRIS
December 11, 1997 Assistant Superintendent

Human Resources
(408) 7534137

Mr. D. Roger Loper, Foreman
1997 Civil Grand Jury

P.O. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93902

Dear Mr. Loper:
I have enclosed the Salinas Union High School District’s response to the 1997 Monterey
County Grand Jury as formulated by Mr. Roger Anton, Associate Superintendent of

Instruction, and his staff. [ believe that all of the recommendations and findings have
been responded to as requested.

Please feel free to call my office if [ mbellish any of the enclosed information.
- wd)’ﬂf é(/Qj
U

Fernando R. Elizondo
Superintendent

¢ Roger Anton
Board of Trustees, SUHSD

Enclosure

REF. #4
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Memorandum

Supenintedent’s Office

Date: December 8, 1997

To: SUPERINTEND

From: ROGER ANTON

Re: RESPONSES TO 1997 MONTEREY COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORT

On December 1, 1997, you asked Joe Rice and Jim Rear to respond to the six
findings and one recommendation developed by the Monterey County Grand Jury. I
have received igput and would submit the following to you:

FINDINGS:

1. In general, schools within Monterey County are conscientiously addressing the
problem of school violence. However, the problem still exists, and continuing
attention to it is required.

The Salinas Union High School District has initiated and continues to
offer programs such as Conflict Resolution Training (CRT), Youth
Alternatives to Violence (YATV), ADAPT (Alcohol and Drug Abuse
Prevention Teams) Clubs, Friday Night Live (FNL)/Club Live. In
addition the District maintains a “zero tolerance” on violence and
possession of weapons at school sites.

2. There is a good degree of cooperation between school officials and law
enforcement officials in addressing the problem. Again, continuing attention to
this aspect of the problem i3 necessary.

The Salinas Union High School District has been a partner for the
School Resource Officer Program with the Salinas Police Department
for many years. Each year the District contributes the cost of one
additional school resource officer from its General Funds in order to
Increase the number of officers available to the schools, including
elementary schools.

3. Parental involvement must be an integral part of every school’s program to
address school violence. Some Districts require each student and his/her parents
to enter into a written contract which spells out what is expected of the school,
the student, and the parents. The jury was particularly impressed by the contract
being used by the Salinas Union High School District.



December 8, 1997

The Salinas Union High School District continues to maintain its
“contract” with all parents and students prior to enrolling in school
every school year. In addition, parents are strongly encouraged to
participate and be involved in their children’s education. Several
schools have initiated “Parents on Campus’-type programs to
encourage parents to visit the schools and to be on the school
campuses. In situations involving violence, the District requires
parents to attend a conference and to be responsible for their
children’s behavior. Parent organizations continue to be supportive
of providing safe campuses as demonstrated by the leadership
undertaken by middle school parents to initiate and maintain
uniforms at the three district middle schools.

4. Law Enforcement Agencies have been pro-active in establishing a positive
relationship with students and school anthorities. A few examples of their
involvement are the D.A.R.E. program, Healthy Start Program, School Resource
Officers on campuses, Police Explorer Program, Citizen Academy and Police
Activity League.

See response to Finding #2.

5. The ten Law Enforcement Agencies either have or plan to have a School
Resource Officer assigned to the schools. Resource Officers already on
campuses have been training school authorities in the areas of recognizing gang
affiliations of students and recognizing different drugs used by students.

In addition to fimancially supporting the School Resource
Officer Program, the Salinas Union High School District works
closely with the officers to provide training to staff and parents
about gangs, gang affiliation, symbols of gangs, and gang
identification. In addition the School Resource Officers are a
resource in recognizing potential student drug use. The Salinas
Union High School District continues to provide a Drug
Intervention Specialist from Sunrise House as a member of each
school’s staff. The expenses for the Drug Intervention
Specialist also is derived from the District’s General Fund and is
a substantial program in its own nght. The Drug Intervention
Specialists provide group counseling and intervention, sponsor
the ADAPT clubs, provide counseling for parents regarding
drugs and gangs, and complement the efforts of school
counselors and administration.

6. As shown in Exhibit A, individual School Districts are using various methods to
address the issue of school violence. It is unlikely that there is a single recipe that
will be most effective for every School District. It is the responsibility of each
District Board to determine what combination of methods will be most effective
for its schools.



December 8, 1997

School safety is a major priority of the Board of Trustees of the
Salinas Union High School District. In addition to supporting
the Drug Intervention and School Resource Officer Programs,
the Board of Trustees maintains its “zero tolerance” position on
the suspension and expulsion of students committing violent
offenses related to school oo and off campuses. The District’s
strict stance does result in a substantial number of student
expulston referrals and formal action by the Board of Trustees.
The District Board of Trustees also, however, has invested in
the Renaissance in Education Program which is designed to
recognize and reward academic achievement and positive
student behavior. The District believes in positive influence on
students and coatinues jts support of this program and all
student activities for students.

RECOMMENDATIONS;

1. The Supernntendent in each School District review Exhibit A and interact with
their counterparts in other Districts and at other schools to familiarize themselves
with methods that other Districts are finding to be effective in addressing school
violence. Each District should then determine additional methods to incorporate
into the District’s safe school program.

The Superintendent of the Salinas Union High School District has
regular communication with the Superintendents of other school
districts to share and consider means of tmproving the District’s Safe
School Program. Each school site has developed a Safe School Plan.
Regular meetings of administrative staff further highlight the
successes throughout the District, as well as the sharing of successful
programs and procedures. In all instances, the District attempts to
provide a wide variety of alternative programs to meet the ever
changing needs of students who may be at risk of violent behavior
(see enclosed Altemative Education Haodbook).

RA:ms
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PURCHASING

BAGCKGROUND :

Qutside purchasing is a multi-million dollar exercise for
Monterey County - Cities, School Districts, Natividad Medical
Center (NMC), Special Districts and the Sheriff's Department,
ete. The Grand Jury wanted to find out whether the “best price"
and/or “best value" was being obtained by the users.

INOUIRY PROCESS:

A survey was sent to 26 School Districts and to 12 Cities.
A response was received from 19 ‘School Districts and 8 Cities.

Not all responses were complete since some accounting
systems could not furnish data in the format requested.

ISSUE:-
Is purchasing being done in a timely and cost-effective
manner?
FINDINGS:
7 1. None of the respondents are using the seyrvices of the

Monterey County Central Purchasing Department (MCCPD) .

2. Authorization limits amd procedures appeared to be

adequate. Since this was not studied in depth, reliance was e
based on comments made on the survey. g
S/ R =
g 3. Approximate rotals of purchasing done by the respondents 3
are: $
¥

Professional g

Supplies Eguipment Services H

School Districts  $12,481,000 55,649,000 $9,184,000
It

Cities $17,942,000 56,048,000 $3,983,000

The total of Supplies and Equipment is $42,120,000. If
there were consolidation and use of a "professional' purchasing

35
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department vs. small individual efforts, substantial savings
could accrue to the participants.

Even savings of 1%, on average, would generate a figure more
than sufficient to fund two additional positions which MCCPD
estimates would be necessary to handle the additional workload.

One example reviewed by the Grand Jury indicated a 3%
savings was achieved when MCCPD became involved after the efforts
of a local department proved inadequate.

A 4. Our survey also revealed a pattern (by some respondents)
of spending in the last month or two of the fiscal year that
suggests a “use it or lose it" philosophy. This can lead to poor
value and poor judgment in what is ordered and possible conflicts
since a normal bidding process is sometimes ignored in the haste
to gpend funds.

Seven School Districts and two Cities supplied month-by-
month data which contained "the appearance? of last wminute frenzy
spending.

Major Spending in Jyne (May in two cases)
(June is last mopth of fiseaal year.)

Percentage to annual total spent by category was:

Supplieeg - 16 to 27% in 6 respondents;
Equipment - 13 to 43% in 7 respondents; and

Professjonal Services - 17 to 62% in B8 respondents.

Two flagrant examples noted were:

a. Salinas City Elementary School District - spent $463,948
(27% of total) on supplies in June 96 and $781 in July. They
spent 5144,851 (21%) on equipment in June vs. $4,866 in July.

b. The City of Seaside spent $88,065 (28%) on supplies in
June 96 vs. §71 in July. They also spent $264,656 (25%) for
Professional Services in June 96 vs. $1,993 in July.

RECOMMFNDATIONS ¢

The 1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury recommends that:
i
{ 1. There be an examination of "last minute" spending ang,
if necessary, establishment of procedures to change this
practice.

\ 2- School Districts, Cities, and other local government
agencies within Monterey County consult with the MCCPD to achieve

36
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savings available by central fund purchasing to taxpayers.

RESPONSES REQUIRED:
Board of Supervisors
Findings # 1 and 4
Recommendations # 1 and 2
Mayors of Monterey County Cities:

Carmel

Del Rey Oaks
Gonzales
Greentield
King City
Marina
Monterey
Pacific Grove
Salinas
Sand City
Seaside
Soledad

Findings # 1, 3, and 4

Recommendations # 1 and 2

Board of Trustees of all School Districts within Monterey
County:

Alisal Union School District
Bradley Union School District
Carmel Unified School District
Chualar Union School District
Gonzales Unified School District
" Gonzales Union School District
Conzales Union High School District
"Graves School District
Greenfield Union School District
King City Joint Union High School District
King City Union School District
Lagunita School District
Mission Union School District
Monterey Peninsula Unified School District
North Monterey County Unified School District
Pacific Grove Unified School District
Pacific Unified School District
Salinas City School District
Salinas Union High School District
San Antonio Union School Dastrict

37 '
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San Ardo Union School District
San Lucas Union School District
Santa Rita Union School District
Soledad Unified School District
Spreckels Union School District
Washington Union Schoel District

Findings # 1, 3, and 4

Recommendations # 1 and 2

408785529 e

Responges are not required from the Agencies apd other
Districts, but they are urged to consult the Monterey County
Purchaging Department for advice on posgsible benefits from

centralized purchasing.

38
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248 Main Street ,‘f,ﬁld ‘ 7/
P.O. Box 156

Scledad, CA 93980

T 408-678-3963

AX  40B-676-3965
Honorable Jonathan R. Price
Presiding Judge
Monterey County Superior Court
Post Office Box 414
Salinas, California 93902

RE: 1997 GRAND JURY RESPONSE

Dear Judge Price:

I am responding as required to the Mid Year 1997 Grand Jury Report regarding

Prisons in Monterey County. [ will respond to those issues requested by the
Report.

FINDINGS:

3. Prison life does not seem to have a deterrent to the commitment of
crimes.

I concur with this finding. Recidivism seems to be on the rise. State
Parole and County Probation offices are constantly striving to enact
programs which will stem the recidivism rate and make strides to stop the
revolving door process of crime to prison to release to crime to prison to
release etc. I think that we must continue to try to reduce crime and
address the recidivism problem. [ also think that the fear of punishment
does deter crime with some individuals. Otherwise, the problem would be
worse and our prisons would be more crowded.

S. One source of increased prison population seems to be the mentally ill.

Penal Code commitment of the mentally ill does contribute to the prison
population. Some are placed in special units in the State’s mental hospital
system where they receive treatment. Some of those patients eventually are
released under various care programs and later returned to the community.
The hospitals have only a limited success rate however, and some criminals
are not suited for these programs. Some counties provide half way houses as
well as board and care facilities for released prisoners and mentally ill alike.




Page 2

Prisoners have nothing to do.

This problem would appear to be related to the level of the offender who is
incarcerated. Those who are a high risk of endangering themselves or others
or who are escape risks must necessarily be limited in movement. Others,
who display a willingness to serve their sentences without causing trouble,
become eligible for work, educational and programs. It has been our
expenence through involvement in the Association of California Cities Allied
with Prisons, the Citizens Advisory Committee, and tours of many
institutions, that CDC makes a great effort in this area.

RECOMMENDATION:

1.

Work and educational opportunities.

[ agree that every effort should be made by prison management and
surrounding communities to bring work and educational opportunities into
the prisons. The City of Soledad has a good working relationship with
Salinas Valley State Prison and Correctional Training Facility, Soledad, both
of which are within the City limits of Soledad. We work with the
Community Resources Manager from each prison to provide work both in
and outside of the prison. We utilize prisoners for community cleanup
programs, computer repair, bicycle repair and safety, painting and several
other programs in the community. This provides job training and educational
opportunities for prisoners which may be useful upon their release. It also
provides an opportunity for the community to benefit by reducing costs and
having work performed quickly.

Verytruly yours,

FABIAN M. BARRERA

Mayor
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October 29, 1997

Hon_ Jonathan R. Price
Presiding Judge

Monterey County Superior Court
P.O. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93902

Dear Judge Price,

Enclosed are the responses to the Grand Jury Report from the Washington
Union School District. As required by the instructions accompanying the
Report, our district is forwarding a copy to the Board of Supervisors,

{f you have any questions regarding our district's responses, please contact
the superintendert, Catherine Gallegos, or me.

Sincerely,
Tom Hovde
Governing Board President

c Board of Supervisors

WMyFiies\Board\Correspondence\Grand Jury Letter

14:31 428 484 2828 96%
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WASHINGTON UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT
Response to Grand Jury 1997 Mid-Year Report

99 1) /57
| purcHasing 77 M 0
Washington Union School District has been directed to respond to Findings #1,3, & 4.

FINDINGS:
1. None of the respondents are using the services of the Monterey County Central
- Purchasing Department (MCCPD).

Washington School District uses Salinas Union High Schoo! District Warehouse as
a source for purchase of classroom and custodial supplies at bulk rate prices.

3. Approximate totals of purchasing done by the respondents:

Washington Union School District spent $690,343 in the 1996/97 fiscal year on non-
personnel items from the General Fund.

4. The Grand Jury survey revealed a pattermn (by some respondents) of spending
in the last month or two of the fiscal year that suggests a “use it or lose it”
philosophy.

Washington's spending pattern for supplies shows that 6%-10% of the total
expenditures occurred each month during the school year. The exception in the
1996/97 school year was April, in which 14% of the expenditures occurred, this was
due to a ane-time purchase of computers. May expenditures represented 9% of the

total budget for supplies. June expenditures represented 8% of the total budget for
supplies.

.The district was directed to respond to Recommendations #1 and 2.

:.Becommendationg

1. There be an examination of “last minute® spending and, if necessary,
establishment of procedures to change this practice,

A review of the spending records of the district reveals an evenly distibuted
expenditure rate.

2. School Districts, Cities, and other local government agencies within Monterey
County consult with the MCCPD to achieve savings available by central fund
purchasing to taxpayers.

Washington School District currently purchases classroom and custodial supplies
through Salinas Union High School District, at bulk rate prices.

MAR-17-1998 14:32 403 434 2828 S6% P.03
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Washmgton Union School District was directed to respond to Findings #1-6.
Findiggg
1.

In general, schools within Monterey County are conscientiousty addressing the
problem of school violence. However, the problem still exists, and continuing
attention to it is required.

Washington Union School District has a very low incidence of violence on its school
campuses (see attached Califomia Safe Schoois Assessment for 1996/37). Schools
routinely communicate school rules for conduct to parents, and school officials
respond quickly when problems arise on campus.

There is a good degree of cooperation betwaen school officials and law
enforcement officials in addressing the problem. Again, continuing attention
to this aspect of the problem is necessary.

The school district has a gooed retationship with the local law enforcement agencies.

When necessary, law enforcement officials have been immediately available to assist
with any problems.

Parental involvement must be an integral part of every school’s program to
address school violence, Some Districts require each student and his/her
parents to enter into a written contract, which spells out what is expected of the
school, the student, and the parents.

Parents raceive information about the schools’ behavior codes and are responsive
tc problems when they arise at school. Parents in the district are cooperative with
the schools and generally reinforce codes of conduct at home. The schools send
home written guidelines for behavior at the beginning of each school year. These

written guidslines are signed by the parents and are kept on file at the school for the
year.

Law Enforcement Agencies have been pro-active in establishing a positive
relationship with students and school authorities. A few examples of their
involvement are the DARE program, Healthy Start Program, Citizen Academy
and Police Activity League.

The DARE program is presented in the district's fifth grade classes by a law
enforcement official on a weekly basis. While on campus, he also goes to the

playground at recess and lunch and interacts with students to promote a positive
influence with the {aw.

The ten Law Enforcement Agencies either have or plan to have a School
Resource Officer assigned to the schools. Resource Officers already on
campuses have been training school authorities in the areas of recognizing
gang affiliations of students and recognizing different drugs used by students.
The school district does not have a Resource Officer assigned to any of the schools
at this time.

MAR-17-1998 14:32 428 484 2828 SE%
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As shown in Exhibit A, individual School Districts are using various methods
to address the issue of school violence. It is unlikely that there is a single
recipe that will be most effective for every School District. it is the
responsibility of each District Board to determine what combination of methods
will be most effective for its schools.

The district Child Development Specialist assists with at risk students on a weekly
basis. Additionally, she leads conflict resolution groups at the fifth grade level and
is providing support to a group of students who have experienced separation or
divorce in their famities, sither in the past or currently. The specialist also assists
with alt other aspects of crisis intervention such as child abuse reporting, student
and/or family drug abuse and grief counseling, to name a few. She is also a

resource for referrals to other agencies that can support needy famiiies or students
and families in crisis.

The Middle School has a strong Peer Assistance Leadership (PAL) program in which
the majority of students have an opportunity to receive training in how to deal with
conflict and assist others to resolve conflict without resorting to violence. Both of the
district’s elementary schools also have sirong conflict resolution programs.

The schools in the district approach the issue of violence on the campus through
both intervention and prevention. School rules are clearly communicated to students
and have clear consequences. The schools also recognize appropriate student
behavior and encourage strong ties with the family to continually monitor and
imprave student behavior and provide rewards for students who demonstrate safe
and cooperative behavior with their peers.

The district was directed to respond to Recommendation #1.

E_Becommndatign
4. Superintendents in each School District review Exhibit A and interact with their

counterparts in other Districts and at other schools to familiarize themselves
with methods that other Districts are finding to be effective in addressing
school violence. Each District should then determine additional methods to
incorporate into the District's safe school program.

Admininstrators in Washington Union communicate on a regular basis with
administrators from other districts. The superintendent participates in the County
Office of Education Superintendents’ Meetings. The middle schoo! principal belongs
to the Middle School Network, at which campus safety issues are routinely
discussed. Other formal and informal contacts contribute to knowledge of other
districts and a sharing of ideas for reducing campus violence. The district's Safe

School Plan is reviewed every year and modified in order to provide a safe
environment for students while at school.

| \MyFiles\District\Misc\Grand Jury Response
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Salinas Union d‘%cg/; School Distniot |

ADMINISTRATION OFFICES — 431 WEST ALISAL STREET, SALINAS, CA 93901-1699 . FAX: (408) 754-8798

FERNANDO R. ELIZONDO, Ed.D. ROGER C. ANTON, JR.
Superintcadent Associate Superintendent
(308) 753-4110 Instructional Scrvices

(408) 753-4127

JAMES M. MAXWELL
Inrerim Assistant Supcrintcndent
Business Services

{408) 753-4115

March 13, 1998 LINDA C. HARRIS

Assistant Supcrintendent
Human Resources
(408) 753-4137

Mr. Willard S. Houston, Chair or

Mr. Robert A. Quinn, Foreman

1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
P.O. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93902

Dear Mr. Quinn:

This is in response to your letter dated March 10, 1998 referencing reports pertaining to
our District’s;

“7 :}‘.f‘. -2
Violence on School Campuses — Pages 15-19, and 97 HO
Purchasing — Pages 35-38 &/ b1/ 1f ¥ 4

Please see the attached responses to: Mr. Jerome Nathan, Vice Chair, Audit/Finance
Committee, regarding Monterey County Purchasing Practices dated April 24, 1997, and
Mr. D. Roger Loper, Foreman, 1997 Civil Grand Jury, regarding Violence on School
Campuses dated December 11, 1997,

Please feel free to call my office if you need any further information.

Sincerely, A\/ ggm L\//

Aé/n&r Yo 1

Fernando R. Elizondo

Superintendent

FRE:pvc

¢ Tommy D. Traylor, President, Board of Trustees

Enclosures (2)



Grand Jury

P.O. Box 1819
Salinas, CA 93502
(408) 755-5020

’l/‘

May 29, 1997 , e “.:”I;_,-t.".’-;::_ ‘v(_v: ORGL eae

i A —

Dr. Fernando Elizondo
Superintendent

Salinas Union High School District
431 West Alisal St.

Salinas, CA 93901

Dear Dr. Elizondo:

We appreciate your prompt and full response to our Survey on
Purchasing for your District. I know is has been a burden (more so
to some). Your help has been valuable.

We thank you for youxr cooperation.

Slnfgfely,
./6ames R. /Zooney, hair
Audlt 1nance Comittee

1597 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

JRC:elw
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Grand Jury  COPY

P.O. Box 1819
Salinas, CA 93902

(408) 755-3020 o TE = -

L—-r*—rjfﬁumiosmrT

. 5"“”*2' SACHTS DEFICE
April 10, 1997 HOENIS BT

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

The Monterey County Civil Grand Jury is asking your help and
cooperation in a review of Monterey County Purchasing Practices and
Polices by filling out the enclosed Survey.

We will require a response by April 24, 1997. Thank you.

Slncerely,

-t

AN T //(//é/

. "Jeyxyome Nathan, Vice-Chair
Audit/Finance Committee
1997 Monterey Ccunty Civil Grand Jury

JN:elw

Encl..



SURVEY
OF
PURCHASING PROCEDURES

PURPOSE:

The purpose of this Survey is to furnish information to the
Monterey County Grand Jury concerning the purchasing practices of
County Cities, School Districts and Special Districts.

INSTRUCTIONS:

Answer the following questions and xeturn the Survey to Mr.
James Cooney, Chair, Audit/Finance Committee, Monterey County Civil
Grand Jury, P. O. Box 1819, Salinas, CA 93902 by April 25, 1997.

UESTIONS

1. Identify the dollar amount of your Purchasing by Category and

Fiscal year:

CATEGORY FISCAL YE2AR (2nd Interim)
95/96 96/97 Prejected
a. SUPPLIES 1,715,724.00 2,091,639.00
b. EQUIPMENT (CAPITAL AND OTHER) 994,458.00 1,567,497.00
¢. PROFESSIONAIL SERVICES 4,174,290.00 4,299,739.00
(BE.G......... )
TOTAL: 6,884,472.00 7,958,875.00

2. If you use Monterey County Central Purchasing Department, what
% of each Category in Question %1. goes through Central Purchasing?

a. SUPPLIES - N/A 3
b. EQUIPMENT - N/ A %

c. DROFESS

=

ONAYL, SERVICES - N/A %

We do not use Monterey County Central Purchasing.



Survey Of Purchasing Proceedures
Salinas Union High School District

Itemn #5. Please indicate by month the total amount of each category in

grand jury survey-CRF

Itemn #1.

School Year 1995-1996 . 1996-1997
Month Category A | Category B | Category C | Category A | Category B | Category C
July 12,742 ~ 5,753 8,962 3,840 0 28,977
August 146,277 391,694 535,529 99,483 4,932 567,181
September 181,858 61,216 253,201 118,195 66,170 224 786
October 239,573 160,060 347,340 188,855 44 078 315,266
November 111,050 310,286 318,595 194,640 122,244 350,940
December 138,412 30,362 289,470 134,330 78,548 243,313
January 138,816 105,143 301,130 87,585 153,287 266,773
February 142,063 90,614 252,100 145,938 43,176 268,033
March 113,170 484,718 469,692 152,484 271,528 198,187
April 121,678 97,980 216,410
May 103,389 68,349 367,472
June 266,696 169,225 814,389 .
Totals 1,J71 5,724 994 458 4,174,290 1,125,361 783,963 2,463,491

Note: Monthly totals for 94-95 school year unakailable.




éa[Lnai ‘Unior &l‘hg/; School Distriot

‘5« A DMINISTRATION OFFICES =331 WEST ALISAY. STREET, SALINAS, €A 1939011699 5o+ S5 FAX: (408) 7548798 -
FERNANDO R EXIIZONDO, Ed.D. ROGER C. ANTON,JR_
Superintandent Associztc Superintendent
(408) 753-4110 Instructional Scrvices

(408) 7534127

JAMES M. MAXWELL
Interim Assiseant Superintendent
Business Scrvices

(408} 753~4115

LINDA C. HARRIS
December 11, 1997 Assistant Superintendent

Human Resources
{408) 75341327

Mr. D. Roger Loper, Foreman
1997 Civil Grand Jury

P.O. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93502

Dear Mr. Loper:

I have enclosed the Salinas Union High School District’s response to the 1997 Monterey
County Grand Jury as formulated by Mr. Roger Anton, Associate Superintendent of
Instruction, and his staff. I believe that all of the recommendations and findings have
been responded to as requested.

Please feel free to call my office if | caprémbellish any of the enclosed information.
- cerd):mf g@
(U
Fernando R. Elizondo

Superintendent

¢ Roger Anton
Board of Trustees, SUHSD

Enclosure

REF. #4
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Dafe: December 8, 1997

To: SUPERINTENDE

From: ROGER ANTON

Re: RESPONSES TO 1997 MONTEREY COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORT

On December 1, 1997, you asked Joe Rice and Jim Rear to respond to the six
findings and one recommendation developed by the Monterey County Grand Jury. I
have received mput and would submit the following to you:

FINDINGS:

1. In general, schools within Monterey County are conscientiously addressing the
problem of school violence. However, the problem still exists, and continuing
attention to it is required.

The Salinas Union High School District has initiated and continues to
offer programs such as Conflict Resolution Training (CRT), Youth
Alternatives to Violence (YATV), ADAPT (Alcohol and Drug Abuse
Prevention Teams) Clubs, Friday Night Live (FNL)/Club Live. In
addition the District maintains a ”zero tolerance” on violence and
possession of weapons at school sites.

2. There is a good degree of cooperation between school officials and law
~ enforcement officials in addressing the problem. Again, continuing attention to
this aspect of the problem is necessary.

The Salinas Union High School District has been a partaer for the
School Resource Officer Program with the Salinas Police Department
for many years. Each year the District contributes the cost of one
additional school resource officer from its General Funds in order to
increase the number of officers available to the schools, including
elementary schools.

3. Parental involvement must be an integral part of every school’s program to
address school violence. Some Districts require each student and his/her parents
to enter into a written contract which spells out what is expected of the school,
the student, and the parents. The jury was particularly impressed by the contract
being used by the Salinas Union High School District.



December 8, 1997

The Salinas Union High School District continues to maintain its
“contract” with all parents and students prior to enrolling in school
every school year. In addition, parents are strongly encouraged to
participate and be involved in their children’s education. Several
schools have initiated “Parents on Campus’-type programs to
encourage parents to visit the schools and to be on the school
campuses. [n situations involving violence, the District requires
parents to attend a conference and to be responsible for their
children’s behavior. Parent organizations continue to be supportive
of providing safe campuses as demonstrated by the leadership
undertaken by middle school parents to initiate and maintain
uniforms at the three district middle schools.

4. Law Enforcement Agencies have been pro-active in establishing a positive
relationship with students and school authorties. A few examples of their
involvement are the D.A R E. program, Healthy Start Program, School Resource
Officers on campuses, Police Explorer Program, Citizen Academy and Police
Activity League.

See response to Finding #2.

5. The ten Law Enforcement Agencies either have or plan to have a School
Resource Officer assigned to the schools. Resource Officers already on
campuses have been training school authorities in the areas of recognizing gang
affiliations of students and recognizing different drugs used by students.

In addition to financially supporting the School Resource
Officer Program, the Salinas Union High School District works
closely with the officers to provide training to staff and parents
about gangs, gang affiliation, symbols of gangs, and gang
identification. In addition the School Resource Officers are a
fesource in recognizing potential student drug use. The Salinas
Union High School District continues to provide a Drug
Intervention Specialist from Sunrise House as a member of each
school’s staff. The expenses for the Drug Interveation
Specialist also is derived from the District’s General Fund and is
a substaatial program in its own right. The Drug Intervention
Specialists provide group counseling and intervention, spomsor
the ADAPT clubs, provide counseling for parents regarding
drugs and gangs, and complement the efforts of school
counselors and administration.

6. As shown in Exhibit A, individual School Districts are using various methods to
address the issue of school violence. It is unlikely that there is a single recipe that
will be most effective for every School District. It is the responsibility of each
District Board to determine what combination of methods will be most effective
for its schools.



December 8, 1997

School safety is a major priority of the Board of Trustees of the
Salinas Union High School District. In addition to supporting
the Drug Intervention and School Resource Officer Programs,
the Board of Trustees maintains its “zero tolerance” position on
the suspension and expulsion of students committing violent
offenses related to school on and off campuses. The District’s
strict stance does result in a substantial number of student
expulsion referrals and formal action by the Board of Trustees.
The District Board of Trustees also, however, has invested in
the Repaissance in Education Program which is designed to
recognize and reward academic achievement and positive
student behavior. The District believes 1 positive influence on
students and continues its support of this program and all
student activities for students.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. The Superintendent in each School District review Exhibit A and ioteract with
their counterparts in other Districts and at other schools to familiarize themselves
with methods that other Districts are finding to be effective in addressing school
violence. Each District should then determine additional methods to incorporate
into the District’s safe school program.

The Superntendent of the Salinas Union High School District has
regular communication with the Superintendents of other school
districts to share and consider means of improving the District’s Safe
School Program. Each school site has developed a Safe School Plan.
Regular meetings of administrative staff further highlight the
successes throughout the District, as well as the sharing of successful
programs and procedures. In all instances, the District attempts to
provide a wide varety of alternative programs to meet the ever
changing needs of students who may be at nisk of violent behavior
(see enclosed Altemative Education Handbook).

RA:ms
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Soledad Unified School District

Gene Martin, District Superintendent

"Setting Goals for High Achievement’

March 23, 1998

Mr. Willard S. Houston, Chair &

Mr. Robert A. Quinn, Foreman Certified Mail
1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

P.0. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93902

Dear Mr. Houston and Mr. Quinn:

We are responding to your letter of March 10, 1998, referencing the 1997 Monterey County Civil
Grant Jury Mid-Year Report. Please be advised that we did not receive a copy of the report and had
to request the pages 35-38 from the County Office of Education this week.

Please note that with respect to the Purchasing Procedures, we responded to the survey on April 28,
1997 and received a leiter from the Grand Jury on May 29, 1997, acknowledging our prompt
response. (See attachments)

The following is our official response to the two recommendations noted on Page 36 and 37 of the
1997 Mid Year Grand Jury Report:

1 There be an examination of “last minute” spending and if necessary, establishment of
procedures to change this practice

Response:  Many state and federal categorical programs restrict the amount of carryover
allowed (e.g., Migrant, Title I, Child Development, Alcohol & Tobacco
Funds, etc.) While a person or persons outside of the system may conciude
that there is a “frenzy spending,” all programs undergo compliance audits.
What usually happens is that instructional supplies are purchased to be used
the following school year to avoid the loss of funds. The only way to change
this practice is to have all federal and state grants allow full carryover.

2 School Districts, Cities, und other local government agencies within Monterey Connty
consult with the MCCPD to achieve savings available by central fund purchasing to
taxpayers.

SAN VICENTE SCHOOL 1300 Metz Road (408) 678-39 14
GABILAN SCHOOL 330 North Waiker Dnive (408} 6/8-0604
MAIN STREET MIDDLE SCHOOL 441 Main Street {(40%8) 678-3923

335 Market Stree! ¢« P.O. Box 186 ¢ Soledad, CA 95960 « (403) 678-3957 * FAX (408) 678-23866



Grand Jury Response
March 23, 1998
Page 2

Response:

In theory centralized purchasing may save some money; however, there are
other factors that cause additional cost by utilizing central purchasing.

a. The current MCCPD central purchasing requires school districts to
receive the order all at once in the beginning of the year. This then
requires a small district to establish and hire someone to account and
distrtbute the material. This added cost offsets any savings.

b. With the expenditure spent at once 1n the beginning of the year, any
interest earned on idle funds are lost.

c. Sometimes items offered under MCCPD are of inferior quality, so
more supplies are utilized causing waste.

As noted in our district, all 3 schools purchase orders are centralized through
the district office. With the construction of our high school, it is our
intention to develop a centralized inventory control of supplies after our high
school is constructed.

We take exception to the comment of “frenzy spending” at the end of the
year. Actually, we consider it good planning for the next school year to
ensure that instructional materials are on hand at the start of the year to be
avajlable for all students and teachers.

Many states exempt schools from paying sales tax on instructional books and
supplies. That type of legislation could save all districts some 7.5%
immediately and would better serve all taxpayers.

Please feel free to call me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Gene Martin

District Superintendent

GMat

C: Dr. Bill Barr, County Superintendent of Schools



SURVEY
OF
PURCHASING PROCEDURES

PURPOSE:

The purpose of this Survey is to furnish information to the Monterey County Grand Jury
concemlnC7 the purchasing practices of County, Cities, School Districts and Special Districts.

INSTRUCTIONS:

Answer the following questions and return the Survey to Mr. James Cooney, Chair,
Audit/Finance Committee, Monterey County Civil Grand Jury, P.O. Box 1819, Salinas, CA 93902
by April 25, 1997.

UESTIONS

1. Identify the dollar amount of your Purchasing by Category and Fiscal year:

CATEGORY Fiscal Yr 95/96 Fiscal Yr 96/97*
a. Supplies 3 504,386 | § 393,300
b. Equipment (Capital and Other) $ 219,692 | § 342,323
c. Professional Services hY 149,300 | § 97,756
Totals covveviiniiniinecinniens h) 873,378 | S 833,379

* Reflects Budget (Second Interim ending 1/31/97)

2. If you use Monterey County Central Purchasing Department, what % of each Category in
Question #1 goes through Central Purchasing?

a. Supplies - 0%
b. Equipment - 0%
c. Professional Services - 0%

3. If you do not use Monterey County Central Purchasing, please briefly describe your district
purchasing.

Purchase orders are initiated by the site Principals and Managers. Requisitions are not used.
Purchase order is directed to the District Office. Business Manager verifies availability of funds
and proper account codes. Purchase orders are then approved by the Business Manager or the
Superintendent. Quantities, units of issue, item description, price are also verified by the Accounts



Soledad Unified School District

Gene Martin, District Superintendent

”L%lfa'ny C&a[t /yﬁ %yﬁ CHAchiovernant”
April 28, 1997

Mr. Jerome Nathan, Vice-Chair
Audit/Finance Committee

1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
P.O.Box 1819

Salinas, CA 93902

Dear Mr. Nathan:

Enclosed is our response to your letter dated April 10", which we received on April 24™,
The survey of Purchasing Procedures was prepared by our Business Manager, Vira Uldall.
I trust that this information satisfies your inquiry.

Sincerely,

My Tnadd

Gene Martin
District Superintendent

GM:if
C: Bill Barr, County Superintendent of Schools
Vira Uldall, Business Manager

SAN VICENTE SCHOOL 1300 Metz Road (408)678-3914
GABILAN SCHOOL 330 North Walker Drive (408)678-060-
MAIN STREET MIDDLE SCHOOL 441 Main Strect (408)678-3923




Payable Clerk. No direct purchasing by sites is allowed. Upon approval, purchase orders are
processed and copies disbursed to the vendor and appropriate departments. Upon receipt of order,
departments verify quality and quantity of shipment. Appropriate receipt document is then
Jorwarded to District Business Office where payment is initiated. Except for purchases of recurring
supplies which are specifically authorized by the Superintendent or Business Manager, no open
purchase orders are allowed.
All purchases of equipment, materials and supplies exceeding $50,000 and all contracts

Jor public projects exceeding § 15,000 are open to the compelitive bidding procedure.

4. Indicate approval limits:

Who Purchases Over
Business Manager, Superintendent $ 1,000
Business Manager, Superintendent § 10,000
Business Manager, Superintendent $ 25,000

5. Please indicated BY MONTH the total amount of each category in #1.

SEE ATTACHED

6. Please list the top 10 Vendors ( by § volume) for 1995/96. Please give a brief explanation of
what each provides:

Vendor Name Volume Supply/Service
1. Marriott Corporation $57,339 Services
2. Office Depot § 40,959 Supplies
3. Pacific Gas & Electric $ 29,662 Services
4, Perry Smith & Co. $ 13,000 Audit Services
5. Lozano, Smith & Smith $11,122 Legal Services
6. City of Soledad $ 11,000 Utilities/Services
7. South County YMCA $ 10,000 Rental/Services
8. Playgrounds by Designs $ 10,000 Supplies
9. Pacific Bell $ 8,617 Services
10. American Supply Co. $ 8,000 Custodial Supplies
Submitted By: Vira Uldall, Business Manager

School District: Soledad Unified School District



GRAND JURY SURVEY OF PURCHASING PROCEDURES PAGE2 #5

g T T 1995 T T 1996 0 1997+ _
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Sept m 54,420 12,459 Nmum m 40,626 3,207 @,jl m m

( | i 1 | ]
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Grand Jury

P.O. Box 1819
Salinas, CA 93502
(408) 755-5020

May 29, 1997

Mr. J. Eugene Martin, Jr.
Superintendent

Soledad Unified School District
P. O. Box 186

Soledad, CA 93960

Dear Mr. Martin:

We appreciate your prompt and full response to our Survey on
Purchasing for your District. I know is has been a burden (more so
to some). Your help has been valuable.

We thank you for your cooperation.

SinTéRC1YI

/f““‘k

~James Cooney, air
Aud1E7R1nance Coymmittee
1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

JRC:elw
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TELEPHONE (408) 384-3715

of Marina

211 HILLCREST AVENUE
MARINA, CA 93933

FAX (408) 384-0425

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

March 16, 1998

Wiliard S. Houstorn, Chair J
Follow-Up Report Committee f

1998
P.O.

Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
Box 414

Salinag, California 93902

Dear

Mr. Houston:

Thank you for your letter of March 10, 1998. Regarding the three
subjects you presented:

amos

G407

é?ﬂfZB

Investment of Publi¢ Funds: The City of Marina invests all
of its funds with the State of California’s Local Agency
Investment Fund (LAIF) except for that maintained in its
checking accounts. The checking account monies are swept to
a mutual funds pool each evening and returned to coverx
checks during the day. The City has no investments outside
of these sources. It is our impression that the City of
Marina is acting in a manner consistent with Recommendation

#3.

Purchasing: The City of Marina operates under a purchasing
procedure. The City has used State Purchasing and other
cooperative activities to find the best price available for
materials. The City is deliberate in its actions and does
not engage normally in "last minute" spending. Your
findings and advocacy for MCCPD did not adequately evaluate
operational factors associated with the purchasing process.
We shall continue to search for the best price available and
I have asked the City Manager to investigate the use of
MCCPD consistent with your recommendation.

Prisons in Monterey County: Marina is located quite a
distance from the prisons you list. We will assist as much

as we can consistent with your first recommendation;
However, because of proximity our ability is limited. Your
findings 3, 5, and 7 do not relate to the City’s operation



per se, so they are noted, but we reserve opinion as to
their correctness. This also applies to Recommendation
number 2. It appears the Grand Jury wants a social action
task force. You did not define the connection between the
recommendation and the required response from Marina.
Finally, the Grand Jury’s finding number 9 and
Recommendation 6 are incorrect. RAll prisoners in the Marina
holding cell have surveillance cameras on them full-time,
are monitored by personnel in the building, and prisoners
are transported as-soon-as-possible to County Jail. Your
finding is incorrect, because a one minute or less response

should occur any time an emergency arises in the Marina
holding cell.

If additional clarification is needed I will be happy to comply.
Please contact me in this regard at your earliest convenience.

Sinceyely,

ames Vocelka
Mayor

cc: Members of The City Council, City Managexr, Public
Safety Director, Administrative Services Manager, City Clerk



Grand Jury

County of Moanterecy

P.O. Box 414
Salinas, CA 93902
(408) 755-5020

March 10, 1998

Chair, Board of Trustees
Chualar Union School District
P. O. Box 188

Chualar, CA 93825

/--4
A7 7
Dear Chair: gl ¢ [

Reference is made to the 1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury Mid-
Yeaxr Report, dated August 6, 1997, in regard to the following
report pertaining to your District:

Purchasing - Pages 35-38

A response wasg required from your Board of Trustees on November 7,
1997. A follow-up letter was written to you requesting this
responge on November 12, 1997. As yet our records indicate your
response has not been received. Please refer to the response
requirements on pages iv to vi of the Mid-Year report.

Would you please send your response to this office as soon as
possible. If you have any questions, please call the Grand Jury
Office at 755-5020 on any Tuesday or Thursday.

Sincerely,

Willar ; Houston, Chair
Follow-Up Report Committee
1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

Robext A. Quinn, Foreman
1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

WSH:RAQ:elw

MAR-17-15388 12:28 3% P.O03



Chualar ...

Elementary School District

Post Office Box 188 ¢ Chualar, Catifornia 93925-0188

Marco A. Sigala » Superintendent/Principal

MAR-17-1558 12:28

District Office (408) 679-2504 ® 8chool (408)679-2313 e-mall: msigala @ monterey k12.ca.us
Fax (408)679-2071 Pager: (408) 598-1181
March 17, 1998
Willard 8. Houston, Cheir
Follow-Up Report Committee )

1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
P.O. Box 414
Salinas, Ca. 93902

Uik AL
S Efeer

Robert A. Quinn, Foreman
1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
P.O. Box 414

755 5029
—

Salinas, Ca. 93902

Dear Mr. Houston & Mr. Quinn:

In response to your lefter dated March 10, 1998, and received on Monday, March 16,
1998, ! believe that the enclosed documents verify that there was, in tact, a response to
the “1997 Mid-Year Final Report™. | am willing to reissue the District's regsponsae if the
enclosed documents are not what you ara requesting,

Documaents enclosed:

1) Registered letter to Grand Jury Fareman,

Mr. D. Roger Loper, November 18, 1997

2) Survey Response, July 10, 1997
3) Letter from James R. Cooney, Chair, May 29, 1997
4) Letter to Jerome Nathan, Vice-Chair, April 16, 1997

Please let me know how to proceed. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Marco A. Sigala !
Superintendent/Principal
Enclosures
MAS/meca

grandjury98.7resp

92%

L



Chualar dnion Elementary School District

Post Office Box 188 @ Chualar, California 93925-0188 Marco A. Sigala » Superintendent/Principal
District Office (408) 679-2504 ¢ School (408)679-2313 e-mail: msigala @ monterey k12.caus
Fax (408)679-2071 Pager: (408) 598-1181

FAX
Please deliver at once to: Date: 3’/ 7’ 7&

Name: 2 ee” }‘;‘,QIVf FAX: 75-5’501!
Department: —-@w{ Ja’;y Phone:

"'
From: ;z ; FAX:

f L
Department: Phone:

Total number of pages transmitted inciuding cover page: Z

MESSAGE: ﬁg lef me v ;¥

M hwe answsmed He swve.

MUM«IL

a&gc:}%ﬁ‘ hoofr

=

FAX . FORM

MAR~17-1998 12:27 3% P.o1



Chuala-r Union Elementary School District

Post Office Box 188 ® Chualar, California 93925-0188 Mareo A. Sigala « Superintendent/Principal
District Office (408)679-2504 ® School (408)679-2313 e-mall: msigala @ monterey. k12.ca.us
Fax (408)679-2071 Pager: (408) 598-1181

REGISTERED RETURN RECEIPT
P-279-426-962

November 18, 1997
D. Roger Loper, Fgreman
1997 Civil Grand Jury

P.O. Box 414 ‘/7/ _Z
Salinas, Ca. 93902 ﬂMﬂ‘
Dear Mr. Loper: -~ %<~

My sincere apologies for the oversight in responding to the findings and
racommendation in the “1997 Mid-Year Final Repont.”

The following responds as requested.

I FINDINGS:
1) 1 4) 1
2) 1 5)  NA
3) 1 6) 1

fl. AECOMMENDATION:

1) 1. The Chualar Union Efementary School District has participated in
training programs offered by the California Safe Schools assessment and revised all
of its Board Policies to Improve its approach to ensuring a sate school.

Sincerely,

77 e

Marco A. Sigala
Superintendent/Principa}

CC: Board of Trustees

MAS/mca

grandjury98.4 g

MAR-17—-1998 12:29 95X FP.04



MAR-17?-1998

Stick postago stamos 10 prucls to cover Fusl-Class postage, certified mail fee, and
charges for any wictod uptionsl sarvices (Ssa front).

). 11 you worit DS receipt COSUMamed, stick thp gummad stub 10 1h@ aght of the retum
addess leaving the receipl enfiched, and present the amicie al 3 post office senvite
window o hand i to your rral carmer (no extra charge)

2 H you do not wen this receipt posimarked. soek she gummad siub to e rghl of the
reum address of sha aside, date, detach, 8nd relam Lhe reteipt, and mall the Mticte

3 U youwan 2 retum recsipl, wrtle e cknidiad mad numbes and your nems ang addross
on & retum recelpt card, Fama 3811, and attach R 16 e fromt of the arigle by means of the
gummed ends d cpace permits. Ctherwise, afix to back of articie.” Endorsd (ront of ande
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED ackacent 10 the number.

4. % you want colivgly resincIes (0 hg 38cessea, ot 10 an avihanzed agent of the
addresses, ondorse RESTRICTED OELVERY on the lrand of the andle.

5. Encer fees for tha semices lequesled w the gppropnate speces on the (rant of Ty
recenpL # retem reToI is raquested, check the apphcable blocks in tem { of Form 3817. 4

& Save ¥y recaipt and prasent X if you make en irquiry

Unitep STATES POSTAL SERvICE

12:29
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Print
N Your name.

«

£S Forn 3800, Aprll 1995 (Reverse)

USE. 8300

addregg and ztp Code herg
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6.

E{thfz
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SURVEY

ITEM 1957/98 19%6/97 1995/9¢ 1994/95 19893/92

ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL
Number of 1 1 1 ' 1 1
Schools in
District
Enrollment
(FTES) 302 308 - 244 245 292
Number of

There is only one combined position of

Adwinistrative Superintendent/Principal who 4s the school

Staff Positions and District administrator.

(List separately

by title)

Cost of $73,525 $67,725 $67,725 $62,500 There were
Administrative several interim
Staff administrators

Cost of (this includes two persons)
Support Staff Business Manager/Accounting Supervisor and
Secretary/Translator/Interpreter
$77,350 $70,403 g68,020 $64,147 $26,585(lon

How often do you use County Counsel for legal gquestions?

Very few times and only when it involves matters of gemeral nature rather than
gpecific to school law.

70

Who else do you use for legal help?

Lozano Smith Smith Woliver & Behrens.

8.
1)

2)

3)

Why use outside counsel?
They specialize in school law matters and all attorneys are expert in
school law related litigation.
The costs are actually comprable to County Counsel or even lesgs expensive
since their research to school law issues has already been accumulated
(we don't get charged for this research).,
See attached page.

C:WP51\GRANDJUR\ SURVEY

MAR-17-1558 12:30 94x F.g5
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3) They provide regular and continuous training on school law issues which are
quite extensive with the California Education Code.

4) They provide monthly alerts and briefings for school related issues to keep
school districts out from litigation.

5) 1 call them at home and at odd hours like evenings, weekends, holidays, etc.
which is a tremendous service which County Counsel would not even be able
to consider.

grandjury98.1

Y/ o

MRR-17-1998 12:30 ' a4y, F.O7
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P.O. Box 1819

ety 9
e

May 29, 1997

Mr. Marco A. Sigala
Superintendent /Principal
Chualar Union Schocl Distyict
P. O. Box 188

Chualar, CaA %3925

Dear Mr. Sigala:

We appreciate your prompt and full response to our Survey on
Purchaging for your Digtrict. I know is has been a burxden (more so
to some). Your help has been valuable.

We thank you for your cooperation.

Slncerﬁly,

Jameﬁfﬁ/fzggﬁ§2n f??;i
mmiftee

Audit/Fi gance Co
1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

JRC:elw

MAR-17—1998 12:31 837 P.a8



Chualar {inion Elementary School District

Post Office Box 188 e Chualar, California 93925-0188 Marco A. Sigala e Superintendent/Principal
District Office (408) 679-2504 ® School (408)679-2313 e-mall: msigala @ monterey.k12.ca us
Fax (408)679-2071 Pager: (408) 598-1181

April 16, 1997
Jerome Nathan, Vice-Chair 7/ 7
Audit/Finance Committee Nt
1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury ﬂ &ﬁln
P.O. Box 1819
Salinas, Ca. 93902
Subject: Completed Survey

Dear Mr. Nathan:

In response to your request, enclosed . please find the District’'s
completed “Survey of Purchasing Procedures”. The Information, reported
by Mr. Thad Evans, Business Manager/Accounting Supervisor, is filed in

the Distriot, in case you wish any clarlfication on any of the data belng
reported.

Sincerely,

Marco A. Sigala
Superintendent/Principat

Enclosure

CC: Board of Trustees
Thad Evans
File

MAS/mca

grandjury97.1

MAR-17—-1998 12:31 ' 93% P.@9



SURVEY
oF
PURCHASING PROCEDURES

PURPOSE

The purpose of this Survey is to furnish information to the
Monterey County Grand Jury concerning the purchasing practices of
County Cities, School Districts and Special Districts.

INSTRUCTIONS :

Answer the following questions and return the Survey to Mr.
James Cooney, Chair, Audit/Finance Committee, Monterey County Civil
Grand Jury, P. O. Box 1819, Salinas, CA 93902 by April 25, 1997.

QUESTIONS

1. Identify the dollar amount of your Purchasing by Category and
Fiscal year:

CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR
95/96 96/97
a. SUPPLIES 62,060 71,654
b. EQUIPMENT (CAPITAL AND OTHER) 85,207 75,800
¢. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 141,935 89,977
(E.G......... ) _
TOTAL : $289,202 $237,431

2. If you use Monterey County Central Purchasing Department, what
% of each Category in Question #1. goes through Central Purchasing?

a. SUPPLIES - %
b. EQUIPMENT - %

c. PROFESSICNAL SERVICES

1
e

MAR-17-1998 12:32 ES)

N
R

.1B



Survey
Page Two

3. If you do not use Monterey County Central Purchasing, please
briefly describe your direct purchasing.

Purchase direct from companies and through MCOE.

4. TIndicate approval limits:

wno Purchase Qver
Superintendent $ 1,000
Superintendent $ 10,000
Superintendent $ 25,000
3. Please indicate BY MONTH the total amount of each category in
1: .
1998 1996

Cat.a.-Cat.b.~Cat.c. Cat.a.

Januarf

/

e

7~

March

~Cat.b.-Cat.c. Cat.

1997 (yr.to date)

a.-Cat .b.-Cat.c.

April

May

June \\\
July 233 200 2,979
August6»959 12,350 22,762
Septem§Q§81 27,852 0
Octobep 448 8,833 0
NovemB@y494 5,541 25,317
December600 10,792 0

MAR-17~1398 12:32

7,389 5,332 o | 7,702 21,860
5,427 3,905 1,555 | 6,749 446
7,947 4,047 o | 6,110 13,330
2,158 7,268 1,651

3,361 4,656 0

6,400 11,125 279

1,889 0 0

4,275 2,579 0
13,73913,539 10,166

4,982 797 0

9,839 2,768 3,413

7,289 10,252 5,305

93%

7

11

2¢



Survey
Page Three

6. Pleage list the top 10 Vendors

(by § volume) for 1995/96.

Please give a brief explanation of what each provides:

Vendor Name

a.
b.
{(etc.)
VENDOR
ZANO, ET AL

APPLE COMPUTERS

Zd. Systems Planning
ADT Security

PG & E

Husbands & Asso,

Submitted by:

School Disgtrict:

v
45,600

32,445
31,408
24,513
22,320
20,550

Suppl ervices

1 laneo . fopil.
ol lnine e

S/S
Legal Services

Computers

Educational Consulting
Security Eguipment/Surveilance
Gas & Electricity

Playground Equipment
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

440 Harcourt Avenue Telephone (408) 893-6200
Seaside, CA 93955-0810 FAX (408) 899-6227
TDD (408) 899-6207

March 27, 1998 /,fj? ////'/j /7

Willard S. Houston, Chairperson
Follow-Up Report Committee

1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
P.O. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93902

RE: 1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury Mid-Year Report
Dear Mr. Houston:

In response to the mid-year report issued in August 1997, attached please find the City’s
responses. However, I must admit to you that the purported letter(s) sent to me were never
received and that the report itself was somewhat confusing. For example, on page 37 you ask
us to respond, but on the very next page (38), it is stated that it is not necessary to respond.

In any event, based upon your latest request, staff has prepared the attached responses for your
review. Also enclosed is a copy of the responses that were given to the Grand Jury prior to the
issuance of the August report.

Respectfully,

e
S \

Don R. Jordan
Mayor
DRI:bc

Enclosures (2)

c: Robert A. Quinn, Foreman, 1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury



RESPONSE TO THE MONTEREY COUNTY GRAND JURY MID-YEAR FINAL REPORT

FINDINGS:

1. None of the Respondents are Using the Services of the Monterey County Central

Purchasing Department (MCCPD)

The City has utilized the State of California cooperative purchasing contract, competitive
bidding and governmental rates to secure the lowest bids possible on materials, supplies
and equipment. We have been working on very strict budgets due to financial constraints
over the last few years. As a result, all Departments had to become very cost
conscientious of purchasing items for the City without losing the best quality for the most
reasonable price.

One of our limitations is that we have no central warehousing facility for storage of
supplies and equipment. Purchases are made on an as-needed basjs. This reduces the
cost of maintaining the storage facility, maintenance of goods and materials inventory and
the related direct and indirect costs of staffing. Also prevalent in purchasing through
another agency is the cost of pickup and delivery of products, as needed by the
departments.

The City previously did cooperative purchasing with another governmental agency for
the purchase of paper products. The system was evaluated and deemed to be time
consuming and not cost effective.

We are, however, open to the idea of a joint powers with the County, cities and other
agencies for the purpose of evaluating the cost effectiveness of combining purchasing
services.

3. Consolidation and Use of a "Professional” Purchasing Department vs. Small Individual
Efforts

The City of Seaside has not been privy to the cost analysis prepared by the County of
Monterey or the Grand Jury as to the “savings” that could accrue by consolidation of
purchasing operations. The cost of direct costs (labor and benefits) and indirect costs
(administration, maintenance of facility, etc.) of operation for the purchasing and
warehouse functions that would be allocated to the participating agencies would seem to
exceed any savings that would be generated. However, without review of the report and
supporting documentation, it is difficult to determine the benefits to the City.

In addition, the City was not contacted for input on the direct and indirect costs
associated with our incorporation of the consolidated purchasing concept that would be
needed for a complete analysis. Even if consolidation of the purchasing function were
implemented, agencies would still have ongoing costs of operations.



It should also be noted that a preference has been made for local vendors within the City
limits. Council feels strongly about providing support to our local businesses which
employ our residents. In addition, by supporting our local businesses, we are able to
recognize sales tax generated to the City which is allocated at the point of sale.

As previously stated, we are open to the idea of a joint powers with the County, cities

and other agencies for the purpose of evaluating the cost effectiveness of combining
purchasing services.

Spending Pattern

In order to clarify the statement which was made in the Grand Jury Mid Year Report,
1t would leave the reader of the report with the impression that Seaside spending pattern
was more excessive in June than in July. The reason for that is as follows:

As a part of the normal closing entries for governmental agencies
that occur in June each year, expenditures/expenses which are
initiated prior to June 30th and paid for by governmental agencies
after June 30th are recognized as an expenditures/expenses in the
fiscal year the goods and services were requested. For example,
Seaside may make a request for goods and services in June, but
the actual payments is not made until September, the
expenditures/expenses are required by generally accepted
accounting principles (GAAP) to be recognized and posted to the
City’s books in June.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1.

Establishment of Procedures to Avoid "Last Minute" Spending

This City (like other cities) has a policy of making each Department Head responsible
for budget control of their respective areas of assigned responsibility. The Director of
Administrative Services has the oversight and fiduciary authority per State and local code
to review department expenditures and has final authorization over budgeted approved
purchase requisitions. Adequate justification and appropriation must be available (as
outlined in City Council approved Budget) prior to the issuance of a purchase order.
Under the new financial management system EDEN, the purchase is recognized at the
time of issuance which provides a complete accounting for all outstanding purchases.

As in most cities that are incompliance with generally accepted accounting principles,
standard operating procedure provides for notification of all departments at the end of
April to cutoff the processing of purchase orders for the fiscal year except for
emergencies. Just to reiterate once again, all purchase orders issued have a request and
delivery date prior to June 30th. Vendors (businesses) are requested to submit their
invoices as soon as possible in order to receive payment prior to June 30th.

-2 -



Just for the reader’s edification, the Administrative Services Department Finance
Division has set a performance goal to process all invoices within thirty (30) days of
receipt. Accounts Payable checks are presented to the City Council at the regularly
scheduled meetings for approval prior to issuance. This approval process can sometimes
delay the payment process if submission cutoff is missed or a Council meeting is
canceled.

In order to prevent departments from having the attitude spend it or lose it, staff has
implemented the philosophy of rewarding those departments who do not spend all of their
budgeted funds by allowing them to carryover ten percent (10%) of the overage to the
next fiscal year. (As stated previously, the prior policy was use or lose.) Likewise, if
the department exceeds appropriations, appropriate discipline action is taken. This places
the budget control of expenditures at the appropriate level and places responsibility with
the individual departments.

Governmental Agencies within Monterey County Consult with the MCCPD to Achieve
Savings Available by Central Fund Purchasing to Taxpayers

We look forward to a review of the County and Grand Jury report on the purchasing
function. It is difficult to respond to the "savings" issue when we have not had the
opportunity to discuss the assumptions made. It is also difficult to understand why the
City’s input was not requested beyond the original purchasing practices and policies
survey. It would seem reasonable that without our input the analysis report is
incomplete, which will effect the final conclusions and recommendations. If savings are
as great as reported, it would appear prudent that we would have been contacted sooner
in regard to this issue.

Obviously, the greatest benefit of such a program would be with the participation of as
many agencies as possible to offset the costs of additional staffing and associated fixed
costs. We still remain open to the idea of a joint powers with the County, cities and
other agencies for the purpose of evaluating the cost effectiveness of combining
purchasing services.



FINANCE DEPARTMENT

440 Harcourt Avenue Telephone (408) 899-6240
Seaside, CA 93955-0810 FAX (408) 899-6227

TDD (408) 895-6207

April 29, 1997

Grand Jury

P.O. Box 1819

Salinas, CA 93902

Re: Purchasing Practices and Policies Survey

Dear Mr. Jerome Nathan:

In response to your request for completion of the survey information on City of Seaside
Purchasing Practices and Policies.

If you should need any additional information on this matter feel free to contact me.

Yours truly,

. &%
/%///uﬁ,{’l/ 5‘( EICC Yy
AN

- Linda R. Downing
Director of Finance

¢ Tim Brown, City Manager



SURVEY
OF
PURCHASING PROCEDURES

PURPOSE:

The purpose of this Survey is to furnish information to the
Monterey County Grand Jury concerning the purchasing practices of
County Cities, School Districts and Special Districts.

INSTRUCTIONS:
Answer the following questions and recturn the Survey to Mr.

James Cooney, Chair, Audit/Finance Committee, Monterey County Civil
Grand Jury, P. O. Box 1819, Salinas, CA 93902 by April 25, 1997.

QUESTIONS

1. Identify the dollar amount of your Purchasing by Category and
Fiscal year:

CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR
95/96 96/97
a. SUPPLIES $ 322,184.92 § 222,805.64

b. EQUIPMENT (CAPITAL AND OTHER) 2, 211,481.52 1,214,337.01

c. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 1,141,461.95 568,192.62

TOTAL : $3,675,128.39 $1,805,335.27

2. If you use Monterey County Central Purchasing Department, what

% of each Category in Question #1. goes through Central Purchasing?
a. SUPPLIES - %
b. EQUIPMENT - %

c. PROFESSIONAL SERVICES - %

N/A



Survey
Page Two

3. TIf you do not use Monterey County Central Purchasing, please
briefly describe your direct purchasing. Department Heads are responsible

for all purchases less than $1,000. Department Heads are responsible for department
proprietary supplies, services and equipment are acquired to solicit three bids for
items costing from $1,000 to $15,000. Purchasing Officer is responsible for city wide
common supplies, services and equipment and 1is required to solicit three bids for items
costing from$!1,000 to $15,000. Council approves all purchases over $15,000.

4. -Indicate approval limits:
Who Purchase Over
Department Heads $ 1,000
Department Heads/Purchasing Officer § 10,000
City Council $ 2550064 15,000

5. Please indicate BY MONTH the total amount of each category in
H1:

1955 1996 1997 (yr.to date)
Cat.a.-Cat.b.-Cat.c. Cat.a.-Cat.b.-Cat.c. Cat.a.-Cat.b.-Cat.c.

January
February
Maxrch
April
May

June
July
August
September
October
November

December



CITY OF SEASIDE

Grand Jury Response

5. By month for each year:

1995

Supplies Equipment Prof Service
Jan $ 21,113.54 $ 43,506.90 $ 65,873.61
Feb 16,324.26 23,670.28 56,255.96
Mar 17,358.55 51,194.67 45,223.02
Apr 30,046.13 54,106.79 102,479.19
May 23,870.44 48,830.27 76,737.71
Jun 56,915.49 (178,293.46) 84,936.40
Jul 665.70. 5,772.46 4,857.23
Aug 7,192.26 55,254.05 (1,829.55)
Sep 36,529.81 16,790.35 68,604.01
Oct 26,596.94 227,801.28 54,360.65
Nov 29,697.98 448,016.27 73,603.32
Dec 24,741.36 173,804.17 94,438.44



5. By month for each year:

| 1996
Supplies Equipment Prof Service
Jan $ 17,166.40 $ 50,092.09 $ 43,457.32
Feb 18,565.03 155,878.90 47,393.30
Mar 33,720.40 477,353.55 108,925.50
ApY 22,655.00 136,848.33 80,410.91
May 16,588.06 351,620.52 301,983.89
Jun 88,065.98 112,249.55 264,656.93
Jul 71.44 -0- 1,993.66
Aug 11,155.55 28,499.08 32,800.00
Sep 25,751.24 59,855.63 60,657.66
Oct 58,506.35 51,994.33 35,554.75
Nov 31,595.16 70,451.60 36,220.49

Dec 15,622.80 276,102.41 56,784.85



S. By month for each year:

Jan

Feb

Apr

Supplies

$ 10,992.62
32,208.72
21,452.70

15,049.06

1997

Equipment

$338,622.83
200,541.43
167,529.05

20,790.65

Prof Service

$103,577.60
198,325.66
36,088.07
6,189.88



Survey
Page Three

6. Please list the top 10 Vendors (by $ volume) for 1995/96.
Please give a brief explanation of what each provides:

See Attached List.

Vendor Name Volume Supply/Services
a.

b.

{etc.)

Submitted by:

City:




CITY OF SEASIDE

Grand Jury Response

Top ten city vendors for 1995-96:

1.

10‘

Granite Construction $1,090,290.38
City Curb, Gutter and Sidewalk Assessment District
construction and supplies

Monterey Bay Area Insurance Fund 497,833.40
Workers'’ Compensation Premium

PG &E 455,295.04
Street traffic lights utility expense; Auto
center infrastructure for ntility installation

Robert H. Loud Ford 298,313.28
Acquisition of 12 police patrol vehicles

Katz Hollis 251,600.41
Consultant on redevelopment project area
mergers; Fort Ord property negotiations

3 D Manufacturing 237,970.00
Acquisition of Fire Truck

Willdan Associates 205,254.00
Building inspection services Embassy Suites;
contract building inspection services

Levinson Brothers Insurance 170,754.91
Property and liability insurance

Gary Doupnik Mfqg 155,243.38
Teen Center Modular Building

Harry, Pierce, Masuda & Links 149,587.19
Legal Services for city liability claims



GONZALES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
Richard Averelt, Ph D Superinlendent
P.Q Drawer G

Gonzales, CA 93926

408-675-0100

March 26, 1998

Hon. Jonathan R. Price
Presiding Judge

Monterey County Superior Court
P.O. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93302

Dear Sir:

Please be advised that the Gonzales Union Schoo!l District and the Gonzales Union High School
District unified July 1, 1897, and is now titled Gonzales Unified Schoo!l District. Therefore, Gonzales
Union and Gonzales Union High districts wiil not be responding.

The Gonzales Unified School District is responding to the 1997 Monterey County Grand Jury Mid Year
Report.

Violence on School Campus: -7/ /5
The Superintendent and Board have reviewed the recommendations of the Grand Jury.

A full-time School Resource Officer position has been established in the district this fiscal year. The
City of Gonzales shares in the position expense. He has an office at the high school site, and works
closely with district administers from the elementary sites. The District has sent the School Resource
Officer to San Jose State for training for Gang Violence. Trends and tdentification. Fairview Middle
School and La Gloria Elementary are investigating the Peace Builders Program for the 1998/99 school
year.

Purchasing: 74 0 F

In July, it found that the high school district had over $700,000 in accounts payable at the close of fiscal
year 1996/97. Purchase orders had not been suspended before June 30; it had always been the
practice at the elementary school to suspend purchase orders April 1. The Unified District suspended
purchase orders after March 15 for 1897/98 fiscal year. The Unified District will compile 2 warehouse
bid list for vendors for the 1998/89 fiscal year. Education Code addresses elementary schools under
2500 ADA for bulk purchasing, it does not address Unified districts. The district will continue to
investigate a bidding process for the Unified District and eliminate last minute spending.

Should you have additional questions, please call the District Office.
incerely,

V2l Ay 20

Carol Powell, Comptroller

"Vl



San Lucas Union School District

GENERAL DELIVERY » 53675 SAN BENITO STREET » SAN LUCAS, CA 93954
408-382-4426

March 19, 1998 97U Y F

Grand Jury
P.O. Box 414
Salinas, CA. 93902

Re: Findings 1, 3, and 4 and Recommendations 1 and 2, page 36
Dear Madam/Sirs,

Greetings ! Inresponse to your recommendations, | am certifying
that San Lucas Union Elementary School Distinct will examine “last
minute” spending and, if necessary, establish procedures to change this
practice.

Secondly, | have written a letter (copy attached) to the Monterey
County Central Purchasing Department (MCCPD), to open a dialogue on the
possibility of bulk purchasing to save the district money.

Thank you for your interest and recommendations !

Sincerely,

Brad Bailey f

Superintendent



San Lucas Union School District

GENERAL DELIVERY ¢ 53675 SAN BENITO STREET ¢ SAN LUCAS, CA 93954
408-382-4426

March 19, 1998

Monterey County Central Purchasing Department

Re: Bulk Purchasing Arrangement

Dear Madam/Sir,

Greetings ! | am writing at the suggestion of the Grand Jury,
Monterey County, to explore the possibility of setting up a bulk purchasing
agreement/arrangement between San Lucas Union Elementary School
District, and your department.

| f you will make contact with me at your earliest convenience, |
would appreciate it.

Thank you in advance for your interest !

Sincerely,

g 2, g 'S
Brad M. Bailey
Superintendent



PACIFIC GROVE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

555 Sinex Avenue Pacific Grove, California 93950

C GROVE Dr. Barry Schimmel Robin T. Blakley

UNIFIED Superintendeant Assistant Superintendent
SCHOOL DISTRICT (408) 646-6520 Business Services
Fax (408) 646-6500 (408) 646-6509

18 March 1998

Willard S. Houston, Chair

Follow-Up Report Committee

1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
P.O. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93902

Dear Mr Houston

Subject: Response to 1997 Monterev County Civil Grand Jury Mid-Year Report Concerning
Purchasing

The following are responses to the findings and recommendations:
FINDINGS:

#1.  The Pacific Grove Unified School District (PGUSD) 1s aware of the Monterey County
Central Purchasing Departiment (MCCPD) but at this time has not found a justification to
use this service, after reviewing the item costs and time involved.

#3.  While it is probable that savings would occur through more centralized purchasing and more
time being taken to identify lower cost items, it must also be recognized that school districts
are primarily in the business of providing an educational program, and therefore must
constantly balance the need to provide this program with the time delays and loss of local
options and flexibility that occur when one becomes involved in a centralized purchasing
program.

If our primary goal as a school district was to minimize costs of purchases, we would focus
our entire attention on this issue. We tend to balance the issue of cost savings with the need
to continue to supply our teachers and support personnel with the materials that they need
to keep the educational program going in the manner that the commumty requires.

To delay the educational program while a more cost effective purchase is obtained would
not generally be considered acceptable to our comniunity, unless the cost savings were so
significant that they offset the impact on our educational program. For most small
purchases this i1s not the case. Nevertheless, we do monitor this situation constantly and are
very aware of the balance that needs to be maintained between saving costs on purchases
and maintaining our educational progran.

The PacificGrove Unifiea Schoo Disinet will nal discri tha basis ol race, eolos, nabana) odgin, religion, sax. disahdity, oragein { 4 liment, of. danca many ol the
educ '} oractivi Proas ok of! S Erall . - . I o

progs J ocphy T Proge:




#4.

The PGUSD is very aware of the issue of late year purchasing and does numerous things
to attempt to reduce this. For example, our school Board authorizes all of our schoof sites
and educational programs to carry over any balance from one year to another.

Secondly, our District office encourages all purchases for the school year to be initiated
prior to the middle of April. Unfortunately, however, offsetting these local actions we have
various State and Federal programs that have funding cut-offs that continue to stimulate late
year purchases through a combined result of iate authorizations of expenditures or late

clarification of funding levels, coupled with a program prohibition of carry over in some
cases.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

PGUSD will continue to examine the spending patterns that occur within our District to
determine whether there is any inadvertent stimulation of unnecessary last minute spending.
As indicated above, we do not believe that, at the current time, there is such a pattern.

The PGUSD will continue to review the purchasing opportunities available through the
MCCPD. We will however, continue to balance the perceived savings occurring through
this program, and any other centralized programs that are available, with the offsetting
“costs” of time delays and fack of Jocal discretion that may adversely affect our educational
program to a greater extent then can be offset by the small financial savings.

We appreciate the work conducted by the Grand Jury concerning this situation and will continue to
address the findings and recommendations as we proceed with our operations.

If you have any questions concerning the above response, please contact me at your convenience.

Sméerely,

L\J

Robin Blakley
Asst. Superintendent/Business Services

c.c. Barry Schimmel



Grand Jury

County of Monteregy

P.O. Box 414
Salinas, CA 93902
(408) 755-5020

February 17, 1998

Mayor Elizabeth Williams
City of Gonzales

147 Fourth Street

P. O. Box 647

Gonzales, CA 93926,

Deaxr Mézgr,wiiizéms:ﬁ

Reference is made to your letter addressed to the Honorable Robert
M. Hinrichs, Presiding Judge of Superior Court, dated February 2,

1998, regarding the 1337 Monterey County Grand Jury Findings angd
Recommendations.

In the last paragraph of your letter you mentioned that you had not

responded to two issues in the- 19%7 Grand Jury Mid-Year Final
Report.

Please note the Response Requirements in the Mid-Year Final Report
on page iv to page vi. Your responge was due on November 7, 1997.

Please submit your response to the two issues mentioned in your
letter as soon as possible.

Sincerely,
%9/

Robert A. Quinn, Foreman
1998 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

RAQ:elw
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CARMEL

SCHOOL.
DISTRICT
| —

BOARD OF EDUCATION
Patricia Condren
Gary Gray
Dan Hightower
Frank Pinney
Annelte Yee Steck

SUPERINTENDENT
Dr. Josepl Jaconette

4380 Carmel Valley Road
P.O. Box 222700

Carmel, CA 93922

(408) 624-1546

FAX: (408) 626-4052

March 18, 1998

Willard S. Houston, Chair

Monterey County Civil Grand Jury

Robert A. Quinn, Foreman

Post Office Box 414

Salinas, CA 93802

Dear Mr. Houston and Mr. Quinn:

Attached please find our responses to the 1997 Monterey County
Civil Grand Jury regarding Violence on School Campuses and
Purchasing, that were sent in April 1997. Please contact us if you

require further information.

Sincerely,

Dr. Joe Jaconette
Superintendent

JJ:ksw

Enclosures

(\-\m.



BOARD OF EDUCATION
Patricia Condren
Gary Gray
Dan Hightower
Frank Pinney
Annette Yee Steck

SUPERINTENDENT
Dr. Joseph Jaconette

April 24, 1997

Mahlon M. Coleman, Chair

Education Commitiee

1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
Post Office Box 1819

Salinas, CA 93902

Dear Mr. Coleman:
Attached please find our response to the 1997 Monterey County
Civil Grand Jury’s questionnaire on education. Please contact us if

you have further questions.

Sincerely,

v/l

4380 Carmel Vailey Road

P.O, Box 222700
Carmel, CA 93922
(408) 624-1546

FAX: (408) 626-4052

Dr. Joe Jaconette
Superintendent

JJ:ksw

Enclosure



CARMEL UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

RESPONSE TO THE

1997 MONTEREY COUNTY CIVIL GRAND JURY EDUCATION
COMMITTEE QUESTIONNAIRE

Juvenile gangs have not been an observable problem at Carmel Unified
School District.

We cooperate with the Sheriff’s Department to offer ‘GREAT', Gang
Resistance And Training Education at our middle school. The student
handbook includes statements regarding proper apparel; the use of slogans
on apparel; and “colors”. School safety issues and disclosure of information
are reported to staff members in management meetings.

Instruction is given to all staff regarding school rules, C.U.S.D. School
Board Poticy, California Education and Penal Code laws regarding weapons
on campus. Staff is notified regarding individuals with potential dangerous
behavior. The district has a zero tolerance policy with specific procedures.

We have policies in place regarding non-students on campus. Facuity in-
service regarding what to look for in the way of weapons and illegal
substance is an on-going stalf development activity. Active supervision of
students promotes a safe campus.

We meet with district and site personnel once a month to discuss safety
issues. Specific problems and interventions are addressed by all in
attendance. School crime reporting is also addressed for consistency. We
have initiated collaborative meetings with local law enforcement and our
administrative staff.

The district has school safety plans, a disaster plan, an earthquake pilan,
and fire drill plans. These are “working documents” and are continuously
being assessed and revised as needed.

The relationship we have with the Sheriffs’ Department is excellent. We
have their full cooperation and they respond to our sites in a timely manner.
We also have a D.A.R.E. Officer active in the district. We have worked with
the Sherift's Department to obtain a full time Resource Officer for the high
school in 1997-98.



8. The California Education Code and district policies regarding police
intervention are clear in the area of substance abuse infractions and
weapons. We have a district standard practice for reporting. We call the
Sheriff if there is any question of behavior that would be considered illegal in
the community.

9. We started prevention training with our supervisors and classified staff this
year. The training was “Verbal Judo” delivered by a police officer
specializing in this area. We also sent key staff to specialized training
sponsored by the Monterey County Office of Education. We have school
safety plans.

10.  The district offers numerous after school activities for students including:
athletics, music, drama, and various club activities. We cooperate with
community agencies and non profits for the use of our facilities to benefit
student activities.

11. Yes, we are required by law to file a School Crime Report that is filed
with the state. Yes, the district has a zero tolerance policy.

12. Guidelines for reporting to law enforcement agencies are written in
relationship to the substance abuse policy. The policy is sent home to all
parents at the beginning of the year. Parents sign the student emergency
card agreeing that they have read the policy with their student and are
familiar with the contents. Each site retains a log of behavioral reports on
students.

13. Carmel High School is the only partially closed campus in the district, all
others are closed. 11th and 12th graders have an open policy during the
thirty minute lunch time, depending on their grades and behavior record.
They must also have a campus pass from the office.

14. Students do not wear uniforms. We have not had problems with violence
on campus to warrant uniforms. Our community has not expressed much
intersst in this topic.

15. “GREAT”, “Gang Resistance Education And Training”, offered by the
“DARE” officer is available and in use at our middie school. The Monterey
Sheriff's Department has been very helpful. The Monterey County Office of
Education’s Gang Prevention Program has also been very helpful.

16. Most of the change in education occurs through school and district
leadership at the local level and through state mandates by legisiation or
court action.



BOARD OF EDUCATION
Patricia Condren
Cary Gray
Dan Hightower
Frank Pinney
Annette Yee Steck

SUPERINTENDENT
Dr. Joseph jaconette

4380 Carmel Valley Read

P.O. Box 222700
Carmel, CA 93922
(408) 624-1346

FAX: (408) 626-4032

April 21, 1997

James Cooney

Chair, Audit/Finance Committee
Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
P.O. Box 1819

Salinas, CA 83902

Dear Mr. Cooney,

Enclosed please find Carmel Unified School District’s Survey of
Purchasing Procedures and attachment per your request.

Please call me at (408) 624-1546 if you have questions or need
further information.

Sincerely,

e

Director, Business Services

JLipkt
Encl.



SURVEY
OF

PURCEASING PROCEDURES

PURPOSE

Tha gurpcse of tris Survey is o furnisn informacion s the
Monterev Ccunty Grand Jury concernind the purchasing practicss of
Councy Citiss, School Districts and Special Districos.
INSTRUCTICNS:

Answzr tne follewing aquestcions and recurn che Survsy o Mr
James Cconzy, Chair, iudit/Finence Committes, Moncterey Councy Civil
Crand Jury, =. 0. Box 1819, Salinas, CA 93902 by April 235, 1%g¢7

UESTIONS

v the deollzr zmounc ot

X |‘1\

CATﬁGORY

a SUPPLIES

b. ZQUIPMENT (CAPITRAL AND OTHIR]

c “ROFESSICNAL SZRVICES

EC....... .. ;
TOTAL

2. If vou use Montersy Courcy Central
% of szcn Category in Questicn £1. goes

a SUPPLIES -

b ZGUIDPMENT -

c SXOFZESIONARL ZZRVICES -

your Purchzsing by Cztegory

FISCAL YEAR
95/96 56/97

813,024 630,428.57

866,127 858,540.52

61,500.84 45,935.08

1,740,651.84 1,638,904.17

Purchasing Deparcmarz, wha
throuch Centrazl Sfurcrasing

°
3

Q
%
a

a\®
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1. IZ vou Go nobt use Montsersy Cocunty C2ntrel Purchasing,
criefily cescribe your CirecC purcozsing. -
The district maintains one fulil-ftime Purchasing/Accounting Technician to
facilitate the direct purchasing process in the school district. This person
assists sites by getting comparative quotes and working with vendors. The
district's Director of Business Services handles the bid process when required.

31}

clezse

4 Tndiczte zpproval limics
Who Purchzss Quer
AT11 purchases are approved by:
1) Program Manager s 1,000
2) Director of Business Services S 10,C00

)
3) Superintendent S 25,000

4) Carmel Unified Schoo)l District Board of Education
5) Monterey County Office of Education

Please indicate BY MONTE khe zotal amount of each cartecory i

ETel))
'_I

15388 199%¢ 1897 (yr.co cate)
o: Cat.a.-Cat.b.-Cat.c. Cat.a.-Cat.p.-Cat.c. Cat.a.-Cat.b.-Cat.c.

January SEE ATTACHMENT A

— Tl T -



Page Thras
¢ Plezse list the couw 10 Vendors (by £ volumel for 1583/%6.
Please give a brief explanztion of wnat eacrn provides:

Vendor Name Volume Suoplv/Services

a.

SEE ATTACHMENT B
b.
{etc.)

Submitced by: Judith Long Director, Business Services

School Districr: Carmel Unified School District




ATTACHMENT A

FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995-96 AND FISCAL YEAR-TO-DATE 1896-97

|
i

1995 - 96 | 1996 - 97
Cat. &. Cat. b. Cat. c. Cat. a. Cat, b. Cat. c.

July 9,668.50 2,073.56 0.00 8,692.92| 27,116.13 0.00
August 99,552.13| 78,973.01 0.00| 83,783.72| 150,737.77| 5,856.43
September 72,574.01| 21,826.80| 1,064.00; 124,174.96| 434,261.17| 1,092.56
Octaber 79,525.83| 148,714.03| 10,650.25| 107,473.00| 69,882.24| 3,608.41
November 78,382.18| 37,219.61| 3,584.77| 47,833.38| 65,744.16| 8,428.73
December 36,248.67| 41,813.17 705.600 57,754.60( 22,213.90| 5,849.02
January 75,281.72) 132,339.54| 1,914.82| 91,591.83{ 17,049.97| 8,257.47
February 54,730.78| 146,606.95| 4,204.08| 46,472.45| 121,966.96| 1,530.50
March 39,240.84| 58,012.66| 7,050.85| 62,661.71| 49,568.16] 14,310.96
April £3,723.64| 101,049.38 423.87

May 75,723.59] 61,692.90| 8,202.90

June 138,371.82] 35,806.58] 23,699.70

GDOJURY 1.XLS

04721787




ATTACHMENT B

The following are the top ten vendors used in 1995-96 determined by dollar
amount.

VENDOR AMOUNT PROO.SERV. PROVIDED

1. First Trust of California  $2,2281,100.00 TRAN (Tax Revenue
Anticipation Note)
Repayment

2. Blue Cross of California $1,592,129.13 Group Medical Insucance
Coverage

3. Baptista Construction $ 222,521.84 Construction Services

4, Pacific Gas & Electric $ 202,068.52 Utilities

5. Peifer Plumbing $ 177,423.38 Gas/Water Line
Replacement and Plumbing

. Services

6. Calif. STRS $ 185,739.39 Retirement Incentive
Program

7. Cal-Am Water $ 98,826.02 Utilities

8. Apple Computer $ 98,803.41 Computer Equipment

9. Granite Construction $ 0©8,772.16 Construction Services

10. California Bus Sales 3 97,402.28 School Bus and Parts



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

440 Harcourt Avenue Telephone (408) 839-6200

Seaside, CA 93955-0810 FAX (408) 8389-6227
TDD (408) 899-6207

September 10, 1997

Grand Jury
P.O. Box 1819
Salinas, Ca 93902

Atin: D. Roger Loper, Foreman
1997 Monterey County Grand Jury

Pursuant to our conversation relative to the City reponses, we were under the impression
that said reponses had already been forwarded for your distribution. However, since you
do not have said responses staff will hand deliver responses to your office on Thursday,
September 11, 1997.

Respectfully,

% f"

> o L
Don Jordan
Mayor
City of Seaside



Grand Jury

B.O. Box 414
Salinas, CA 93902
(408) 755-5020

November 12, 1997

Mayor Ken White
Carmel-by-the-Sea

P.O. Box CC
Carmel-by-the-Sea, CA 93921

Dear Mayor White:

The 1997 Monterey County Grand Jury issued a Mig“Year Final Report dated August 7, 1997.
All of the responses required by Section 933.05 of/the California Penal Code should have been
dispatched to us on or before November 7.

You have been requested to provide a responée to the findings and recommendations in the 1997
Mid-Year Final Report.

We have not received your response. /Therefore, you are in violation of Section 933.05 of the
California Penal Code. To avoid the costly and time-consuming task of obtaining a court order

to demand your response, please Have it in our hands on or before November 24, 1997.

Yours truly,

D. Roger Loper, Fogeman

1997 Civil Grand Jary

DRL/1t
Attachment: Copy of Penal Code Section 933.05
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REQUESTED RESPONSES — MID YEAR
FINAL REPORT DATED 3-6-57

REPORTS DUF. 10-6-97

MONTEREY COUNTY SHERJFF RE: VIOLENCE ON CAMPUS
“MONTEREY COUNTY AUDITOR RE: REVIEW OF CERTIFIED FUNDS
+MONTEREY COUNTY TREASURER RE: INVESTMENT OF PUBLYC FUNDS

< MONTEREY COUNTY SHERIFF RE: HOLDING FACILITIES AT COURTHOUSE
“MONTEREY COUNTY SHERIFF RE: PRISONS IN MONTEREY COUNTY

REPORTS DUE 11-6-97

/BOS RE: GRAND JURY PROCESS IN MONTEREY COUNTY
BOS RE: VETERANS SERVICE OFFICE
MONTEREY COUNTY VSO RE: SAME AS ABOVE
26 SCHOOL DISTRICTS RE: VIOLENCE ON CAMPUS
12 CITY POLICE DEPARTMENTS RE: SAME AS ABOVE #»*#%
v’BOS RE: CERTIFICATES OF PARTICYPATION
~BOS RE: REVIEW OF CERTIFIED AUDITS
" BOARD OF TRUSTEES — NATIVIDAD MEDICAL CENTER RE: SAME AS ABOVE
12 CITIES RE: INVESTMENT OF PUBLIC FUNDS
,/BOS RE: PURCHASING
12 CITIES RE: SAME
26 SCHOOL DISTRICTS RE: SAME

/MAYOR OF MONTEREY RE: ROOF OF MONTEREY SPORTS CENTER
BOS RE: SAMFE AS ABOVE

1/BOS RE: PUBLIC CEMETERIES IN MONTEREY COUNTY
9 PUBLIC CEMETERIES RE: SAME AS ABOVE
£ BOS RE: ELECTRIC POWER
+"BOS RE: FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY — ROADS AND BRIDGES
78 CITIES RE: SAME AS ABOVE
PRESIDENT CSUMB RE: SAME AS ABOVE#==x
<" BOS RE: HOLDING FACILITIES AT COURTHOUSE
- CAO RE: SAME AS ABOVE
MONTEREY COUNTY HEALTH DIRECTOR RE: SAME AS ABOVE
«BOS RE: PRISONS INNMONTEREY COUNTY
“WARDEN OF SALINAS VALLEY STATE PRISON RE: SAME AS ABOQVEs**=
LWARDEN OF CTF, SOLEDAD RE: SAME AS ABOVE###2
12 CITIES RE: SAME AS ABOVE

.

*+"*RESPONSE NOT REQUIRED BY LAW
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY

100 12TH STREET, BUILDING 2880, MARINA, CALIFORNIEA 93933

J jy:/ﬁ PHOME: (408) 883-3672 - FAX: (408) 883-3675
e ¥ o [5 M/ |
/,w g
o

Q‘a

October 20, | 1}71

D. Roger Lb}p‘?

Foreman

1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
P.O. box 1819

Salinas, CA 93902

Re: FORA response to Grand Jury

The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) has received a copy of the 1997 Monterey
County Civil Grand Jury Mid-Year Final Report and has met with the individual entities
which the Grand Jury requested responses.

FORA noted some discrepancies in the FINDINGS section of your report related to
FORA Roads and Bridges. While we are not specifically requested to respond , We
note the following for your attention:

1. FINDING # 1 - The Grand Jury concludes the TAMC Fort Ord Transportation Study
shows that road improvements required by the development of the former Fort Ord
will cost $856,551,064. This is inaccurate. The title of the TAMC Study (Fort Ord
Regional Transpiration Study) has misled the Grand Jury. The TAMC study area
covers all of northern Monterey County. Please refer to the attached TAMC study
area map (enclosed). The road improvement costs related to development of the
former Fort Ord is $116,644,830. This cost is clearly shown in the Grand Jury’s
Exhibit B, in the column labeled Fort Ord Development. All other costs shown in
Exhibit B are related to road improvements required by non-former Fort Ord

. developments throughout the TAMC study area.

2. FINDING # 3 - The Grand Jury concludes that $368,529,179 in unfunded
transportation costs are due to development on the former Fort and “...the
surrounding impacted areas.” The inference is that all of these costs are the result
of development on the former Fort Ord. This inference is not supportable. The
$116,644,830 in Fort Ord Development costs for transportation includes both on
base and off base improvements. The remaining $251,884,349 in transportation
costs (TAMC designated Impact Study Area Development) are directly related
development costs throughout northern Monterey County, excluding the former Fort
Ord.




The adoption of the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan and the Final Environmental Impact
Report requires FORA to provide funds for the $116,644,830 in transportation costs
identified in the TAMC study. FORA is required to development financing mechanisms

to raise these funds, and is completing its business planning to assure this capital is
raised.

We have noted some other minor technical inaccuracies, but do not believe they
require additional comment. We appreciate the hard work of the Grand Jury on this

important matter and remain ready to respond to any questions that you may have for
us.

Michael A. Houlemard
Executive Officer

c: FORA Board
Administrative Committee

encl.

g\winword\forabrd\general\gjury10.97
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December 9, 1997

Response to Monterey County Civil Grand Jury Inquiries:

1.The King City Joint Union High Schoot District has a zero tolerance policy in regards to violence and any
form of drug abuse. The administration is vigilant in posting the rules and enforcing them. Students who
violate Education Code 48900 are suspended and, in many cases, are brought in front of the Board of
Trustees for expulsion.

2.The size of the City of King is small enough to enable a close cooperative relationship between the police
department and the school district to develop. The District believes that the success they we have
experienced in cuiting down on suspendable offenses is due to this relationship with the police department.
The police department is highly visible and very proacsive.

3.Both students and parents are informed of the rules of the school through a parent/student handbook that
is mailed home prior to the opening of school. It is our intent to develop a contract between the home and
the school that will guarantee the school that both the student and that student’s family have read the rules.

4.The King City Police Department is very proactive in our community. We bhave a Police Athletic League,
a DARE program and a school resource officer who is stationed at King City High School. Once again, the
high visibility of the police within our community plus the hard work of our Town Watch Program have
contributed to the decrease of ¢rime in our community.

5.The King City Joint Union High School District has had a school resource officer available on our high
school campus for the past three and one half years. This program has been exmremely beneficial in
maintaining law and order on our campus and in our community during school hours. Over the next year,
we will be working with both the City of King City Council and the Greenfield City Council to develop and
enact a day time curfew program similar to what is taking place in many communities in southern
California.

6.The issue of violence is constantly in front of us. It is incumbent upon us to provide a safe and orderly
environment. We work very hard as a school district to do that. Our job is made easier due to the
cooperation that we receive from our police department and our Town Watch Program.

Please accept my sincerest apologies for being late with my responses. | honestly believed that I had
responded.

hcerely,

&M 10

Lynch
Supenntendent
King City Joint Union High School District
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VIOLENCE ON SCHOOL CAMPUSES

BACRGROUND :

Throughout the Monterey County community, there exists a

genuine concern regarding violence in our schools and for the
safety of our students.

The preserice of weapons (knives, guns, etc.) and illegal
substances (aicohol and drugs) on campus, the influence of gaags,
and physical attacks on students and staff are all problems which
have a negative impact on the educational precess at schools.
With this in mind, the 1997 Grand Jury inguired into how schools
in the County are addressing these problems.

Schools in California are required to report incidents of
school violence to the State Department of Education. Beginning
with the 1995-96 school. year, the California Safe Schocl
Assessment Program annually prepares a report based cn the da
reported by schools throughout the State. On ¥February 27, 19
the Salinas Califormian published a table which summarized th
information reported by 26 School Districts in the County.

<
S
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INQUIRY PROCESS:

The Grand Jury selected ten County School Districts, some of
whizh had reverted higher rates of incidence of school violence,
and some of which had reported lower rates. The Superintendent
of sach of the selected Districts was sent a questionnaire
ccntaining sixteen questions about hcow schools within the
District are addressing the problem of school violence. Two cf
the selected schools did not respond. The jury iorerviewed
officials from scme City Police Departments within the County,
(Gonzales, Greenfield, King City, Monterey, Pacific Grove,
Salinas, Seaside, Soledad, and Marina), and from the Shexiff's
Depar:zment, to get their views of the problem of schocl violence.
The jury wanted to learn how they are cooperating with school
officials in addressing the problem. The results oI the
questions asked of each Superintendent and the Law Enforcement
Agencies are shown in Exhibit A.

ISSUE:

How is Monterey County coping with vioclence on schoel

15
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FINDINGS:

1. 1In general, schools within Monterey County are
conscientiously addressing the problem of school violence.
However, the problem still exists, and continuing attention to it
is required.

2. There is a good degree of cccperation bstween school
officials and law enforcement officials in addressing the
problem. Again, continuing attentcion to this aspect of the
procblem is necesssary.

3. Parental involvement must be an integral part of every
gachool’s program to address school violence. Some Districcs
require each student and his/ner parents to enter into a writtenr
contract which spells out what is expected of the school, the
student, and the parents. The jury was particularly impressed by

the contract being used by the Salinas Union High School
Districr.

4. Law Enforcement Agencies have been pro-active in
establishing a peositive relationship with students and schcol
authorities. A few examples of their invelvement are the
D.A.R.E. procram, Healthy Start Program, School Resource OfZicers

on campuses, Police Explorer Program, Citvizen Academy and Police
Activity League.

5. The ten Law Enforcement Agercies either have or plan to
have a School Resource Officer assigred to the schocls. Resource
Cfficers already on campuses have been training school
authorities in the areas of recognizing gang affiliations of
students and recognizing different drugs used by studencs.

§. As shown in Exhibit A, individual School Districts are
using various methods to address the issue of school violence.
It is unlikely that there is a single racive that will be most
effective for every School Cistrict. It is the regpensibilicy of
each District Board to decermine what combination of methods will
be most effective for its schools.

RECO IONS:

The 1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury recommends that:
1. Superintendents in each School District review Exhibit A
and interact with their counterparts in other Districts and at
osther schools to familiarize themselves with methods that oxher
Districts are finding to be effective in addressing school
violence. Each District should then cdetermine additional me:thaods
to incorporate into the District’s safe school program.

16
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2. A full-time School Resource Officer position be created
pefcre the end of 1997 in each of the ten Law Enforcement
hgencies to deal with school violence and related problams.

3. Each of the 13 Law Enforcement Agencies in the County
review successful programs and measures utilized by their feliow
Law Enforcement Agencieg, and comsider the feasikility of
incorporating these measures in their own jurisdiction.

RESPONSES :

Board of Trustees of each Monterey County School District teo
arrange for responses from Superintendents:

Alisal Union School District

Bradley Union School District

Carmel Unified School District

Chualar Union Schocl District

Gonzales Unified School District

Gonzales Union School District

Gonzales Union High School District

Graves School District

Greenfield JUnion School Districet

King City Joint Unien High School District
King City Union School District

Lagunita School District

Migssion Union School District

Monterey Peninsula Unified School District
Norcth Monterey County Unified School District
Pacific Grove Unified School District
Pacific Unified Scheol District

Salinas City School District

Salinas Union High School District

San Antonio Unicn School District

San Ards Union School District

San Lucas Union School District

Santa Rita Union School District

Soledad Unified School District

Spreckels Union School District
Washington Union School District

Findings # 1 through 6
Recommendation # 1

Mayors of the Cities in Monterey County to arrange responses
from the Police Departmenta as follows:

Carmel Pclice Department

Del Rey Oaks Police Departmen
Gonzales Police Department
Greenfield Police Department
King City 2olice Department

17
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Marina Police Department
Monterey Police Department
Pacific Grove Pclice Departmert
Salinas Police Department
Sand City Police Department
Seaside Police Department
Soledad Police Department
Findings # 1 thxrough 6
Recommendations # 2 and 3
Monterey County Sheriff
Findings # 1 through €

Recommendations # 2 and 3

18
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EXHIBIT “A™
SCHOOL DISTRICT RESPONSES 5
f~ >
g £ Z &3 -
g 8 £ E. JEF o =
2 5 F 5525 5
s 5 § 28 = fF Z ¢
Zero Tolerance X X X
Uniform X
Verbal Judo x X X
No Gang Colors Symbols/Caps X
Dress Code X X
Closed Campus X X X X X X
Identify Gangs X x X X
Contract or Magual X X X
Gangs on Campus X X X
POLICE
Guidelines When Calling PD | X x | x | x| x| x
PD Relations Good X X X X X X X X
PD Relations Poor
SRO or PD on Campus X X | X X x X
CAMPUS ORGANIZATIONS
SHO X
CSsa x b X
DARE } 4 ) 4 ) 4
ADAPT X
Peace Builders X X
2nd Chance x X X x
Barrios Unidos X
GATE X
VIPC X
Sunrise House X
Youth Alternative to Violence x
District Attorney X
Probation | x X
Boy Scouts of America L
Explorer Scouts X X 1
YMCA L X
Big Brothers \
CATS | | X
GREAT | | X | I
1

TOTAL ©.3S



Cty of Genzales

PHONE (408) 675-5000 P.O. BOX 647 147 FOURTH ST GONZALES, CALFORNIA 93928
FAX {408) 675-2644

March 2, 1998

Hon. Jonathan R. Price

Presiding Judge

Monterey County Superior Court
P.O. Box 414

Salinas, CA 93902

RE: 1997 Monterey County Grand Jury Mid-Year Final Report Findings and
Recommendations

Dear Judge Price:

In response to Foreman Robert Quinn’s request and on behalf of the City of
Gonzales, I offer the following responses to the findings and recommendations
contained in the 1997 Monterey County Grand Jury Mid-Year Final Report to which
the City of Gonzales has not previously responded.

21" INVESTMENT OF PUBLIC FUNDS

Pinding #3; The institutions and arrangements under which City funds are
invested seem to be conservative.

City Responge: The City agrees with the finding.
Finding #4: 96.5% of the funds in the hands of the Cities are invested at 5.00% to
6.63%, the median rate being 5.58%.
City Response: As it applies to Gonzales, the City agrees with the finding.
; 2.4% of the funds invested at interest by the Cities is earning under

4.5%. If the return on these funds could be increased to 4.5%, the Cities would
receive an additional $54,400 in interest income per year.

City Responge: As is applies to Gonzales, the City disagrees with the finding.

lon: The City’s primary investment vehicle is the Local Agency Investment
Fund (LAIF), which has paid higher than 4.5% in recent years.



Response to 1997 Monterey County Grand Jury Mid-Year Final Report
Page 2

Finding #6: Interest rates being earned by the various Cities vary widely,
particularly for checking accounts. Those Cities which are not earning a return on
checking accounts may be able to improve the returns on this money by
renegotiating arrangements or changing banks. Arrangements by the Cities of
Gonzales and Pacific Grove were the most attractive.

City Response: As is applies to Gonzales, the City agrees with the finding.

; As of the end of January 1997, there was a total of $2,335,886 in the
hands of the twelve Cities which was deposited in commercial institutions and was
not receiving any interest earnings. While this is only about 1.1% of the funds in
the hands of the Cities, if it could be on deposit at a mere 2.00% it would earn an
additional $46,700 per year.

City Response: As is applies to Gonzales, the City disagrees with the finding.
Explanation: The City’s funds are all invested in interest-bearing accounts.

Recommendation #1: Each of the Cities having funds which are not earning any
interest invest their funds in interest earning accounts.

City Response: The City agrees with this recommendation and is already following
this policy.

Recommendation #2: Those Cities having funds invested at 1.01% to 4.03% interest
review these arrangemenis and if possible, improve the rates of interest.

City Response: The City agrees with this recommendation.

4747 PURCHASING

; None of the respondents are using the services of the Monterey County
Central Purchasing Department.

City Response: As it applies to Gonzales, the City agrees with the finding.

: Authorization limits and procedures appeared to be adequate. Since
this was not studied in depth, reliance was based on comments made on the survey.

City Response: The City agrees with the finding.

; If there were consolidation and use of a “professional” purchasing
department vs. small individual efforts, substantial savings could accrue to the
participants. Even savings of 1%, on average, would generate a figure more than
sufficient to fund two additional positions which MCCPD estimates would be
necessary to handle the additional workload. One example reviewed by the Grand



Response to 1997 Monterey County Grand Jury Mid-Year Final Report
Page 3

Jury indicated a 3% savings was achieved when MCCPD became involved after the
efforts of a local depariment proved inadequate.

City Response: The City partially disagrees with the finding.

Explanation: The City of Gonzales’ seeks the lowest price available on all purchases.
No evidence has been provided that routing our purchases through Monterey
County would be either cost effective or efficient.

Recommendation #1; There be an examination of “last minute” spending and, if
necessary, establish a procedures to change this practice.

City Response: The City disagrees with this recommendation.

Explanation: The City has in place a purchasing policy that requires the solicitation
of more than one bid or quote, and the review of any expenditure by the
Department Head, Finance Director and the City Manager before the expenditure is

authorized. This has proven to provide sufficient oversight to the City’s purchasing
procedures.

Recommendation #2; School Districts, Cities, and other local government agencies
within Monterey County consult with the MCCPD to achieve savings available by
central funds purchasing to taxpayers.

City Response: The City partially agrees with this recommendation.

ion: If MCCPD is interested in providing purchasing services to other
public agencies, that Department should prepare a proposal and submit it for
consideration by each agency. This proposal should include the guaranteed cost-
savings that would result from centralized purchasing, and how the delays that
would undoubtedly occur by having to process purchasing requests through
Monterey County would be avoided.

The City of Gonzales previously responded to the Violence on School Campuses
issue contained in the Mid-Year Final Report.

Sincerely,

7

Mayor

cc: Members of the Gonzales City Council
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City of Salinaér/Response
Monterey County Mid-Year Grand Jury Report: August 6, 1997

PRISONS IN MONTEREY COUNTY

The City of Salinas is responding to recommendation #1 and recommendation #2 as well as
findings #3, #5 and #7 in the Grand Jury report on Prisons in Monterey County.

Recommendation #1 and #2.

The City has no jurisdiction over state prisons. However, the City has and will continue to
explore opportunities to form collaborative efforts that benefit both the prisons as well as the
City. One example of a recent effort to improve the relationship between the City and local
prisons was the successful partnership to put on the statewide Correction Officers’ Olympics.

The City 1s also addressing the direct needs of inmates on a limited basis. The City is currently
participating in a prison sponsored work experience program. This type of programming is
evolving and will continue to improve as the City streamlines its relationship with the prisons
nearby. Additionally, the City currently participates in a number of collaborative iitiatives
relating to crime and violence through the Viotent Injury Prevention Coalition (VIPC) a local
community collaborative. On a long term basis, statewide initiatives and local partnerships (such
as the VIPC) geared to helping young people at risk will ultimately reduce the number of people
sent to prison. The VIPC could include issues to deter increases in the local prison population,

Findings:

Finding #3. The City agrees that California prisons are overcrowded. Our ability to directly
impact this issue is Jimited. However, the City believes that through programs like
PeaceBuilders, the Police Activities league, Second Chance and Sunrise house, we can deter
future generations from entering the criminal justice system.

Finding #5. De-institutionalization of the mentally ill has had a significant impact on cities as
well as prisons. The City of Salinas does not have the resources or jurisdiction to adequately
address this issue.

Finding #7. The City is using inmates from the Soledad Correctional Training Facility to assist
with ongoing City maintenance. An eight to ten person crew from Soledad currently spends 40 to
80 hours a month in Salinas cleaning streambeds, removing trash, trimming trees and painting.
Countywide demand for these crews and the state’s security requirements limit the time they are
allowed to participate in our maintenance program.
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Qg_ar/Sﬁperwsor Salinas:

[ realize that as you and the other County Supervisors question and scrutinize your budget for every
potential saving, you may have questions about the value of County Veterans Service Offices (CVSO). This
is particularly so in light of the recent Monterey County Grand Jury recommendations. [ want you to know
that the Department of Veterans Affairs strongly supports CVSO operations because of the good and
necessary work they do for veterans, and for that reason, [ would like to bring to your attention facts
concerning the economic significance of your CVSO.

Your CVSO is the local expert on veterans benefits, representing your veterans’ unique needs to both /
state and federal departments of veterans affairs. During the 1996/97 fi e VSQ won new cash
benefits for your veteran population in excess of $6.086.000! According to State Department of Finance
estimating techniques, this leads to $973,900 in new local tax revenue. Inthe same fiscal year, the United
States Department of Veterans Affairs provided $34,183,312 in cash benefits to veterans in your county,
much of this due to the past accomplishments of your CVSO. The previously mentioned estimating
techniques show that these benefit dollars resulted in over $5,469,300 in local tax revenue.

Your CVSO also financially impacts the support costs of your County Welfare Department. Through
the efforts of the CVSO during FY 1996/97, in excess of $455,500 in general assistance payments were
avoided. With a net county cost of less than $270,000 your CVSO is one of only a few revenue producing
offices in the county. The above data again confirms the fact that veterans benefit programs are important to
local government.

[ hope that you witl consider the above facts in your deliberations and you will realize that your
CVSO0 is making significant economic contributions to the well being of your County. Your veterans
deserve, and have earned the right to have their local veterans advocate adequately funded and fully
supported. Iff can be of further assistance in maintaining your CVSO's exceptional services, please feel free
to contact me directly at (916) 653-2158, or your staff may contact Gerald Rucker, Chief of Veterans
Services at (916) 653-2573.

Sihcerely,

AY R. VARGAS
ecretary
cc: Senate Veterans Affairs Committee

Assembly Select Committee on Veterans Affairs

+—=Honorable Jonathan R. Price, Presiding Judge, Monterey County Superior Court
California Veterans Board

PUTTING VETERANS FIRST



City of Del Rey Oaks
Response to Grand Jury Findins
Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Roads & Bridges

Finding 1. (Agree) TAMC prepares an estimate of countywide
transportation needs in conjunction with AMBAG. The Fort Ord share
of this region-wide need is estimated by TAMC to be $116 million.

Finding 2. (Agree) The City of Del Rey Oaks has certified a
planning level EIR that indicates all direct impacts related to
Fort 0Ord development in its sphere of influence have been
wmitigated.

Finding 3. (Agree) Projects to be completed in Del Rey Oaks are
subject to a project level EIR, and will not go forward without
appropriate analysis of transportation funding projections.

Finding 4. (Agree) Fort Ord roads within the Del Rey Oaks project
area are in above average condition. In addition, FORA and the City
have secured grant monies for upgrade of these roads.

Finding 5. (Agree) What the Army will or will not do is subject to
conveyance negotiations with FORA and the individual jurisdictions.
Road upgrades are included in the FORA Capital Improvement program.

Finding 6. (Agree) The City of Del Rey Oaks has demonstrated to the
satisfaction of LAFCO that it is able to maintain annexed
properties, including roads.

Finding 7. (Agree) The Fort Ord nexus was determined by TAMC in
conjunction with AMBAG. To charge Fort Ord developers for long
standing county transportation needs would not be fair.

Finding 8. (Agree) This would be putting the cart before the horse.
Planning takes place first, followed by project specific analysis.

Finding 9. (Agree) The City of Del Rey Oaks has proceeded in a
timely manner on this project, and undertaken a constructive role
in regional problem solving.

Finding 10. (Agree) The amounts given in this finding appear to be
erroneous. Nonetheless, the need to find a regional transportation
funding source will be true whether or not Fort Ord develops.

Finding 11. (Agree) Analysis in the finding assumes the funding
source will come from one discrete source. A combination of sources
tends to be the norm.



C. FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY (FORA) ROADS & BRIDGES

All of the member cities of FORA (that are not land use agencies
within Fort Ord) were requested to respond to Findings #1 through
#12 and Recommendations #2 and #3. The Grand Jury mid-year
report was discussed by the Administrative Committee of FORA
(which consists of the City Managers and administrative officers
of FORA's member agencies). It was agreed by the FORA
Administrative Committee and FORA staff that FORA should prepare
a unified response to the Grand Jury's request.

Most of the issues and recommendations of the Grand Jury Report
will be addressed by cooperative, intergovernmental programs in
the following ways:

> The on-going planning and administrative processes of the
Fort Ord Reuse Authority and the Transportation Agency for
Monterey County (TAMC)

> The Fort Ord Reuse Plan
> The FORA Financial/Business Plan
> The TAMC Transportation Study

The attached September 8, 1997 FORA Draft Response is enclosed
for the Council's information. The FORA Final Response will be
sent directly to the Grand Jury {(please refer to enclosure #5).

NOTE: STAFF REPORT CONTINUES
AFTER ENCLOSURE #5



public agency aggregators that have dedicated the necessary resources to participate in the
process beginning in January. The California State Department of General Services has
created a special division for this purpose and is preparing to represent State as well as local
government agencies. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) has also solicited
participation by interested agencies in their aggregation program. Under these programs, it is
being estimated that the savings may be as much as 0.5 cents per KWH.

4. Natividad Medical Center is negotiation for a reduction in natural gas prices, but there is no
coordinated effort in Monterey County to assess the opportunity provided by the new
competitive environment for power supply.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS’ RESPONSE:

The Board of Supervisors agrees with this finding. The Support Services, Facilities and
Construction Division has worked with NMC in order to participate in their contract for
natural gas services. However, the master meter at NMC, which also feeds the Probation
Department and Juvenile Hall, is the only County gas meter with high enough consumption
to qualify for third party contracting under the current regulations.

RECOMMENDATION
The 1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury recommends that;

1. The Board of Supervisors immediately set up a Task Force - possibly headed by the
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments - to form a Buyers’ Consortium comprised
of all Cities and the County representing unincorporated areas to present a single negotiating
entity for the purchase of electrical power.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS’ RESPONSE:

The Board of Supervisors agrees with this recommendation. The County needs to evaluate all
options to reduce its electric power costs and will do so prior to the end of the current fiscal
year.

FINDINGS

1. TAMC estimates the total costs for all surface transportation improvements that have any
“nexus” with the planned development of Fort Ord and that will have to made from now to
the year 2015 is $856,551,064' (See Exhibit B).

BOARD OF ERVI ’ PONSE:

The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding that $856,551,064 represents the total costs
identified in the Fort Ord Regional Transportation Study which covers all of northern
Monterey County. The amount allocated to Fort Ord is only $116,644,830.

I Estimates in 1993 dollars
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Only $208,780,000' of the total costs will come from dedicated or “expected” funding. That
leaves $647,771,064' of necessary costs that are “unfunded” having, at this time, no known
way to cover them.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS’ RESPONSE:
The Board of Supervisors agrees with this finding.

Of the $647,771,064' unfunded costs $368,529,179! are attributable to the development that
will go on in the next 18 years at Fort Ord and the surrounding impacted areas. All FORA
jurisdictions (those who own property within Fort Ord and those which do not) agree to the
estimates contained in Exhibit B.

B Id \Y/ 'R

The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding that $368,529,179 is the unfunded amount
of transportation improvements that have been identified in the north Monterey County area.
All of the $116,644,830 directly allocated to Fort Ord 1s planned to be generated through
development fees that will be imposed as part of the implementation of the FORA Reuse
Plan.

. It was estimated that 90% of the existing Fort Ord local streets and interconnecting roads are
not up to County standards.

BOARD OF SUPERVISQORS’ RESPONSE:
The Board of Supervisors agrees with this finding.

. The Army will not upgrade or improve streets or roads prior to conveyance.

BOARD \Y !

The Board of Supervisors partially disagrees with this finding. It is not yet known what the
Army will do regarding the improvement or upgrade of facilities at Fort Ord. These specifics
will be defined through negotiations between the Army, FORA and the individual
jurisdictions.

. The cities of Marina, Seaside, Del Rey Oaks, and the County of Monterey have no additional
funds to assume the maintenance of local streets being conveyed to their junisdiction.
Conveyances of local streets contain covenants requiring that streets be brought up to County
standards.

E \Y ’
The Board of Supervisors partially disagrees with this finding. Proposed development which
will become possible as the result of land conveyances, including streets, is expected to
provide a portion of the funds needed to improve and maintain these facilities.

29



7. Some regional projects, though they are expenses the County must assume, are not even
being totaled as expenses against the Fort Ord development. For example: The Prunedale
Bypass, Highway 156 widening, and the Hatton Canyon project.

F E ’ NSE:
The Board of Supervisors agrees with this finding.

8. There are no projects currently scheduled by developers which would pay for local streets
and interconnecting roads, much less for regional highways.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS’ RESPONSE:
The Board of Supervisors agrees with this finding, but the reason no projects are currently
scheduled is because planning efforts, which need to occur first, are now underway.

9. When FORA is disbanded the most vital mechanism for cooperation among the jurisdictions
will be gone; therefore, time is of the essence for this enonmous problem.

BOARD QF SUPERVISORS' RESPONSE:
The Board of Supervisors agrees with this finding.

10. Some County managers and political leaders have suggested to the Grand Jury that modest
increases in the sales tax and/or regular contributions from the County’s general funds might
be used to make up this shortfall. A study of Exhibit B plus some simple figures conceming
the County’s economy make clear that such ideas are not feasible. Exhibit B tells us that the
impact on regional highway projects of the reuse of Fort Ord will cost about $540 million
dollars.

Turning first to the sales tax proposal, the County’s recent taxable sales have been $2,911
million in 1993, $2,981 million in 1994. In the first half of 1995, the sales increased about
4% over the similar period in 1994 - {.e., about the same as inflation. A sales tax increase of
one-half of one per cent would produce about $15 million incremental mcome per year,
providing the needed $540 million in 36 years. A one per cent increase would provide this
sum in 18 years. But to get such an increase, and to be able to reserve 100% of it for County
roads and bridges, seems highly unlikely.

F ERVISORS’ RESPONSE;
The Board of Supervisors agrees with this finding. A minor sales tax increase combined with
the County General Fund can not be expected to fully fund the identified transportation
improvements. A comprehensive plan, including a sales tax and other revenue sources, will
need to be developed.

11. Sumilarly, contributions from the County’s general fund seem poorly fitted to this enormous
task. To provide the incremental $540 million by the year 2015 - the target year for the
TAMC forecasts — would require about half of the discretionary money availabie to the
County each year or some $30 mullion a year for 18 years.
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B F VI ’ P
The Board of Supervisors agrees with this finding.

Either of the above proposals indicates that raising this large sum of money from traditional
sources (n unlikely, and if it could be raised it would only meet the regional roads and bridge
needs consequent to the planned development of Fort Ord. The Grand Jury conclusion is that
no one in Monterey County has any realistic ideas about where these large amounts of money
will come from.

ARD ERVI ’ P
The Board of Supervisors disagrees with this finding. A number of agencies and
organizations have spent considerable time and effort in seeking solutions to this issue.
While guaranteed revenue sources have not been secured at this time, alternatives do exist.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The 1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury recommends that;

. Each FORA jurisdiction receiving local streets and using the interconnecting roads within

Fort Ord should immediately prepare a plan to fund their individual share of the costs of
construction, rehabilitation and maintenance of these streets and roads.
Until such funding is assured, no further conveyance of property should be made.

F \% > RESP E:
The recommendation will be implemented at the time land is transferred through the
economic development conveyance process. The improvement and maintenance of facilities
at Fort Ord is dependent on several factors that have not been resolved at this time. These
include, but are not limited to, terms and timing of the conveyance of property, phasing of
development, and adoption of a financing plan for Fort Ord infrastructure improvements.

All affected FORA junisdictions (the eight cities and the County) agree on a Regional
Transportation Plan such as the 2015 Fort Ord Regional Transportation Study and agree on
the allocation of the costs of Regional Highway Projects.

BOA ERVISORS’

Both of these recommendations will be implemented to the extent possible by the Board of
Supervisors. Through membership on the Transportation Agency of Monterey County
(TAMC) and FORA, the County will support these recommendations.

All affected FORA jurisdictions agree to an equitable allocation to Public Benefit Grantees of
the costs of local, interconnecting and regional roads.

E ’ P E:
Both of these recommendations will be implemented to the extent possible by the Board of
Supervisors. Through membership on the Transportation Agency of Monterey County
(TAMC) and FORA, the County will support these recommendations.
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY MONTEREY BAY
100 Campus Center — Seaside, California 93955-8001

November 3, 1997

D. Roger Loper, Foreman
Monterey County Civil Grand Jury
P. O.Box 1819

Salinas, CA 93902

Subject: Response to 1997 Monterey County Civil Grand Jury Mid-Year Final
Report

Dear Mr. Loper:

This letter contains California State University, Monterey Bay’s (CSUMB)
response to the Monterey County Civil Grand Jury 1997 Mid-Year Final
Report. In accordance with Penal Code Sections 933(c) and 933.05(a) and (b),
this response is submitted within 90 days of receipt of the Report, and
addresses the findings and recommendations presented therein as provided
below.

INTRODUCTION

In order to provide a context for our responses, the following cefines
CSUMB’s role in redevelopment at Fort Ord, and its legislative relationship
to the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) and the Base Reuse Plan, the subject
of the Grand Jury’s Report. The following citations are provided as
clarification, because the primary subject of the Grand Jury Report is FORA’s
ability to finance “the construction and maintenance of roads and bridges that
the Fort Ord development will necessitate between now and the ultimate
build out date of the year 2015”, and refers to studies and stated commitments
of FORA.

The California State University (CSU), the governing body and owner of the
CSUMB campus, is a sovereign local redevelopment authority (LRA) that was
established by the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act (the Act) in Government
Code Sections 67650 ef seq . The Act makes a clear distinction between the
powers and duties of the state and those of local agencies. As a State entity,
CSU was designated a redevelopment authority. “Redevelopment authority”
is defined in subdivision (j) of Section 67655 to mean:



The Fort Ord Reuse Authority except that with respect to property
within the territory of Fort Ord that is transferred or to be transferred to
the California State University or the University of California,
“redevelopment authority” solely for purposes of the transfer of
property at military bases pursuant to Title XXIX of the National
Defense Authority Act for the 1994 fiscal year means the California
State University or the University of California, and does not mean the
Fort Ord Reuse Authority.

The Act further states this title shall not be construed to limit the rights of the
California State University to acquire, hold, and use real property at Fort Ord
for locating or developing educationally related or research oriented facilities
on this property (Section 67678 subdivision (e) and (f)). Thus, the powers and
duties granted to FORA, which include the planning, financing, and
management of the reuse of Fort Ord (e.g., preparation and implementation
of a Reuse Plan), do prevail over local entities, however they do not prevail
over the powers and duties of the State. This is an important distinction to
note when discussing CSUMB’s responses to the findings and
recommendations of the Grand Jury as they relate to funding, construction,
and maintenance obligations,

Finally, the relationship between the State of California and the jurisdictional
authority of local public entities is also addressed here. California case law
has established that the State, when creating municipal governments does
not cede to them any control of the state’s property situated within their
jurisdictional boundaries. Therefore, as an agent of the State, 2 local
municipal government {(e.g., a city or a county) is not an independent body,
and its governing authority is thereby limited to that expressly granted to it by
the State. The state has determined that public entities (e.g.,, CSUMB) are
exempt from property taxation, and that there is an implied exemption of
property of the state from a special assessment for a street or other local
improvement, unless a legislative provision is enacted.

As an entity of the State of California, the financial obligations and
transactions of CSUMB are highly regulated. Based on various legislative
provisions and court decisions, CSUMB is precluded from paying fees to
other entities. In some specific cases, however, CSUMB is permitted or
obligated to pay certain fees or costs. In the case of redevelopment at former
Fort Ord of the CSUMB campus, these fees or costs include: 1) annual FORA
operations fee (i.e., the CSU contributes $7,000 each fiscal year to FORA’s
operations), 2) negotiated “capital facilities fee” (i.e., defined as the payment of
additional capacity required in order to provide additional sewer or water
hookups to a public educational agency. The terms of the fee are negotiated
between the public purveyor and the public educational agency.), and 3) cost
of goods and services (i.e., when one tax-supported entity provides goods or
services to another, the public entity is not exempt from paying for these



goods and services as long as there is a direct relationship between the
amount spent and the benefit received).

CSUMB is committed to the successful development of a superior institution
of higher learning at the former Fort Ord for the State of California and for
the Monterey Bay Region, as well as to being a leader in economic recovery.
In part, our success will be due to collaborative planning efforts on a regional
level to ensure that adequate infrastructure is available to support the
University. It is within the context detailed above that the following
responses are provided.

FINDINGS

In accordance with Penal Code Section 933.05 (a), the following responses to
the findings are prefaced with one of the following statements as applicable:
1) CSUMB agrees with the finding or 2) CSUMB disagrees wholly with the
finding or disagrees partially with the finding. In each case an explanation is
provided.

1. TAMC estimates the total costs for all surface transportation
improvements made from now to the year 2015 are $856,551,064.

CSUMB disagrees with this finding. CSUMB cannot speculate on an
analysis conducted by another agency for property that includes, but is
beyond the boundaries of the CSU property. However, review of Exhibit
B appears to indicate that the figure of $856,551,064 is the estimated cost
of improvements needed to serve the demand generated by a larger
study area that includes former Fort Ord, and that the $116,644,830 figure
is the portion that is directly assignable to development at former Fort
Ord.

CSUMB is currently in the process of preparing its Campus Master Plan
and Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which will identify the
infrastructure improvements needed to support the phased growth of
the campus to its ultimate build out. These documents are currently
expected to be published in November, 1997. CSUMB will be responsible
for implementing and financing improvements to all roadways owned
by the University, which includes all local streets and segments of
interconnecting roads within the campus footprint.



There remains $647,771,064 in necessary costs that are unfunded at this
time.

CSUMB disagrees partially with this finding. Please refer to Response
No. 1 above.

Unfunded costs of $368,529,179 are attributable to Fort Ord
redevelopment that will go on in the next 18 years. All FORA
jurisdictions agree to these estimates.

CSUMB disagrees partially with this finding. According to FORA, the
road improvement costs related to development of the former Fort Ord
is $116,644,830 (draft letter dated September 8, 1997). Again, as stated
above, CSUMB cannot comment on the accuracy of these analyses.
However, CSUMB will take responsibility for securing the funding for
the roadway improvements needed within the campus boundaries,
which will be determined in the Campus Master Plan and EIR.

Existing local streets and interconnecting roads are not up to County
standards.

CSUMB agrees with this finding. CSUMB inherited a roadway system
that was built for military use and not required to comply with any
civilian standards or codes. In the Master Plan, CSUMB will specify
upgrades needed to the roadway network to ensure that safety, capacity,
and policy goals of the University are met.

The Army will not upgrade or improve streets or roads prior to
conveyance.

CSUMB agrees with this finding. In its Economic Development
Conveyance to the University, the Army did not improve any streets or
roads prior to conveyance. Infrastructure was conveyed in an “as is,
where is” fashion.

The cities and county have no additional funds to assume maintenance
of conveyed streets. Conveyances require streets be brought up to county
standards.

CSUMB disagrees with this finding. CSUMB is not a city or a county
agency, however the University will be responsible for improving and
maintaining streets that are conveyed to the CSU. Campus
infrastructure improvements, such as roadway upgrades, will be linked
to the implementation of capital improvement projects that create the
need for improvement.
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Neither the Economic Development Conveyance nor the Memorandum
of Agreement for property conveyance between the CSU and the U.S.
Army contain a condition that local streets be brought up to County
standards. However, CSUMB’s Master Plan will specify standards for
roadway improvements that adhere to sound roadway engineering
principals within the campus boundaries.

Some regional projects (e.g., Prunedale Bypass, Highway 156 widening,
and Hatton Canyon project) are not being totaled as expenses against the
Fort Ord development.

CSUMB disagrees with this finding. Again, the finding refers to an
analysis prepared by an agency that does not have jurisdiction over the
California State University. However, it is the University’s
understanding that the regional projects cited (i.e., Prunedale Bypass,
Highway 156 widening, and Hatton Canyon) are being pursued as a
result of deficiencies caused by past development of the region and are
not directly attributable to redevelopment at former Fort Ord.

There are no projects scheduled by developers that would pay for local
streets, interconnecting roads, and highways.

CSUMB disagrees partially with this finding. This finding is not
applicable to CSUMB. CSU is the owner and developer of the property
that has been conveyed to it and is not subject to developer fees. CSUMB
cannot comment on the development schedules of any other property
within former Fort Ord.

When FORA is disbanded the mechanism for cooperation among the
jurisdictions will be gone, therefore time is of the essence.

CSUMB disagrees partially with this finding. CSU is a not a voting
member of FORA (it is an ex officio member) and is a sovereign local
redevelopment agency for its property at former Fort Ord. Through its
Campus Master Plan and EIR process, CSUMB will institutionalize its
intention to address applicable roadway infrastructure deficiencies
directly attributable to the University. Any potential dissolution of
FORA would not affect CSUMB’s actions in this regard.

County managers and political leaders have suggested modest increases
in sales tax and/or regular contributions from the County’s general
funds to make up for the shortfall.

CSUMB disagrees partially with this finding. This finding is not
applicable to CSUMB, which has no authority over the County’s sales tax
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12.

or general fund utilization. As stated above in Response Nos. 1 and 9,
CSUMB will implement roadway improvements based on the
parameters setforth in its Campus Master Plan and EIR.

Contributions from the County’s general fund seem poorly fitted to this
enormous task.

CSUMB disagrees partially with this finding. As stated above, CSUMB
has no influence over the County’s general fund or its ability to finance
regional roadway infrastructure. Also, refer to Response Nos. 1 and 9.

Raising money from traditional sources is unlikely to meet the needs of
planned development of Fort Ord, and no one in Monterey County has
realistic ideas about where the money will come from.

CSUMB disagrees partially with this finding. As previously stated, all
direct impacts of projects to be implemented by CSUMB will be
mitigated.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In accordance with Penal Code Section 933.05 (b), the following responses to
the recommendations are prefaced with one of the following statements as
applicable: 1) The recommendation has been implemented, or 2) The
recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be in the future, or
3) The recommendation requires further analysis, or 4) The recommendation
will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not reasonable. In
each case an explanation is provided.

1.

Each FORA jurisdiction receiving local streets and using the
interconnecting roads within Fort O