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D Subject stdtiite or executive order
claimaint alleges is not being fully reimbursed pursuant to
the adopted parameters and guidelines.

Ch. 1172, Statutes of 1989;
Ch. 1338, Statutes of 1992,
Ch. 1230, Statutesof 1999,
Ch. 933, Statuteds of 1998,
Ch. 626, Statutes of 2000.

Ch. 700. Statutes of 2004

Please specify the fiscal year and amount of reduction. More

than one fiscal year may be claimed.

Fiscal Year

2001-02 = $5,328
2002-03 = $45,590

2003-04 = $41,157

2004-05 = $55,760
2005-06 = $64,142
2006-07 = $67,886

Amount of Reduction

FY 2007-08 = $34,999

FY 2008-09 = $10,557

FY 2009-10 = $36,920

FY 2010-11 = $36,920
. FY 2011-12 = ---

TOTAL: $372,127.00

Please check the box below if there is intent to consolidate
this claim.

[ Yes, this claim is being filed with the intent
to consolidate on behalf of other claimants.

Sections 7 through 11 are attached as follows:

7. Written Detailed

Narrative: pages ! to 2.

8. Documentary Evidence

and Declarations: Exhibit A.B .
9. Claiming Instructions: Exhibit ! |
10. Final State Audit Report

or Other Written Notice

of Adjustment: Exhibit 2 .
11. Reimbursement Claims: Exhibit 3 .

(Revised June 2007)




Read, sign, and date this section and insert at the end of the incorrect reduction claim submission.™®

This claim alleges an incorrect reduction of a reimburserent claim filed with the State Controller’s Office
pursuant to Government Code section 17561, This incorrect reduction claim is filed pursuant to
Govemment Code section 17551, subdivision (d). [ hereby declare, under penalty of perjury under the
Taws of the State of California, that the information in this incorrect reduction claim submission is true and
complete to the best of my own knowledge or information or belief.

Laura Rocha Finance Director
Print or Type Name of Authorized Local Agency Print or Type Title
or School District Official

g,»q@b% 2| 2! \ 1

Signature of Authorized Local Agency or Date
School District Official

* If'the declarant for this Claim Certification is different from the Claimant contact ideniified in section 2 of
the incorrect reduction claim form, please provide the declarant’s address, telephone number, fax number, and
e-mail address below,

{Revised June 2007)

At R T



RESPONSE TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA CONTROLLER'S OFFICE ON DENIAL OF A PORTION OF THE SAN
MARCOS CRIME STAFISTICS REPORTING CLAIMS

DECLARATION
|, Lieutenant Kevin Menzies, declare:

That this declaration is submitted in support of the incarrect Reduction Claim submitted by the City
of $an Marcos to the State Controller’s Office {SCO) in accordance with Parameters and Guidelines
established by the State of California.

| am the San Marcos Sheriff's Station Administrative Lieutenant | have been continually employed
since and have been a public sector professional since 1986. 1 have been working in the field of law
enforcement since 1986 and specifically at the County of San Diego’s Sheriff's Department since 1983. |
have personal knowledge of the facts herein and if called upon to testify | could do so to the best of my
knowledge.

The San Diego Sheriff's Department maintains its crime statistics data in the Automated Regional
Justice Information System {ARIIS) Reporting systerm.

The Domestic Violence data submitted by the San Diego Sheriff's Department to both the consultant
and to the DOJ are true and accurate.

The California Automated Regional Justice information System (AR!IS} Reporting system tracks actual
Domestic Violence casas, all of which were and are supported with a written report(s}).

The San Diego Sheriff's Departmant submits regular Domestic Violence Report statistics to the State
Department of Justice {DOJ). These cases are all supported with 2 written report(s}.

AH Sergeants are responsible for performing administrative/support functions in support of the
Deputies in the commission of their direct law enforcement duties. The percentage allocations of time for
those duties were accurately represent in actual time spent on these activities to the best of my knowledge
and experience and therefore should be included in the time computation of the overhead rate.

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true
and correct and that this deciaration is true and correct to the best of my own knowledge or information or
belief.

Executed this 9 day of October, 2017 at San Marcos, California.

Kevin Menzies, Declarant




FINDING 1 - DOMESTIC VIOLENCE CALLS FOR ASSISTANCE COMPONENT

ISSUE 1: NUMBER OF DOMESTIC VIOLENCE RELATED CALLS FOR ASSISTANCE

The City of San Marcos (City) asks to be allowed the use of actual Domestic Violence (DV) Statistics
provided for fiscal years 2001-02 through 2006-07 in lieu of estimates developed by the State
Controller’s Office (SCO), which proposed to use an average of the five most recent years of the audit.

The SCO proposed to use estimated case counts for these years because the San Diego Sheriff's Office
{SDSO) converted its data to a new system in 2007 and were not able to generated the detailed reports
SCO requested during the audit - a detailed report showing each incident by case number, date and
Penal Code for all the fiscal years.

The SDSO did however maintain the total annual case counts in summary format and believes these
reports are adequate to prove the total number of Domestic Violence cases for which reports were
written in compliance with the State Mandated program particularly since all the other five fiscal years
audited proved 100% reliability.

From FY 2001-02 through the present, the City had greatly reduced their crime rates {including domestic
violence) through aggressive redevelopment programs. This decrease in domestic viclence is
collaborated by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) Crime Reports attached in
Appendix A. (See pages 9 -10 of the April 2007 Report and Page 11 of the April 2008 Report).

Using an average from just the five most recent audited years does not adequately compensate the City
for actual mandate related DV case costs. This SCO averaging resulted in an approximately 10%
reduction to the City’s costs claimed.

The City believes that it has satisfied the requirement to provide “actual” and “contemporaneous”
statistics which are supported from three separate sources, all of which were prepared based on
contemporaneously provided data:

1. The San Diego County Automated Regional Justice Information System (ARJIS) Reporting system,
(Appendix A — provides copies of contemporaneous faxes transmitted by the SDSO to the consultant
showing Actual Domestic Violence report statistics by fiscal year.)

2. Prior year SANDAG “Crime in the San Diego Region Reports” from 2002, 2007, and 2008 were
located and provided to the SCO and attached in the Cities Response to the Draft Audit
Report(Exhibit 2} and are also included in the Final Audit Report {Appendix A page 40 of 2002
SANDAG Report; page 25 of 2007 SANDAG Report; and page 25 of 2008 SANDAG Report). These
statistics show that their numbers match DOJ statistics and are extremely close to ARJIS data
provided {the variance can be explained by the fact that ARJIS data was reported on a fiscal rather
than calendar year basis).

3. The State Department of Justice {DOJ) Crime Statistics Reports, which local agencies are required to
submit data on a monthly, contemporaneous basis.

Each of these sources shows that DV case counts were higher than that allowed by SCO estimates. This
should provide adequate and reasonable support to the actual statistics provided by the San Diego
County Sheriff's Office for all years because:




1) the results show that there was extremely low variance between the actual data provided by the
County generated from the ARJIS system and Department of Justice Statistics claimed.

2) the SCO audited five years of SDSO ARJIS data, or about half of the years in question, and found “the
data to be reliable and accurate”.

Crime Statistic Reports for the Department of Justice

Analysis of Incident Report Counts

Actual

County

Provided SCO

CLAIMED DO)J Stats ARJIS Stats ALLOWED
{calendar year} {fiscal year)

FY 01-02 208 208 333 e
FY 02-03 356 356 360 _ 274
FY 03-04 323 323 394 SR 2Th
FY 04-05 359 359 336 el T
FY 05-06 371 371 350 o oma
FY 06-07 373 373 B 346 S g
FY 07-08 291 291 o 236
FY 08-09 224 224 ‘ 266 ' 266
FY 09-10 288 288 o 336 336
FY 10-11 309 309 “ =3 270 w70
FY 12-12 155 (misentry) 251 ; h. 1264 L 64
TOTAL 3,257 3,353 3,491 3,016

Claiming instructions state: “Actual costs must be traceable and supported by source documents that
show the validity of such costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the reimbursable
activities. A source document is a document created at or near the same time the actual cost was
incurred for the event or activity in question.”

The SCO stated in their Audit Report {page 21) that “[t]he SCO relied on actual supporting
documentation for the incident counts provided in FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12.” This source
documentation was the ARJIS data. The SCO found that data to be reliable and accurate as stated on
page 10 of the Audit Report, “We concluded the SDSO did a sufficient and appropriate job of generating
the data from ARJIS”. Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that ARJIS data, as well as DO)J data, which
was prepared and submitted contemporaneously, shouid also be reliable sources for the prior fiscal
years. DOJ data is also subject to their own internal audit procedures to ensure validity of data
submitted. For these reasons, the City requests that either ARJIS or DOJ data be used in lieu of the $CO
developed averages.




FINDING 1, ISSUE 2: CONTRACT HOURLY RATES

The City disagrees with the SCO statements that the City overstated claimed rates and that the rates were
overstated because the City used inconsistent methodologies to compute claimed rates. The methodologies used
by the City to compute the billing rates were consistent with contract language. (see Appendix B — Sheriff
Contracts and Indirect Cost Support)

There were three contracts that governed the City’s Law Enforcement services with the San Diego County (County)
Sheriff's Department during the time period under audit. The first contract dated June 25, 1996 covered the
period from FY 1996-97 to FY2001-02. The second contract dated June 11, 2002 covered the period from FY 2002-
03 to FY 2006-07. And the third contract dated November 6, 2007 covered the period from FY2007-08 to FY 2011-
%

During the FY 2001-02 through FY 2006-07 time pericd, the City was billed for law enforcement services on a full
cost per Patrol Deputy basis. The County’s “Unit Cost” charge was based on the number of Deputies they
“purchased”, and all overhead costs (which included an allocation for Sergeant & Detective Position support) were
built into that one rate. (See Appendix B)

Accordingly, the City claimed costs using the Unit Cost far the Deputy position, and did not include any additional
costs for the Sergeant to review and approve reports, as were eligible, since their costs were already factored into
the Deputy’s hourly rate.

Comingling of multipte positions in a contract situation is very common. When an agency contracts for outside
tegal or consulting services, for example, the rates charged typically include other support and administrative
positions, such allocations of costs for secretaries, receptionist, clerks, etc. The inclusion of support staff by the
County in the Deputy’s hourly rates is the same principle. The City is not aware of any case where the SCO
deconstructed attorney or consultant billed rates because the rates had included other overhead charges and not
just the actual employee salary. This is standard practice for external contract services.

Instead of using the Unit Cost as a whole contract service cost to determine the actual costs incurred by the City,
the SCO’s deconstructed the rates based on what the County paid only its own Deputy position. The
deconstruction of the Unit Cost is inappropriate because it does not reflect actual costs and actual methods by
which the services were billed to the City pursuant to the contract.

If the Commission determines the decanstruction method used by the SCO is valid, then the City believes the
indirect rate should account for all the applicable overhead costs charged in the contract as they are valid costs per
OMB A-87. Because the SCO developed rates did not include all the actual overhead billed to the City, the claims
were incorrectly reduced {discussed in more detail in the following “FINDING 2. MISSTATE INDIRECT COSTS”
section).

The SCO is required to reimburse claimants for actual costs incurred, not discounted rates computed by the SCO.
Administrative or support costs are allowable under OMB A-87 and claiming instructions. While $CO could
guestion if a cost was excessive or unreasonable, the SCO does not have the authority to deconstruct actual
billable hourly rates charged by a vendor and agreed to contractually.

City requests reinstatement of costs based on actual contractual obligated hourly rates billed.



FINDING 2. MISSTATED INDIRECT COSTS —

FY 2001-02 THROUGH FY 2006-07 INDIRECT COSTS

The City is asserting that 1} the 10% indirect cost claimed is justified, and 2) the 5CO deconstructed contract ICRP
rates are inappropriate and unfairly determined.

1. The 10% Indirect Cost

The SCO stated on page 27 of the Audit Report, “The city inappropriately claimed contract services costs as direct
fabor and computed indirect costs base on direct labar when in fact the ¢ity did not incur any direct or indirect
labor costs.” The City and the SCO agreed that this was a contract service, but it is the SCO that deconstructed the
rate billed by the County, which necessitated the computation of an indirect Cost Rate Proposal {ICRP} rate at all.

The City’s position regarding indirect costs for these years is that ICRP rates did not have to be computed for this
time period, because the County charged hourly rates already included all indirect costs, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF
LIABILITY and some equipment charges which were billed separately in the contact. Therefore, the City
determined claiming the 10% was appropriate to compensate the City for the separately billed costs and also for
the citywide overhead costs incurred to administer the contract (legal, management, finance, etc.)

Since both departmental and City-Wide overhead costs are an eligible OMA A-87 indirect cost items, some method
of compensating the City for these charges needs to be factored in. The SCO was inconsistent an their
explanations regarding overhead. On page 27 of the Audit Report, they stated that because the service was a
contract and not direct labor costs that somehow it precluded the City from claiming the 10% default rate. But on
the other hand, the SCO allowed an average rate of 47.7% which they computed using averages. Therefore, it is
clear that the SCO did acknowledge that the City is due some overhead, despite the contractual nature of the
employees. The City is happy to use whatever method the SCO desires, but wishes to obtain fair compensation
for ALL direct and indirect costs.

2. Deconstructed Contract ICRP Rates

As indicated above, the City disagrees with the SCO usage of the deconstructed contract rates. The usage of the
deconstructed contract rate would be reasonable if all indirect costs charged were included in the ICRP as
contractually agreed to.

The City disagrees with the SCO statement on page 23 of the Audit Report that stated information was not
available to calculate actual ICRP rates for this time frame and therefore the SCO was required to calculate an
average. This information is available in the County CLEP sheets the SCO obtained during the audit. These sheets
show how each rate was computed.

For example, the County Sheriff Department’s FY 2001-02 CLEP COSTING table (See Appendix B, column 1,page
161), shows that for each Deputy position {cost = $146,042 per deputy), a fraction of a Sergeant’s cost was
included as overhead ($23,613 per Depuly ) and also a portion of a Station Detective ($39,211 per Deputy).

The CLEP sheet also shows all the other overhead items built into the rates for each fiscal year. These items
included allocated costs for Services and Supplies, Vehicle charges, Space rental, Management Support and
Liability. Afl of these items are considered allowable indirect charges pursuant to OMB A-87 and ACTUAL data was
available for each year. This actual data could have been used to develop an actual ICRP rate. Instead, the SCO
used an average they developed from FY 2007-08 to FY 2011-12.

The 5CO’s statement regarding the computation of the rates is based on a “new” methodology s incorrect. The
rates are computed and prepared exactly as other ICRP rates are computed and is the same as the SCO used to
compute their allowable FY 20607-08 through FY 2011-12 rates. The items considered direct and indirect costs



would be classified the same if the City had its own police department. (see pages 16-20 — “Indirect Cost Rate
Proposal)

The City requests the claim be based on actual billing rates; however, if the Commission believes that
deconstruction of rates is appropriate, then the SCO be required to compute actual ICRP rates for these years using

the County CLEP reports.

FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 indirect costs

As discussed above, if the SCO deconstructed method is to be followed, the City requests that all applicable,
contractually obligated, indirect costs be included in the computation of the ICRP rates.

The County job descriptions state that the “Purpose and Distinguishing Characteristics “of the Sergeant position “is
to provide supervision over the activities of a team, unit or division of deputies and or professional staff.” Further,
they state that, “This class represents the first level of supervision of sworn staff in the Sheriff's Department”.

The SCO allowed only one sergeant {Administrative Sergeant] in their computation of the ICRP rates. The SCO
states, “we already accounted for all appropriate contracted labor costs and contracted overhead that benefited
the implementation of the entire contract.”

The SCO did not explain why the other approximately seven Sergeants who also have administrative and support
duties were not considered allowable or “appropriate”. Inclusion of only one of the seven is arbitrary and does not
reflect the actual overhead incurred in the contract. Also, Detective charges were also excluded from the
overhead computation, but those costs had always been considered overhead charges in prior contracts.

According to Sheriff Administrative Lieutenant (station Supervisor}, the contract and county job descriptions, ALL
Sergeants are administrative/support positions to the Deputies and therefore, all should be included into the
computation of the overhead rate.

During the course of the audit, the City asked the SCO staff what documentation would be required to prove the
other Sergeants were indeed administrative and support positions, but the City received no response or direction.
The City provided job descriptions, contracts and the Commanding officers statement along with his estimate of
percentage of time each position spent on administrative duties. The City would be happy to provide other
support if told what would satisfy the SCO.



San Marcos Crime Statistic IRC {(additional support)

The City of San Marcos contracts with San Diego County for provision of Law Enforcement Services.
There were three contracts that governed the city’s Law Enforcement services with the County Sheriff's
Department during the time period under audit. The first contract dated June 25, 1996 covered the
period from FY 1996-97 to FY2001-02. The second contract dated June 11, 2002 covered the period
from FY 2002-03 to EY 2006-07. And the third contract dated November 6, 2007 covered the period
from FY2007-08 to FY 2011-12. (copies of those complete documents follow)

FY 2001-02 rates - governed by the first contract dated June 25, 1996

FY 2002-03 through FY 2006-07 rates - governed by the second contract dated June 11, 2002

Deputy Rates:

These contracts’ language specifies the cost and manner of billing that the City and County agreed to.
Therefore, the actual billed rates and methods should be used when calculating the eligible costs of the
claim as the law requires agencies to be reimbursed for ACTUAL costs incurred in compliance with the
mandate. The contract stated (emphasis added in the following citing of the contract sections).

Section 1. SCOPE OF SERVICE

“The County, through the San Diego County Sheriff's Department, shall provide general law
enforcement services via the various unit configurations of Patrol Service Options listed in Attachment

A of this agreement. To the extent such units are provided within CITY, their services, together with all
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normal back-up auxiliary services related thereto...” (Note - Sergeant administrative supportis

considered normal auxiliary back up built into the Deputy rates during these years.)
Section 2. LEVELS OF SERVICE

a) By April 1 of each year, CITY shall determine the level of general law enforcement services
required within the CITY for the following fiscal year. Such level of service shall not be less than
one continuous twenty-four hour per day patrol unit {one (1} eight-and-one-half- hour unit on
each of three (3) shifts), every day.

Section 5. CONTRACT COSTS

a) The contract cost for services provided by the COUNTY shall be based upon the COUNTY’S actual
cost of such services for identifiable units of service in accordance with Attachment A. Total
costs for said services shall be determined by multiplying the unit cost of each identifiable
service option by the number of units of service to be provided, and multiplying the product
derived by the CITY’S applicable beat factors, as defined below.”

ATTACHMENT A shows the Service Unit Costs by hour of service selected by the CITY. The Contract
clearly shows the method of billing is based on the type of unit. In the case of this mandate, most of the
eligible activities {the time to write the Domestic Violence Report) is completed by a PATROL DEPUTY.




Therefore, the Cost is provided in schedule B showing total annualized cost per unit and total hours of
service provided.

The City’s only discretion provided in the contract is selecting the number and type of Units.

There is no discretion to City regarding price lincluding the overhead included in the rates}.

ATTACHMENT B shows the CITY selected units by Category, Unit Cost, Type of Unit, Beat Factor, and
Total Net Costs,

ATTACHMENT C shows how the Unit Costs were computed and applicable overhead charges {less
liability) billed to the City.

It includes both Station Level Support (overhead} as well as Allocated Regional Support {overhead)
charges.

The SCO must reimburse CITY for actual costs billing based on the unit cost methods specified by the
Contract. Deconstruction of rates, and arbitrary and average overhead rates should not be used to
calculgte reimbursable costs.

SUPPORT OF THE USE OF THE 10% DEFAULT ICRP RATE DURING FY 2001-02 — FY 2007-08:

The following subsections of Sections 5 of the contract outline that additional overhead costs apply to
the City that are not billed directly in the Contracted Deputy hourly rates which justifies the 10% default
ICRP rate allowed in the claiming instructions since not all overhead costs are accounted for in the
Contract rates as specified.

“Saction &) CITY and COUNTY agree to a fixed annual liability cost per the Attachment D for the term of
this agreement.” (Also ATTACHMENT A footnote also specifies that “ jability cost is excluded from
‘Annualized Cost’, and as an eligible overhead item, must be included in the computation of the total cost
of the service.}

“Section h) The CITY shall pay all costs which are mandatory as of effective date of this contract for any
city police force to pursuant to state or federal statute or case law, if such costs are not included in the
agreed-to costs enumerated in... Attachment B. “

“Section j} The COUNTY shall provide all labor, supplies, equipment, services, and materials required for
its performance of the foregoing law enforcement services; except that the CITY shall, at its own
expense, supply any special stationary, supplies notices, or forms which are to be issued in the name of
the CTIY.”

The County hourly billing rates in the contract Attachments A and B do not include the above listed
additional overhead costs, therefore, application of the 10% default ICRP rate is justified.

FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12 rates - governed by the third contract dated November 6,
2007

ICRP Rates:




The contract states {emphasis added in the following citing of the contract sections):
Section Il. SCOPE OF SERVICES
B. Law Enforcement Services

“COUNTY, through the SHERIFF will provide general and specialized Iaw enforcement and traffic
services to CITY as outlined in Attachment B. Law Enforcement Services consist of enforcement of

the Cal Penal Code, the Cal Vehicle Code, and pertinent regulatory ordinances as adopted by the City
Council of the CITY, as well as direct supervision of law enforcement personnel assigned to provide

Law Enforcement Services to CITY; all to the extent necessary and appropriate to meet the

Standards of Service described in Section IV.D. of this Agreement.”
IV. B. 2. Patrol Services

“COUNTY though SHERIFF shall provide general law enforcement services via the various options
listed in Attachment A of this Agreement. To the extent such staff is provided within CITY, their
services, together with all normal ancillary services related thereto, shall primarily provide
enforcement of the Cal Penal Code, Cal Vehicle Code, and pertinent regulator ordinances as adopted
by City Council of CITY.”

V. C. Modified Cost Center

“1. Cost Center Development: A Cost Center model showing both the CITY and COUNTY costs for
each station will be developed.”

“3 Direct Costs : Each CITY will pay for direct staff, which includes deputies, detectives, sergeants
and Community Services Officers.”

3 Overhead Costs: All other CITY costs will be pooled and allocated as overhead to all the cities

based on their number of deputy and community services officers. All deputy positions will be
allocated the same overhead amount and community services officers will be allocated one half
of the amount of overhead allocated to a deputy. City costs will be listed in Attachment C.”

IV. E. Beat Factor

1. “Beat Factor Application: Beat Factor if the is the percentage of the total on call time spent by
contracted patrol and traffic units inside the CITY limits. Beat Factor will be applied only to the

cost of Patrol and Traffic Deputies and their immediate supervisor.”

According to the contract in Section V. C. a model showing both City and County costs shall be
developed. Section V. C. 3 says that “City overhead costs will be listed in Attachment C”. The top of this
report “Attachment C - Overhead Cost Detail Sheet” shows “Station Support Staff “and further down the
report, additional overhead costs charged to the City including Ancillary Support, Supplies, Vehicles,
Space, Management Support & Liability.

Sergeant position, are dedicated and not shared with the County, however their job duties are still
primarily support/administrative. Job descriptions did not change — only the fact that specific deputies




are now paid for directly by the City and work exclusively for the City. As such, these positions should
be a part of the ICRP indirect cost pool because these positions are first line supervisors of staff. Both
City and County assessed overhead charges are ACTUAL costs incurred in the Sheriff contract and are
necessary to support the sworn staff in their law enforcement duties,

Section | B. of the Contract states that the “County will provide law enforcement services as well as
direct supervision of law enforcement personnel assigned “. Section IV. E. identifies Sergeants as

immediate supervisors of the Deputies.

County job descriptions state that the “Purpose and Distinguishing Characteristics “of the Sergeant
position “is to provide supervision over the activities of a team, unit or division of deputies and or
professional staff.” Further, it state that, “This class represents the first leve! of supervision of sworn
staff in the Sheriff's Department”.

The contract’s reference to SERGEANT and DETECTIVE SERGEANT Positions in Direct Costs section
clarifies the positions that are paid for directly by the City. The positions identified as direct mean that
the City pays for these positions they work for the city exclusively. They are not shared staff positions as
the other non-specified staff are. The term “direct” in the contract does not refer to the job duties of
these individuals. This language should not be confused with the ICRP meaning of the terms direct or
indirect costs.

The Station Lieutenant determined that the percent allocation of their time to administrative/support:

Admin Sergeant = 90% administrative/support
Dedicated Sergeants = 70% Admin/Support
Sergeants (Patrol) = 70% admin/support
Sergeant {Traffic) = 90% admin/support
Sergeant (Detective) = 90% admin/support

The Detective class of employees is also a specialist that is assigned to assist and support the Deputies
on more complex and difficult cases/investigations. In the early years of the contract, these positions
were considered support/county indirect positions.

The City requests that the Sergeant Staff and Detective staff are added as specified above as well as the
2l other Contracted Overhead Support Cost identified in the Contract (both City and County support
charges) to the ICRP calculations to properly reflect the City’s actual costs incurred.




The following discussion supports this conclusion.

According to the contract, under Section IV. STANDARDS OF SERVICE A. Anticipated Service Qutcome:
“The anticipated outcome of law enforcement services provided by COUNTY through SHERIFF to CITY

under this Agreement is the provision of efficient and effective police protection and the performance of
all duties as required by law or contract.”

B. Performance Standards in the same section states, “COUNTY through SHERFF shall provide CITY
with qualified personnel to meeting the following performance standards and scope of service.”

B. 1.General: “...COUNTY shall assure SHERIFF’S status as an accredited law enforcement
agency...”

C. Assignment of Personnel

1. Sheriff's Responsibility: “The management, direction, supervision and discipline of SHERIFF

personnel, the standards of performance, and all other matters incident to the performance of
services, shall be performed by and be the responsibility of COUNTY through SHERIFF in
SHERIFF'S sole but reasonable judgment and in accordance with the provisions of applicable
labor agreements. SHERIFF shall be the appointing authority for all personnel provided to CITY
and shall have complete discretion as the assignment of all individual SHERIFF personnel

under this agreement.”

D. Staffing for Basic Services: “COUNTY through SHERIFF shall staff CITY as described in
Attachment B in order to provide Law Enforcement Services. SHERIFF shall ensure that
adequate number of qualified SHERIFF personnel are provide to CITY at all times during the
term of this Agreement to meet the Law Enforcement Services, Scope of Services and Standards

of Service commitments set forth herein and at no less staffing and classification levels
established in the most current Attachment B.”

These sections of the contract illustrate that the SD County Sheriff's Department has the responsibility
to determine and provide adequate staffing to efficiently and effectively provide law enforcement
services. The staffing decisions (including the support position staffing at the City Stations) are their
responsibly to ensure compliance of the terms and conditions of the contract. The overhead cost is
fixed and non-negotiable and are stated to be “necessary and appropriate” as well as “efficient in
achieving the law enforcement objectives of the department”.

Since the State is required to reimburse agencies for their “Actual Cost” incurred in compliance with the
mandate and because this overhead is a reasonable, actual, and properly support cost incurred in
commission of the mandate, the City believes those costs must be reimbursed by the State.
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SHERIFF'S SERGEANT Pl Bades

Bargaining Unit: Deputy Sheriff's Unit BESTR0

|| COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
| Established Date: Jan 25, 1960
i Revision Date: Aug 20, 2014

SALARY RANGE

$43.14 - $47.59 Hourly
$3,666.90 - $4,045.15 Biweekly
$7,944.95 - $8,764.49 Monthly
$95,339.40 - $105,173.90 Annually

.
wr

j CLASSIFICATION PURPOSE AND DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS

| To provide supervision over the activities of a team, unit or division of deputies and/or
professional staff; and to perform other law enforcement duties as assigned; and to |
perform related work as required. ‘

Sheriff's Sergeants are sworn peace officers allocated only to the Sheriff's
Department. This class represents the first level of supervision of sworn staff in the
Sheriff's Department. Positions in this class supervise Deputy Sheriff's and/or
professional staff engaged in department activities within a team, unit or division on a
daily operational basis. The next higher class, Sheriff’s Lieutenant, assists in the
general supervision of a division and has more administrative responsibility.

The complete Deputy Sheriff's classification series includes the following:

| Deputy Sheriff (Class No. 005746)

! Sheriff’s Sergeant (Class No. 005790)
Sheriff's Lieutenant {Class No. 005780)
Sheriff's Captain (Class No. 005775)
Sheriff's Commander (Class No. 005778)

The examples of functions listed in this class specification are representative
but not necessarily exhaustive or descriptive of any one position in the class.
Management is not precluded from assigning other related functions not listed
herein if such functions are a logical assignment for the position. Reasonable
accommodation may be made to enable an individual with a qualified disability
to perform the essential functions of a job, on a case-by-case basis.

Essential Functions:

1. Enforces and investigates violations of local, state, and federal laws as applicable,
Page 1 0f 6
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using established and proper iaw enforcement techniques, policies, procedures,
regulations, and complying with the law.

Supervises, trains, and evaluates the performance of a team, unit, or division.
Intervenes immediately in potentially violent emergency situations, giving verbal
commands in a loud, clear, understandable voice to involved persons or members
of the public; establishes control of situations and directs movements of civilians;
provides immediate emergency medical assistance.

Chases crime perpetrators or other suspects, using a vehicle and driving at high
speeds, often under dangerous conditions; engages in chases by foot, which may
involve running fast for short distances, then exerting physical force for minutes
at a time, jumping across or over objects, climbing various structures, or
subsequently apply physical force against individuals, who may be distraught,
disoriented, intoxicated, angry, hostile, violent, or medicated.

. Investigates crimes, traffic accidents, or other pubiic safety incidents by carefully

questioning and observing victims, complaining parties, witnesses, suspects,
and/or others with relevant information: secures crime scenes or sites of traffic
accidents; identifies and protects physical evidence from destruction or
contamination, and controls access in accordance with training and departmental

policy; conducts field sobriety tests, as needed.

. Makes appropriate judgments of needed actions for a wide variety of situations,

including legal jurisdiction for interventions; adapts responses, according to

established departmental policy, criminal codes, conditions, and specifics of a
situation; uses sound, professional judgment and common sense to request
assistance of other law enforcement officers, public health or safety officials,
emergency medical personnel and/or medical examiners staff.

_ Maintains accurate manual or electronic notes and logs of investigation, crimes,

arrests, vehicle accidents or other incidents during shift; prepares accurate and
thorough written documentation and reports, as directed by department policy.
Provides advice and information to citizens regarding decisions, departmental
policies, and methods of follow-up; serves as primary contact with the public;
provides information or referrals to know community resources, medical facilities,
special divisions of the department or other government agencies for assistance.

. Conducts searches of vehicles, commerdcial buildings, persons, residences, or

other properties to investigate incidents, locate and apprehend suspects, or to
deter threats to public safety in accordance with legal guidelines, training, and
department policy; assists in search and rescue operations to locate crime victims
or missing persoens.

Uses appropriate methods of approved direct intervention, as needed, to subdue
or restrain individuals; makes decisions regarding effective and appropriate use of
force (up to and including deadly force), based on sound professional judgment,
common sense, training, departmental policy and legal guidelines in order to
protect the lives and safety of self, other public safety officers, emergency medical
personnel, or members of the public.

Appears in court to testify in a variety of cases; meets with representatives of the
Attorney General, District Attorney, Defense Counsel, or other agencies to
provide testimony or information in response to subpoenas or for legal
depositions.

Observes and assesses situations on an ongoing basis, and takes appropriate
actions to prevent or resolve any potential public safety problems, using
professional judgment and appropriate application of law and department policies.
Ensures equal protection and services to members of the public, regardless of
culture, race, ethnicity, gender, immigrant status, political affiliation, life style,
sexual orientation, and/or socio-economic backgrounds; communicates effectively
with departmental staff, supervisors, superior officers, and other law enforcement
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or public safety representatives and the media.

14. Takes charge of investigations of difficult and important criminal cases.

15. Takes statements from complainants, witnesses, and principals.

16. Extradites prisoners.

17. Acts as a Lieutenant in his/her absence.

118, Receives, reviews, and prepares reports. a

| 19. Completes studies and reports as directed by superiors.

20. Coordinates and administers training of subordinates.

21. As a desk sergeant, evaluates requests for pofice aid and supervises the dispatch
of police personnel in response.

22. Provides responsive, high quality service to County employees, representatives of
outside agencies and members of the public by providing accurate, complete and
up-to-date information, in a courteous, efficient and timely manner.

KNOWLEDGE, SKIILS AND ABILITIES

Knowledge of:

Law enforcement principles and practices

Department policies, procedures, rules, and regulations

Current emergency procedures and disasters guidelines and protocol
Principles and practices of supervision

Grievance and discipline processes

Training techniques

State and Federal civil and criminal law and court decisions

Local, state, and federal law enforcement agencies 9
County geographical area

Data collection, analysis, and interpretation

Report writing technigues

Business English

Basic Mathematics

Government organization functions and services

Modern office practices including information management and technology
County customer service objectives and strategies

Telephone, office and online etiquette

Current technology and trends in the profession |
i The General Management System (GMS) in principle and in practice |

..‘0...............

sSkills and Abilities to:

* Supervise, train, evaluate and discipline subordinate staff

* Meet firearms qualifications standard as defined by Sheriff's Department Policies
and Procedures

& prioritize work and respond to a multitude of tasks/assignments to meet
established deadlines

¢ Write clearly and concisely with technical accuracy in English

* Read and interpret complex technical documents in English

* Compute mathematical data, including addition, subtraction, muitiplication,

‘ division, and percentages with and without a calculator

: ¢ Correctly interpret normal or stressful situations and undertake appropriate

| courses of action

i e Exercise defensive driving skills

g ¢ Communicate effectively orally and in writing

e Establish effective working relationships with management, employees, employee

Page 3 of 6
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i representatives and the public representing diverse cuftures and backgrounds

! * Treat County employees, representatives of outside agencies and members of the
public with courtesy and respect

* Communicate effectively with a variety of individuals representing diverse cultures
and backgrounds and function calmiy in situations, which require a high degree of
sensitivity, tact and diplomacy

¢ Assess the customer’'s immediate needs and ensure customer’s receipt of needed
services through personal service or making appropriate referral

¢ Provide prompt, efficient and responsive service

* Exercise appropriate judgment in answering questions and releasing information;
analyze and project consequences of decisions and/or recommendations

Desirable Traits

Leadership, Communicates Effectively, Knowledge Worker, Holds Self and Others
Accountable, Problem Solving and Innovation, Demonstrates Ethical Behavior,

| Leverages Resources {Coaches and Develops), Drives to Excel, Maximizes Team
Effectiveness, Supportive of Change

Education and/or Experience:
Education, training, and/or experience that demonstrate possession of the knowledge,
skills, and abifities listed above. Example of qualifying education/experience:

1. California P.O.S.T Basic Law Enforcement Certificate; AND
2. Four (4) years experience as a County of San Diego, Law Enforcement, Deputy
Sheriff.

Note: Intermediate P.0O.S.T Certificate is highly desirable. Individuals must meet
requirements of lower levels classifications in this series.

-

REQUIRED LICENSES, CERTIFICATIONS OR REGISTRATIONS

License

Required licenses, certifications, and registrations must be maintained throughout
employment in this class. ;

A valid California Class C driver’s license, which must be maintained throughout :
employment in this class, is required at time of appointment. Employees in this class
may be required to use their personal vehicle.

Certification/Registration

California P.0Q.S.T Basic Law Enforcement Certificate.
SPECIAL NOTES

Working Conditions

Work takes place either in an office environment, Sheriff’s facility, or in the field. Work
involves daily exposure to computer screens. Incumbents must be willing to work any 4
Page 4of 6
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| shift at any courthouse or detention facility in the County of San Diego. Incumbents

i may be required to subdue, restrain, or use physical force to maintain custody and/or
‘ control of inmates. Incumbents may be required to wear a respirator, gas mask,

[ and/or self-contained breathing apparatus.

|

Essential Physical Characteristics

i The physical characteristics described here are representative of those that
must be met by an employee to successfully perform the essential functions of
| this classification. Reasonable accommodations may be made to enable an
individual with a qualified disability to perform the essential functions of a job,
on a case-by-case basis.

¢ Continuous: upward and downward flexion of the neck

* Frequent: sitting, repetitive use of hands to operate computers, printers and
copiers; standing, walking, bends, stoops, twists, and crouches for extended
periods of time; sitting for long periods of time, bending and stooping, twisting of
waist

| * (Occasional: Reaching above and below shoulder level, and lifting and carrying of
files weighing up to 10 pounds

* Vision correctable to at least 20/30; glasses/hard lenses minimum 20/100
uncorrected - No minimum uncorrected visual acuity for soft lenses i

* Fine finger dexterity to operate keyboards and writing materiais

* Comprehending auditory inputs; identifying and distinguishing various visual and
audio inputs; accurately identifying and distinguishing colors; accurately
identifying and distinguishing the smell of different chemicals and materials

* Giving verbal commands in a clear, understandable voice

Applying first aid, CPR, or other approved techniques to help any injured or

incapacitated person

Lifting 100 pounds to waist-level and dragging 200 pounds 50 feet

Running fast for short distances

Exerting physical force for minutes at a time

Jumping across or over objects

Climbing various structures

Applying physical force against individuals

Background Investigation

Must have a reputation for honesty and trustworthiness. Felony convictions will be
| disqualifying. Misdemeanor convictions may be disqualifying depending on type,

| number, severity, and recency. Prior to appointment, candidates will be subject to a
| thorough background investigation that may include a psychological, truth
verification or other examination or test.

PROBATIONARY PERIOD AND.CLASS HISTORY

Incumbents appointed to permanent positions in this classification shall serve a
probationary period of 12 months.

New: January 25, 1960
Revised: December 30, 1998
Reviewed: Spring 2004
Revised: November 5, 2008

Pag’e %QV 6



INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL
San Marcos - audit for Crime Stats

Sheriff
Fiscal Year
2006-07
Excludable Allowable Allowable
Total Unallowahle indirect Direct
Description of Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs
>
Salaries & Benefits
Salaries & Wages $444 528 $180,683 $263,845
Overtime
Benefits
Total $444, 528 $180,683 $263,845
Services & Supplies
Services and Supplies $4,709 $4,709
Vehicles $25,562 $25,562
Facilities (Space) $9,973 $9,973
Management Support $19,942 $19,942
Liability
Total $60,186 $60,186
Capital Expenditures
Total
ITotal Expenditures $504,714 $240,869 $263,845||
Cost Plan Costs
Total
[rotal Alloc. Indirect Costs $504,714 $240,869 $263,845]|

91.3% $240,889 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs
e T $263,845 Total Direct Salaries




San Marcos - audit for Crime Stats

Sheriff
Fiscal Year
2006-07
100% Admin. or Support Staff
Name/Position Annual Salary

Sergeant (70%) $28,251
Other Support $31,024
Station Area Detectives (70%) $43,438
Communication Center 527,591
Crime Prevention 38,254
Juveniie Intervention $5,523
Regional Support $36,603
TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $180,683

77
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~ | :
(ther Salories & Benefiid (Excluding Region
7Y 2008-2007 Summary

Fastor Average Uniform
Salaries and Bensfits Per Unit S&E Allowance  Overtime Patro Traffic
hey
Captain 0030 30 81885 %50 B % - k3 5405 § 5485
Admin. Sec. il 0.030 8 g3,042 8 = & - 1,803 1,803
Lisgtenant 0078 5 187875 % 745 % - 13,085 13,085
&r. Volunteer Coordinator (Sgt.) D004 5 147,524 % 728§ - 303 §503
Evidence Clerk {iB uses an Int Ck) 603 $ &3 8 - § 0 - 1,846 1,848
Senior Clark 0.038 % 50,547 $ - § - 2,138 2,138
Der, Aide 0038 % 33,478 % - 3 ~ 1,202 1,202 ey
Receptionist {inter Cik} 3.038 & 51,391 & - 5 - 1,848 1.848 J@Lv
Intermediate Clerk (Patrot) 0056 % &iE%7 8 - % - 2808 . N
Admin Sec. | (Trafic) 0452 & 53121 § - 0§ - T ETgTs
% 21,024 £36202
Station Area Detectives
Datective {Depuly) 0407 o 122744 & Y25 . 7488 § 53300
Detestive Sergearnt 0043 $. 147,524 % 0 725§ 8,788 5,786 .
Det Secratary (Admin Ses 1} 0036 $ 83421 3 - % - 1,808 -
% 52,0548 -
Communications Caenter
5774 Sheriff's Com. Coord. 2% 108,282 % - b = % 218,383
2821 Sherifs Com Disp. 05 §1,534 % - & - -
2822 Shfs Emerg Sves Disp. 74§ 89,432 § - 4 - 5,055,585
2823 Supv. Emerg. Sves Digp. 5% 102,035 % - i - 510,123
$58,/84,271
Number of units supported 24588
Cost per unit 5 27,591
Crime Prevention ‘
5743 Supv Crite Prev Spac 2% 64,708 % - g - 5 122418
5744 Crime Prevention Soec 18 § 55,848 % - 5 - 1,008,524
24584 Crima Analyst 7% 80,948 § - b - 536,535
2700 Crime Frev Inter Cik 5 B 51,381 & S - 256 0584
$ 2,028,534
Humber of units supporied 245.88
Cost psr unit ¥ 8,264
Juvenile intervention
5748 Deputy 11 % 22744 B T2 B - %1,358,162
Number of units suppurted 245,84
Cost per unit § 5h2a
: i
Fiie U/ExcallCOIProjection for FYO508GIen 0/25i2000




APPENDIX A —
STATISTICAL SUPPORT




TABLE OF CONTENTS OF APPENDIX A

. SUMMARY DATA COMPARISON TABLE

. ACTUAL DATA PROVIDED BY SAN DIEGO SHERIFF'S OFFICE (STATISTICS
REPORTED BY FISCAL YEAR)

. DOMESTIC VIOLENCE INCIDENT TABLES FROM 2002, 2007, AND 2008
SANDAG REPORTS (STATISTICS REPORTED BY CALENDAR YEAR)

. COMPLETE SANDAG ANNUAL “CRIME IN SAN DIEGQ” REPORTS FROM 2002,
2007, AND 2008

. STATE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE DOMESTIC VIOLENCE DATA AND
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS (FROM DOJ WEBSITE)




Crime Statistic Report for the Dept of Justice
Analysis of Incident Report Counts

Actual 5CO

CLAIMED DO Stats ARJIS ALLOWED
FY 01-02 208 208 333 274
FY 02-03 356 356 360 274
FY 03-04 323 323 394 274
FY 04-05 359 359 336 274
FY 05-06 371 371 350 274
FY 06-07 373 373 346 274
FY 07-08 291 291 ' 236 SCOAUDIT - 236
FY 08-09 224 224 | 266 266
FY 09-10 288 288 | 336 336
FY 10-11 309 309 270 g 270
FY 11-12 1557 251 264 . .2‘6.4
TOTAL 3,257 3,353 3,491 3,016
average 296 305 317 274 avg

.
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Actual, Contemporaneous,
Statistical Source Documents
provided by San Diego Sheriff’s

Department
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SENT BY: CRIME ANALYSLS; DuD Dt ey e g e

.................

SAN DIEGO SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT

William B. Kolcndcr, Sheriff

Crime Analysis Division
9621 Ridgehaven Court, San Diegv, CA 92123
P.O. Box 429000, San Diego, CA 92142-9000

Date: September 16, 2003
To: Annette Chinn
Organization: Cest Recovery Systems
Fax Number: 916-939-7801

Phone Number: 916-939-7901

ESxaniansmittal

From: Mary Porath

Fax Number: 858- 974-2083

Phone Number: £58. 974-2002

Number of Pages Including Transmitial: 2

Comments: You requested the DU arrests only include alcohol. We can oot
provide that information, as the penal codes for DUI include both

alcohol and drags.




Aug 1S O :31a -
e 3 11:31a Cost Recovery Systems (916) 839-7801 p.l

Cost Recovery Systems |
eot, #2094, Folsom, California 05630

705-2 East Bidwel! Str
Phonre! §16-938-7901 Fax. 916-838-7801

Fax

Tor San Diego Crime Anaiysis Unit From: Annette S. Chinn ‘

Fax:  (858) g974-2083 Pagest 1
Phona: {858} g74-2002 Date: 081 %03 )
Rz Crime Stats for 2 Contract Cities o< o]

i e

d would like to requests critne stats forthe Citles of Enciniias and

{ am warking with the foliowing cittes an
San Marcos for the following types of cases:

Type of Crimes Reported in FY 200203 Encinitas | San Marcos
Number o Vehicles Stolen Local & Recoverad Eisewhere ,} (g
N i of Viciations of P.C. 261, 2615, 262, 286, 288a and 289 To—
Riamber of Registered Sex Offenders {Megan's Law) Lo ==
' Kiumboer of Sex Crimes Reported 17 27
Number of Domestic Viclence Calls for Service and Cases L4 24
20 260 <{”‘“
, Numgjr of DUI Aqﬁtszepmts Encinitas | San Marcos
FY 97-98 " 3
FY 88-99 o al
FY 89-00 W\A ]
S 2 7 o Je 3
FY 0102 219 274
FY 02-03 395 20
Bl R RS

As always, thank you for your assistance an i
T oee o hia info back by Sep. 18, d pleass feef free to call me if you have any questions. if possible,




SAN DIEGO SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT

Willlam B. Kolender, Sheriff

T o e et e e e

Crime Analysis Division
9621 Ridgehaven Court, San Diego, CA 92123
P.O. Box 4290060, San Diego, CA 92142-9000

Date: 08/31/04

Tao: Annetfte Chinn
Organization: Cost Recovery Systems
Fax Number: {916} 939-7801

Phone Number: {916) 939-7901

(FEre Uiramsmniccs)

From: Barbara Schultze
Fax Number: (858) 974-2083

Phone Number: (858) 974-2002

Number of Pages Incinding Transmiteal: Z

Comments:

.........




Tug e uwm wasilp LOGT Kepavery Systems

[816)

939-7801

.1

705-2 East Bigwell Strest, #294, Folsom, California 85630
Fax: 916-938-78(1

Phone: 916-933-7801

Tar San Diego Crime Analysis Unit

From: Anpetie S. Chinn

Fax:  (858) 874-2083 Pages: 1

Phone: (858) 874-2002

Date:  B/242004

Re: Crime Siats for 2 Contract Cilies ooy

| am working with the following ¢ities and would fike to requests crime stats for the Cliies of Encinitas and San

Marcos for the following types of cases:

Type of Crimes Reported in FY 2003-04 Encinitas | San Marcos
Murnbar of Vickations of P.C. 261, 261.5, 262, 286, 2882 and 289 l q 3 0
Number of DU1 Arrests {Adults & .Juveniles, Misd. 8 Felony) L!. l l 13\ Lo
Number of DUI - Controfied Subsiancs Arrests

- 2423 | 2B

Numbar of Domestic Violence Galis for Service 2nd Cases a1\ o 3 q L‘.

Number of High Risk Missing Persons Encinitas | SanMarcos
FY 00-01

[ O

FY 0102 } 8 %\3
F7 0208 e, 20
FY 0304 / 3 Q 3

/l;./—

As slways, thank you for your assistance and please feel free to call me if you have any guestions. If possible,

please fox this info back by Sept. 10.




SENT-HY: CAIME ANALYSIS; 858 974 2083; AUG-15-UD 1393, R

SAN DIEGO COUNTY
SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT

Crime Aralysis Division
P. O. Box 939062
San Ditgo I CA- 92193"9062 Burry R m(gﬂ. Uﬂdﬂ!’!ﬂw‘

Willium B. Kolender, Shenllf

Fax Transmittal

Date: May 16, 2005

To: Annette S. Chinn

Organization: Cost Recovery Systems

Fax Number: 916-939-7801

Phone Number: 916-939-7901

T ——— e e e S s P )

From: Alfred Stumpfhauser

Fax Number: 858-974-2083

Phone Number: 858-974-2002

7] Urgent  [] For Review [[] Please Conment Other: Per your request

Number of Pages Including This Page: 2

Comments.,

CONFIDENTIALITY NOYICE: This facsimile message. including any attachmenis, i for the solc use of the intended reriplent(s) and may
conlain information protected by confidentiality laws or togulations. If you arc not sn intended recipiont, you muy not weview, use, eopy,
discluse or distribute this message of any of the mformation containgd in this mestage 1o anyone, If you are not the intended recipient,

please contast the sender by phone and desiray all copies of this message snd sy aitachawnts. Unimended tmnsmigsion shall not constilule
waiver or any other privilege.

§0-12 (04K04)




SEMT -BY: CRIME ANALYSLS; HhY "i4 2uHY; AUG-1D-UD 1104, rRUE &1 &

San Diego Gounty Sheriff's Departmant
Report of Encinitas and San Marcos Activities to Cosl Recovery Systems
July 1, 2004 through June 30, 2005

< a .
Ty J=n Moy oy

Numbar of Vioiateons of PC 261, 261 5, 262 286, 288a, and 289 16 30
Number of DUl Arresis (Adulie & Juvenileg, Misd. & Felony) 418 223
Nurmber of DUI Arrests - Controlied Substances * *
Number of Arrests - Controllsd Subsiancas 244 261
Number of Domestic Violsnce Calls and Gases 150 336] L ——
Number of Misaing Persons v 138
Number of Missing Persons - Cases not Clearad 3 8
Vehicles Stolen Locally, Recovered Elsawhare 81 117

* Cannot ba detarmined from availeble data

Data Source: ARJS, avallable as of August 8, 2005

Preparad by Sheriff's Crime Analysis Division August 12, 2005




San Diego County Sheriff's Department
Report of Encinitas and San Marcos Activities to Cost Recovery Systems
July 1, 2004 through June 30, 2005

Number of Violations of PC 261, 261.5, 262, 286, 288, and 289
Number of DUI Arrests (Adults & Juveniles, Misd. & Felony)
Number of DUI Arrests - Controlled Substances

Number of Arrests - Controfled Substances

Nurnber of Domestic Violence Calls and Cases

Number of Missing Persons

Number of Missing Persons - Cases not Cleared

Vehicles Stoten Locally, Recovered Elsewhere

* Cannot be determined from available data

Data Source: ARJIS, available as of August 8, 2005

Prepared by Sheriff's Crime Analysis Division August 12, 2005
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SAN DIEGO COUNTY
SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT
© Crime Anshysis Division

?. 0. Box 935062
San Disgo , CA. 92193-9062

Williom §. Kolender, Shevlff

Fax Transmittal

Date: 9/8/06

To: Annette S. Chinn

Organization: Cost Recovery Sysienss

Fax Number: 916-939-7801

Phone Number: 916-939-7901

T PN A TR Y ST S R PR L

From: Alfred Stumpfhauser

Fax Number: 760-510-4881

Phone Number: _760-510-5239

[J Urgent [J ForReviesw [ Please Comment Other: per your request

Number of Pages Including This Page: _2

e e

Comments: FY 05-06 San Marcos and Eucinitas data

CONFIDENTIALITY MOTICE: Thia Gaesimile moange. including aey mtachments, t for the sie e of the ingended recipicni{s) nd ray
vanlsin inforamtion protzcied by confidontiality laws or regulations. 1€ you #re not an irendod reciplent. you may not veview, mc, S0Py,
ﬁmumﬁmmmmmwqufﬂwhﬁmmﬁmcmhﬂhmmgemm. If you e W the intended recipient,
ﬂmmmuuurhbyphmmdmmmuofﬁﬁammmdwm Unintcnded erarsmimsion soall not constiaute
waiver or any olies privilage.

5012 (0404}




89/88/2086 15:25 7605185281
T PAGE ©2/bY
Gan Diego Caunty Sherif's Departmant
Report to Cost Recovery Syatems
Eneinitas and San Marcos Activities
Juty 1, 2005 through Juna 30, 2005
e Vioiations of PG 261, 261.5, 252 e SABa, and 269 5 36
Number of QU Arrests (Aduiis Tuvenies, Misd. & Bhony) 382 187 o
Number of Domestic Viglerce Calls for Servics : 164 350 Q;/C 37
Number of Domestic Violence Cases 138 207
Numbet of Misainy Parsans 78 188
Number of Mis Persons-(:asesnotcteared 3 11
ehicies Stoien Locsty, Repovered Eisewhere © 55 114

Data Source; ARJS, avalable as of August 30, 2006 (exvept *

* Data source: SD Shenff Ratum A

Prapared by Sheriff's Crime Analysig Diviglon August 12, 2005




San Diego County Sheriff's Department
Report to Cost Recovery Systems
San Marcos Activities
July 1, 2006 through June 30, 2007

[Type-of Activity * ' San Marcos -
Number of Violations of PC 261 261.5, 262 286, 288a, and 289 46
Number of DUl Arrests (Adults & Juveniles, Misd. & Felony) 252
Number of Domestic Violence Calls for Service 346
Number of Domestic Violence Cases 298
Number of Missing Persons 192
Number of Missing Persons - Cases not Cleared g
Vehicles Stolen Locally, Recovered Elsewhere * 109

Data Source: ARJIS, available as of October 2, 2007
* Data source: SD Sheriff Return A

Prepared by Sheriff's Crime Analysis Division - San Marcos {Octaber 2, 2007)
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According to national estimates from the NCVS, there were 691,710 nonfatal violent victimizations
committed by current or former spouses, boyfriends, or girlfriends of victims. Intimate partner
violence primarily involving female victims age 12 and older comprised about 85 percent during
2007, Intimate partner viglence made up 20 percent of all nonfatal violent erime against womer in
2001 compared to 3 percent of the nonfatal violence against men. In addition, in 2000, 1,247
wormmen and 440 men were killed by an intimate partner throughout the nation (not shown).

Table 1.4 presents the number of domestic violence incidents that occurred in the region, by
Jurisdiction, for 1988, 2001, and 2002. In both the one- and five-year comparison periods, most
Jurisdictions had an increase in the reported incidents of domestic violence. Between 2001 and 2002,
the increases ranged from 1 percent in El Cajon to 71 percent in San Marcos; from 1998 to 2002,
increases ranged from 1 percent in Carlsbad to 60 percent in San Marcos. The Sheriff’'s Domestic
Violence Response Team {(DVRT) was implemented in San Marcos in 2002, which has contributed to
the increase in reporting in that city. Through responses to SANDAG's annual crime survey,
experienced agency staff expressed that these increases are due in part to better public education,
more citizen awareness, and expanded officer training concerning domestic violence, ail of which
have led to an increase in reporting. Four cities experiencing reductions in domestic violence cases
include Chula Vista, Coronado, La Mesa, and Vista.

Table 1.4
Number of Domestic Violence Incidents by Jurisdiction
S5an Diego Region, 1998, 2001, and 2002

Change
1998 2001 2002 1998-2002 2001-2002
Carlshad 340 247 345 1% 40%
Chula Vista 1,585 1,972 1,840 169% 1%
Coronado 48 64 62 29% -3%
El Cajon 612 8938 903 48% 1%
Escondido 832 912 975 17% 7%
La Mesa 373 359 347 -1% -3%
National City 393 566 598 52% 6%
Oceanside 1,438 1,816 2,069 44% 28%
San Diego 11,230 10,694 10,856 -3% 2%
Sheriff - Total 3,725 3,440 3,827 3% 11%
Del Mar 19 12 9 - -
Encinitas 218 182 203 7% 129%
Imperial Beach 347 205 215 -38% 5%
Lemon Grove 156 118 150 -4% 27%
Poway 181 1 _3_3,_\ _ 155..,,_, -14% 17%
g San Marcos 222 208 5 356 60% 71%
Santee 260 288 308 18% 1%
Solana Beach 33 29 34 3% -
Vista 612 561 521 -15% 1%
Unincorporated 1,677 1,704 1,876 12% 10%
TOTAL 20,592 20,793 21,855 6% 5%
NOTE: If comparison mumbers equal 30 or less, percent changes are omitted.
SOURCE: SANDAG
a0 FRo ML ANNUKL. 2002
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Appendix Tabie 9

NUMBER OF DOMESTIC VIOLENCE INCIDENTS BY JURISDICTION
San Diego Region, 2002, 2005, and 2006

Change
2002 2005 2006 2002-2006 2005-2006

Carlsbad 345 372 472 37% 27%
Chula Vista 1.840 1872 1,841 <1% -7%
Coronado 62 54 50 -19% -T%
El Cajon 903 132 634 -30% -13%
Escondido 975 961 1.029 5% 6%
La Mesa 347 352 363 5% 3%
National City 598 577 479 -20% -17%
Oceanside 2,069 2,267 2,310 12% 2%
San Diego 10,856 3,614 8,673 -20% -10%
Sheriff - Tota! 3,827 4,153 3,951 3% -5%
Del Mar 9 22 27 = e
Encinitas 203 1786 223 10% 27%
Imperiai Beach 215 220 235 9% 7%
Lemon Grove 150 167 165 10% 1%
Poway 185 . 1‘7‘1 147 -5% -14%
> Son Marcos {356 2 31 313 5% 1%
Santee 308 309 276 -10% 1%
Solana Beach 34 32 38 12% 19%
Vista 521 551 543 1% -1%
Unincorporated 1,876 2,134 1,924 3% -10%
TOTAL 21,855 21,104 19,886 9% -6%

NOTES: Total includes a relatively small number of incidents reparted by the San Diego Harbor Police, California Highway
Patrol, California Department of Parks and Recreation, California State University San Marcos, San Diego State University,
University of California San Diege, and individual unincorporated areas in the Sheriff's jurisdiction. If comparison numbers

equal 30 or less, percent changes are omitted,
SOURCE: SANDAG
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Appendix Table 9

NUMBER OF DOMESTIC VIOLENCE INCIDENTS BY JURISDICTION

S5an Diego Region, 2003, 2006, and 2007

Carlsbad

Chula Vista

Coronado

El Cajon

Escandido

La Mesa

National City

Oceanside

San Diego

Sheriff - Total
Del Mar
Encinitas
Imperial Beach
Lemon Grove
Poway
San Marcos
Santee
Solana Beach
Vista

Unincorporated

TOTAL

Change

2003 2006 2007 2003-2007  2006-2007
395 472 438 1% 7%
1,881 1,841 1,818 -3% 1%
57 50 B3 46% 66%
719 634 537 -25% -15%
882 1,020 930 5% 9%
379 363 347 -8% -4%
684 479 351 -49%, 27%
1,998 2,310 2,405 20% 4%
10,526 8,673 8,137 -23% 6%
4,210 3,951 3,718 -12% -6%

g 27 9
208 223 177 -15% 21%
261 235 170 -35% 28%
187 165 163 13% 1%
195 a7 145 -26% 1%
3 ;373 < 22% 22%
281 276 215 -2% 1%
31 38 28 — .

505 543 502 1% -8%
2,160 1,924 1,958 9%, 2%,
21,756 19,886 18,874 -13% -5%

NOTES: "Sheriff-Total" includes the contract cities and the unincorporated area served by the San Diego County Sheriff's
Department. Camp Pendleton is not included. "Unincorporated” includes 45 Ranch (July through December 2007),
Alpine, Fallbrook, Lakeside, Ramona, Spring Valley, and Valiey Center, as well as the unincorporated areas for which
crire data are not individually showr (Campo, Fricinitas Uninc., Imperial Beach Uninc., Julian, Lemon Grove Uninc., Pine
Valley, Poway Uninc., Ranchita, Sarn Marcos Unifnic., Santee Urinc., and Vista Unine.). The individual unincorporated areas
in the Sheriff’s jurisdiction are not required to report domestic violence to the State DOJ Total inciudes a refatively small
number of incidents reported by the Calffornia Department of Parks and Recreation, California Highway Patrol,
California State University San Marcos, San Diego Harbor Police, San Diego State University, and University of California
Sart Diego. Percent changes are not presented for offense numbers of 30 or less.

SOURCE: SANDAG

25

FRoM &

o KM

DAL REPOEN



CRIME IN THE
SAN DIEGO REGION

ANNUAL 2002

APRIL 2003

Criminal Justice Research Division

Donna Allnutt
Gina Misch
Cynthia Burke, Ph.D.

401 B Street, Suite 800 + San Diego, CA 92707-4231 « (619) 595-5300




BOARD OF DIRECTORS

SANDAG

San Diego’s Reglonal Planning Agency

The 18 cities and county government are SANDAG serving as the forum
for regional decision-making. The Association builds consensus, makes
strategic plans, obtains and allocates resources, and provides information on a
broad range of topics pertinent to the region’s quality of life.

CHAIR: Hon. Ron Morrison
VICE CHAIR: Hon. Mickey Cafagna
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR: Gary L. Gallegos

CITY OF CARLSBAD

Hon. Rarnona Finnila, Mayor Pro Tem
(A} Hon. Bud Lewis, Mayor

{A) Hon. Matt Hall, Councilmember

CITY OF CHULA VISTA
Hon. Steve Padilla, Mayor
(A Hon, Patty Davis, Councilmember
{A) Hon. Jerry Rindone, Deputy Mayor

CITY OF CCRONADO
Hon, Phil Monrce, Mayor Pro Tem
{A) Hon. Frank Tierney, Councilmember

CITY OF DEL MAR

Hon, Crystal Crawford, Councilmernber
{A} Hon, Richard Earnest, Deputy Mayor
(A} Hon. David Druker, Mayor

CITY OF EL CAJON
Hon. Mark Lewis, Mayor
(A} Hon. Gary Kendrick, Mayor Pro Tem

CITY OF ENCINITAS
Hon. Christy Guerin, Councilmember
(A) Hon. Maggie Houlihan, Deputy Mayor

CITY OF ESCONDIDO
Hon. Lori Holt Pfeiler, Mayor
{a) Hon Ed Galio, Ceuncilmember

CITY OF IMPERIAL BEACH

Hen. Patricia McCoy, Councilmember
(A) Hon. Diane Rose, Mayor

(A} Hon. Mayda Winter, Councilmember

CITY OF LA MESA

Hon. Art Madrid, Mayor

{A) Hon. Barry Jantz, Councilmember
{A} Hon. David Allan, Councilmember

CITY OF LEMON GROYE

Hon. Mary Sessorn, Mayor

{A) Hon. Jill Greer, Councilmember
{A) Hon. Jerry Jones, Councilmember

CITY OF NATIONAL CITY
Hon. Ron Morrison, Councilmember
{A) Frank Parra, Deputy Mayor

CHITY OF OCEANSIDE

Hon. Jack Feller, Councilmember

(A} Hon. Terry Johnson, Mayor

(A} Hon. Rocky Chavez, Councilmember

CITY OF POWAY

Hon. Mickey Cafagna, Mayor

(A) Hon. Don Higginson, Councilmember
(A) Hon. Robert Emery, Councilmernber

CITY OF SAN DIEGO

Hon. Dick Murphy, Mayor

Hon. Jim Madaffer, Counciimember
{A) Hon. Scott Peters, Councilmember

CITY OF SAN MARCOS
Hon. Corky Smith, Mayor
(A} Hon. Lee Thibadeau, Councilmember

CITY OF SANTEE

Hon. Hal Ryan, Vice Mayor

(A) Hon. Randy Voepel, Mayor

{A) Hon. tack Dale, Councilmember

CITY OF SOLANA BEACH
Hon loe Kellejian, Councilmernber
{A) Hon. David Powell, Councilmember

CITY OF VISTA

Hon. Morris Vance, Mayor

{A) Hon. Judy Ritter, Councilmember

(A} Hon. Bob Campbell, Councilmember

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
Hon, Greg Cox, Chairman
{A) Hon. Ran Roberts, Supervisor

GCALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(Advisory Member}

Jeff Morales, Director

(A) Pedro Orso-Delgado, District 11 Director

METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT BOARD
(Advisory Member)

Leon Williams, Chairman

{A) Hon. Jerry Rindone, Vice Chairman

(A) Hon. Bob Emery, Board Member

NORTH SAN DIEGO COUNTY TRANSIT
DEVELOPMENT BOARD

{Advisory Member)

Hon. Jjudy Ritter, Chalr

{A) Vacant

1A) Hon. Jack Feller, Board Member

IMPERIAL COUNTY

{Advisory Member)

Hon. Victor Carrillo, Supervisor

{A) Hon. Larry Gregan, Counciimember, City of El Centro

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
{Advisory Member)

CAPT Christopher Schanze, USN, CEC
Commander, Southwest Division
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
{A) CAPT Ken Butrym, USN, CEC

SAN DIEGO UNIFIED PORT DISTRICT
{Advisory Member)

less Van Deventer, Commissioner

(A) Michael Bixler, Commissioner

(A) Peter Q. Davis, Commissioner

SAN DIEGO COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY
(Advisory Member)

Hon. Bernie Rhinerson, Director

(A) Hon. Bud Lewis, Director

BAJA CALIFORNIA/MEXICO
{Advisory Member)

Hon. Redulfo Figueroa Aramoni
Consul General of Mexico

As of February 24, 2003



ABSTRACT

TITLE:

AUTHOR:

DATE:

SOURCE OF
COPIES:

NUMBER OF
PAGES:

ABSTRACT:

Crime in the San Diego Region - Annual 2002
San Diego Association of Governments
April 2003

San Diego Association of Governments
401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

www.sandag.org

162

The SANDAG Criminal Justice Research Division prepares biannual
reports on crime in the San Diego region. These reports are a
product of the Regional Criminal Justice Clearinghouse project
funded by SANDAG member agencies. The Clearinghouse project
inciudes compilation, analysis, and dissemination of crime and
justice information that is used to support regional planning and
inform the public.

The 2002 annual report provides an overview of the number of FBI
Index offenses reported to law enforcement agencies in the San
Diego region during the 2002 calendar year. Crime trends for the
region and individual jurisdictions are presented, as well as
indicators of police performance in solving crimes and returning
stolen property. A special section about crime prevention efforts
currently in place in the County is also in the report. Budget
information related to the criminal justice system is included as
well. Readers’ comments, questions, and suggestions are weicome
and can be submitted by email to the Criminal Justice Research
Division webmaster (cjwebmaster@sandag.org) or by contacting
the Division Director at (619) 595-5361.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Reported numbers of crimes and computed crime rates per 1,000 residents in the region for 1993
through 2002 are presented in this report.

e The Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) Index of erimes includes four violent offenses {willful
homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault)} and three types of property crimes
(burglary, larceny theft, and motor vehicle theft).

+ The California Crime Index includes six of the seven FBI crimes, but exciudes larceny.
+ Both completed and attempted crimes are counted.

s According to a national survey conducted annually, just under one-half of violent crimes and
only about one-third of property crimes are reported to paolice,

+ The Federal Uniform Crime Reporting Program, in an effort to standardize crime reporting
nationwide, allows only the most serious ¢crime per event Lo be counted in the Index, although
multiple offenses may be involved.

e Information about calls for service and Part |l offenses, such as drug sales, vandalism, and
disturbing the peace, are discussed briefly but are not included in the report analysis.

« In these uncertain times, factors such as unemployment, economic changes, and budget cuts all
contribute to changes that occur with respect to crime,



HOW DOES SAN DIEGO COMPARE TO THE NATION?

FBI statistics for 2001 reveal that the City of San Diego had the third lowest FBI Index crime rate and
the fourth lowest violent crime rate, compared to other large U.S. cities. Compared to the national
average, rates for the San Diego region were lower in every category in 2001.

Figure A
FBI Index Rate per 1,000 Population
Major U.S. Cities and Nationwide, 2001

1004

Lowest San Diege Region City of San Diego Nationwide Highest

NOTE: The FBI Index includes homicide, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault in the violent category; burgfary, larceny
theft, and motor vehicle theft are included in the property category.

SOURCES: Crime in the United States, 2001, United States Department of Justice; SANDAG




HOW HAS THE REGIONAL CRIME RATE CHANGED?

Regionwide, the overall crime rate dropped in 2002, compared to 1993, but rose slightly between
2001 and 2002.

Figure B
FBI Index Crime Rate per 1,000 Population
San Diego Region, 1993, 1998, 2001, and 2002
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NOTE: The FBI Index includes homicide, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault in the violent category; burglary, larceny
theft, and motor vehicle theft are included in the property category. 2002 and 2007 population figures are based on the
2000 U5, Census count and State Departmerit of Finance estimates. Population estimates for 1999 and earlier have not
been adjusted to the 2000 U.S. Census courtt.

SQURCES: California Department of Finance: 2000 U.5. Census; SANDAG

HOW MANY FBI INDEX CRIMES OF VIOLENCE ARE REPORTED IN THE SAN DIEGO
REGION?

¢ In 2002, 14,032 violent crimes were reported, 70 percent of which were aggravated assault. The
annual violent crime rate for the region was 4.8 incidents per 1,000 citizens, which represents a
four percent decrease from the previous year.

+ Fewer people were victims of violent crime in 2002. One in 208 residents of the region was a
victim of violent crime in 2002, down from one in 168 five years earlier.

+ Al of the individual crimes of violence showed reductions in the one-year comparison (2007-
2002), ranging from three percent (robbery) to four percent (homicide).

o 798 rapes were committed in 2002, compared to 830 in 2001. Rape victims were more likely to
be under the age of 18, compared to other violent crime victims.

¢ 3,342 robberies were committed in 2002, with nearly one-half occurring on streets and other
roadways. There was a three percent decrease in the number of robberies from the previous year.



Aggravated assaults decreased four percent (to 9,805 in 2002 from 10,237 in 2001).

In 2002, domestic violence incidents {at 21,855) were somewhat higher than any of the other
past four years, and two domestic violence incidents on average were reported to law
enforcement every hour, reflecting virtually no change from the past several years. This large
number of domestic violence-related cases includes a substantial number of incidents that are
not classified as FBI Index crimes but are included in the Part Il category of offenses (e.g.
intimidation, vandalism, and harassment by telephone).

HOW MANY PROPERTY CRIMES ARE REPORTED IN THE SAN DIEGO REGION?

-

The property crime rate in 2002 was 31.3 per 1,000, up two percent from 2001.
Of all property crimes, commercial burglaries increased the most, up 13 percent between 2001 and 2002.

Around 10,000 residences and 8,000 businesses were burglarized in 2002. Nearly one-half of
these incidents occurred where access was accomplished through an unlocked or open location.

Larceny is the most common property crime, and the most widespread type in 2002 was theft of
items from inside motor vehicles.

Motor vehicle theft increased less than any other property crime in 2002 (up 2% from 2001).

Arson also increased in 2002, up eight percent from 2001,

HOW DO CLEARANCE RATES VARY?

Clearance by arrest occurs more often in violent crime cases, compared to property offenses.
Three-fourths of homicides and two-thirds of rapes were cleared in 2002. Overall, clearance
rates increased between 1993 and 1998, but dropped slightly from 1998 to 2002.

WHAT IS THE EXTENT OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE EXPENDITURES AND STAFFING
IN THE SAN DIEGO REGION?

Qver the past five years, with the Consumer Price Index applied to reduce the effect of inflation
on dollar amounts, criminal justice-related expenditures have increased 22 percent, from about
$977 million in FY 1998-99 to $1.2 billion in FY 2002-03.

Law enforcement monies accounted for over one-half (56%96) of the FY 2002-03 budget.

Criminal justice-related staffing has also increased, up 13 percent to 12,620 staff positions in FY
2002-03 from 11,216 five years earlier.

Law enforcement staffing accounted for exactly half of the FY 2002-03 budgeted staff positions.
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REGIONAL CRIME

INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents crime trends for the San Diego region for 1998, 2001, and 2002. To
standardize the measure of crime across communities, the regional rate of crime per 1,000 residents
is included, as well as the number of offenses reported to law enforcement. Crime rates for major
metropolitan areas in the country are also presented as an additional basis for comparison. Rates
may differ from those previously reported due to the 2000 U.S. Census data and annual updates
from the California Department of Finance (DOF) to population estimates that are used to compute
rates.

This section also includes detailed, regionwide information about individual offense types,
victimization rates, and characteristics of victims and suspects involved in violent crime cases, as well
as an overview of domestic violence incidents, violent crimes against seniors, and law enforcement
officers killed or assaulted (LEQKA). The chapter concludes with crime data for individual law
enforcement jurisdictions. In Appendix A, additional detail, such as the regional ten-year crime
trends and five-year comparisons of offenses for individual areas, is presented. (Population figures
used to compute crime rates are included in Appendix C.) A glossary contains descriptions of each
FBI Index offense and definitions of other terms used in this report. Jurisdictional trend statistics are
available upon request.

Source of the Numbers

Most law enforcement agencies in the country report crimes to the Federal Bureau of Investigation
{(FBY through the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program. The Program was instituted in 1930.
Currently, reporting agencies represent an estimated 8% percent of the national population. In
California, agencies send crime data to the California Department of Justice {DOJ), which forwards
the information to the FBI at the end of the calendar year. Late in the year, the State publishes
reports that present statewide and individual counties’ crime data, and the FBI presents crime
statistics in a report that includes the prior year's data for the nation, states, and cities. In San
Diego, most agencies submit their crime data through the Automated Regional Justice Information
System (ARJIS), a complex data entry computer system that employs the UCR guidelines to count the
reported incidents and classify them by offense type. Based upon a cooperative agreement, San
Diego law enforcement agencies and ARIJIS also share crime data with SANDAG, an arrangement
that allows SANDAG to compile, analyze, and publish regional crime data in a more timely manner.



The FBI Crime Index

The FBI Crime Index represents the results of the standardized national
system of ciassifying and counting crimes (UCR} which enables us to compare FBI Thdex critmes
the reported crimes of jurisdictions located throughout the country. The include homicide,
Index includes four violent offenses {willful homicide, forcible rape, robbery, rape, robbery,
and aggravated assault) and three types of property crimes (burglary, |aggravated assault,
larceny theft, and motor vehicle theft). Both completed and attempted | burglary, larceny,
crimes are counted: for example, when a suspect Lries to forcibly enter a | @nd motor vehicle
house to steal property but does not succeed, the offense is reported as a B,
burglary. In accordance with UCR guidelines, homicide attempts are counted
as aggravated assaults. The offenses included in the FBI Index were selected due to their serious
nature andfor volume, as well as the probability that these crimes will be reported to the police.

fn this report, arson, the eighth FBI Index crime, is presented separately. Unlike the other FBI Index
crimes, when arson occurs in conjunction with another FBI Index offense both crimes are reported
which results in a degree of double counting.

The California Crime Index (CCI)

The California Crime Index (CCl), used in the State of California, is similar to
the FBI Index. The CCI includes counts for homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated

TASEC| exlutes assault, burglary, and motor vehicle theft, but excludes farcerny, the most

larceny, the FBI

Index crime frequently reported type of FBI Index crime. Larceny thefts include shoplifting,
-reported.mo'st bicycle theft, purse snatching, and theft of property from motor vehicles, as

frequently. well as a number of other theft offenses, Communities with attractions that
N el -] draw visitors to certain areas (such as major shopping centers, amusement
parks, or fairgrounds) provide added opportunities for crimes to occur, which
in turn can impact the overall FBI Index. By removing larceny theft from its index of crimes, the
State attempts to standardize crime across counties. In this report, both indices are presented.

What the Indices Measure and What They Don’'t Include

: ; Many crimes go unreported and, thus, are not accounted for in the FBI Index.

Just__uhdér. one- | According to results of the 2001 National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS, BJS,

~halfofall. | 2002), just under one-half of violent crimes (49%) and only about one-third

violent crimeis:| (37%) of property crimes are reported to the police. The NCVS data are

reported to'the|  presented by the United States Department of Justice Bureau of Justice

potice. Statistics, and estimates of ¢rime rates are based upon resulits from telephone

' surveys conducted with a sample of the national population age 12 and older.

The survey methodology provides a way to balance the number of crimes reported by victims
through the survey and those offenses that were reported to law enforcement.

Some factors that may affect the number and types of reported crimes include the willingness of
gcitizens to report crimes to the police, cultural differences of unique community populations,

i0



varying prevention efforts, crime curtailment strategies, and crime targeting policies of individual
law enforcement agencies.

The UCR guidelines state that only one crime per event can be counted. For example, if, during a
robbery, a homicide occurred, only the most serious offense (in this case, the homicide) would be
counted in the FBI Index data for that event.

Additionally, each year police respond to thousands of “calls for service,” as well as to criminal
activity observed while on patrol and through investigative efforts, that are not included in the FBI
Index. When crime-refated acts involve behaviors such as elder abuse and child abuse/neglect, drug
use and sales, vandalism and disturbing the peace, and fraud and forgery, these incident reports
result in classification as Part Il offenses. Although not standardized nationally (because penal code
guidelines differ from state to state), the Part Il offenses constitute a significant part of the
workload of law enforcement and other criminal justice system components, such as prosecution
and court services. Also, the types of behaviors characterized as Part |l offenses often heighten
citizens' feelings of being at risk in their communities.

To illustrate just how much the local justice system may be impacted by incidents other than those
included in the FBI Index crimes, statistics were obtained from ARJIS on Part [l crimes and are
discussed briefly. The figures show that in 2001 and 2002 there were roughly 107,000 Part Il type
incidents reported to law enforcement countywide each year, which is slightly more than the
number of FBl Index offenses reported in 2002. The Part |l events included about 450 weapons
viglations, 350 embezzlement cases, 6,000 fraud incidents, and 20,000 reports involving "malicious
mischief.” Fraud constitutes illegal use of credit cards and other forms of identity theft in which
there is fraudulent representation of a person or property to commit a crime. Malicious mischief
includes offenses such as vandalism, disorderly conduct, drunk in public, and viclation of liquor
laws. The largest portions of Part il crimes are characterized as either "Other Part Il Crimes” (about
26,000 in both 2001 and 2002) or “Other Non-Criminal Part Il Incidents” (about 44,000 in 2001 and
41,000 in 2002). Other Part Il Crimes include all misdemeanor and felony offenses that are not
captured in the other Part Il groupings but which are captured on the DOJ table of charges (in other
words, they are valid state codes that fall outside the existing offense categories). Other Non-
Criminal Part Il incidents are activities not defined as crimes and municipal code offenses that are
not defined by the State, including all status offenses (juvenile-specific behaviors such as truancy,
runaway, and curfew violations), gang-related activity such as loitering/hanging out in groups, and
other behaviors that do not fit into another category of Part Il offenses.

Another indicator of criminal behavior that greatly impacts citizens but is not captured by the FBI
Index is alcohol and drug-related traffic collisions, especially those involving fatalities. These
statistics are presented in the Annual Report of Fatal and Injury Motor Vehicle Traffic Collisions,
published by the California Highway Patrol, which contains information collected through the
Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS). According to data for San Diego County,
alcohol-related traffic fatalities comprised an average of 81 incidents per year, which was 35
percent of all collisions in which at least one death occurred over a five-year period {1996-2000). On
average, for 78 percent of alcohol-related collisions with fatalities (representing about 63 deaths
per year), the primary collision factor was considered to be driving under the influence of alcohol
and/or drugs. Compared to the 87 murders reported in the region in 2002, these additional average
63 deaths per year resulting from substance abuse-related traffic offenses is yet another alarming
number for law enforcement and justice agencies to consider.
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An additional factor that affects both the number of reported offenses and the per capita crime
rates is called the “daytime population.” This aspect of a particular area or city is calculated
according to several factors, such as the ratio of jobs to homes, often called the jobs/housing
balance (SANDAG INFO, May-June 2000). Also, the presence of sizable centers of employment, such
as the Naval Air Station in Coronado, can cause significant gains in daytime population due to a
large daily influx of workers. Using this statistical tool to compute estimates and projections,
SANDAG has reported that, in 1995, nine of the region’s 19 jurisdictions were gaining population
during the day, and by 2020 that number will rise to eleven, The largest numeric gain in both 1995
and projected for 2020 is seen in the City of San Diego, which is home to more than haif of the
region’s jobs.

Discussions in this report do not include the relatively small number of crimes reported by some
federal and state agencies, the inclusion of which would not have a significant impact on either the
total number of crimes reported or the overall crime rate. In addition, since changes between
relatively small numbers may result in farge percentage differences, when comparison numbers in
tables are 30 or less the percent changes are omitted.

SURVEY SAYS

The most recent SANDAG survey of citizens in the region' indicates that citizens count crime among
their concerns, while their top issue was traffic-related problems. Citizens’ level of anxiety stems not
only from the more serious FBI Index crimes, but also involves anxiety about crimes of civil disorder,
such as speeding, hit-and-run, gangs, loitering, and graffiti. Other community surveys support this
observation. When the San Diego Police Department queried their 103 neighborhoods about
priorities for problem solving efforts, while concerns were unique to each neighborhood, issues
clustered in the following areas: speeding in residential communities, traffic congestion, thefts from
parked cars, graffiti, drug activity, loitering by juveniles in parks and commercial centers, noise from
loud parties, prostitution, drag racing, and car thefts from commercial parking lots. Of all of the
offense types mentioned, only thefts from cars and motor vehicle thefts are included in the FBI
Index.

SANDAG researchers assisted both the Sheriff's Department (1998) and the Chula Vista Police
Department (1997 and 2000) in surveying their communities on issues of public opinion. Residents
of these jurisdictions expressed many of the same concerns noted by citizens residing in the City of
San Diego. As with the national victim survey (NCVS), local surveys such as those mentioned above
provide another dimension of the crime problem not expressed by the number of FBI index offenses
reported to law enforcement, and give agencies valuable information to use in planning,
strategizing, and addressing concerns specific to their citizenry. (The Criminal Justice Research
Division is available to assist member agencies in developing and conducting public opinion
SUrveys.)

To gain another perspective on offenses occurring countywide, each year, in preparing the report on
the state of crime in the region, SANDAG staff invite local law enforcement agencies to share new
crime-fighting programs and strategies and comments on changes in crime trends in their areas. As

' San Diego Region Public Opinion Survey, 2002. Prepared for SANDAG by Godbe Research and
Analysis, May 2002,
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the following section demonstrates, having progressive, caring law enforcement agencies that
coordinate their efforts with all entities in the justice system, including local, state, and federal, may
be contributing to San Diego having one of the lowest crime rates among similar sized counties in the
State {California DOJ, Criminal Justice Statistics Center, State Profile 2001, 2002).

What Was New in 20027

« Responding to problems related to local school violence (that also exist across the country),
several agencies have stationed resource officers in local schools, and in a number of school
districts local law enforcement has installed mapping systems in mobile terminals that show the
layout of school campuses.

« The Sheriff's Department credits the School Resource Officer Program, COPPS, and the Sex
Offender Management Unit for contributing to crime prevention and reduction in their
jurisdictions, Partnering with public, private, and community-based organizations has also
helped the Department to address crime issues. Increased accuracy in reporting crimes through
enhanced reporting procedures and officer training may also be affecting crime rates. On the
agenda for 2003 is department-wide education about the State Emergency Management
System in order to prepare personnel to deal with incidents regarding terrorism and weapons of
mass destruction, as well as GIS (Geographic Information Systems) training for managers to
expand their ability to address issues of crime and disorder.

¢+ The City of Chula Vista Police Department has developed Target Crime Assessment which is
being used to assess reduction of target offenses when information is provided to patrol
officers that results in a tactical response. Kudos are given by the Department to the School
Resource Program for helping to decrease juvenile crimes around schools, specifically fewer
robberigs and assaults by juveniles, and to the Team Policing Program for being effective in
reducing all offense types.

s The Resident Senior Velunteer Program (RSVP) participants continue to be lauded in several
Jjurisdictions for their vatuable contributions to crime prevention efforts and neighborhood well-
being. Analogous with local information about volunteerism in the region, nationally, a recent
Philanthropy News Network report (February 21, 2003) estimated the value of volunteer work
across the country at $16.54 per hour, twice as much as last year's estimate (from the
Independent Sector Group, using U.S. Labor Statistics Information to calculate the amount).

¢+ The Regional Auto Theft Task Force (RATT) along with a concerted effort among law
enforcement agencies to pool resources, gather intelligence, and attack illegal operations that
buy and sell high-ticket cars and used parts, has continued to help in the fight against auto
theft. Public awareness campaigns by the insurance industry have also contributed to the
reduction in the number of auto thefts (considered a crime of opportunity) in several areas over
time.

e Most agencies commented on the rise of another crime of opportunity {or “availability”): theft
from inside motor vehicles. Offenders have come to realize that these misdeeds can be just as
profitable and much less risky than traditional crimes of opportunity, such as burglary and
robbery. The rise in thefts from vehicles is related to several factors: vulnerability of vehicles;
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speed with which crime can be completed; lesser risk with regard to consequence or
accountability for theft from vehicles than for burglary or robbery; and the high frequency with
which credit cards, personal checks, and other identity-based items may be encountered in
parked vehicles. According to law enforcement, high tech identity theft is the fastest growing
form of victimization today, and much of it stems from thefts of purses, briefcases, and wallets
stashed in cars for temporary “safe keeping.” To combat this situation, agencies have adopted
programs such as the Crime-Free Multi-Housing Program and the Crime-Free Hotel/Motel
Program which address crime on those types of properties (such as the parking lots), and have
stepped up the frequency of conducting warrant sweeps to arrest career criminals that may be
active in their area.

= The San Diego Police Department continues to address the task force recommendations for
actions that stemmed from the results and 15-month review process of a previous study on use
of force. The suggestions are centered on three themes: (1) the need to increase the quality and
quantity of communication between citizens and officers at every level of interaction; (2)
training of officers on tools or options for force that increase safety of both citizens and
officers; and (3) a partnership approach between citizens and police through neighborhood
policing to reduce the "us versus them” perceptions by both parties.

¢ Several agencies have developed strategies to target the offense of driving under the influence
of alcohol or drugs, with the focus on youthful offenders. And in Oceanside, the Inebriant
Probation program has been instituted to reduce public drunkenness.

« A few law enforcement agencies have instituted Domestic Viclence Response Teams (DVRTs)
that involve police and crisis workers partnering to assist victims and reduce recurrence of
domestic violence incidents.

s Technology has advanced with several departments installing mobile computer terminals in
patrol cars and Global Positioning System (GPS) tracking devices to enhance officer safety.

s In response to rising crime rates in some of its areas, the Sheriff's Department has increased
community policing surveillance activities by using decoy cars to bait criminals and using surveillance
cameras to abate property crimes. Residents have helped by starting new neighborhood watch
groups, meeting more often to discuss security issues, and taking down license plate numbers of
suspicious vehicles in their neighborhoods. In other areas within the Sheriff's jurisdiction, Indian
reservations have hired contract deputies to deal with crime on their lands, including gaming
casinos, which frees the deputies that are patrolling the rest of the area (although all deputies still
respond as needed to the reservations) (North County Times, March 2003).

» With respect to their concerns about critical criminal justice issues facing the region at this time,
nearly every jurisdiction noted that the expectation for the next calendar year, 2003, includes the
distinct possibility of a rise in crime due to the large rate of unemployment and the economic
downswing, as well as budget cuts at both the federal and state levels. Agencies also expressed
serious concern about the potential for terrorist incidents in the region, and that the deployment
of large numbers of troops to the Middle East could have an effect on the crime rate.

One impending federal budget change called for in the 2004 Department of Education budget
released in February 2003 includes a $400 million reduction to the 21° Century Community Learning
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Centers Program, which is currently funded at $1 billion. Fight Crime: Invest in Kids is a non-profit,
bi-partisan organization of 2,000 law enforcement officials and victims of violence, which includes
our local Sheriff William B. Kolender (on the Executive Board) and San Diego Police Chief David
Bejarano among its members. The group’s mission has been to call on government to invest in after-
school programs Lo prevent crime and violence, citing report statistics that show juvenile drug
abuse, crime, and victimization soaring in the hours immediately after school lets out. If the
proposed cuts take place, after-school programs in California and in states across the nation will
suffer, and crime rates may also be adversely affected (Press Release, Fight Crime: Invest in Kids,
February 4, 2003).

Crime Trends

After several years of downturns in crime, one-year increases from 2001 to 2002 for some offenses
were attributed by law enforcement to several factors. These included a growing number of thefts
from inside vehicles (especially wallets, purses, or briefcases, which sometimes result in identity
theft, or fraud). Also mentioned were the economic decline, high rate of unemployment, increase in
population and residential development in the region, single suspect crime series, and convicted
offenders returning to the community following jail or prison stays.

Opinion: The Most Critical Issue Facing the Region

When asked to name the most critical issue in the San Diego region, law enforcement responses
centered on the following: the budget crisis, reduced law enforcement funding, terrorist acts, and the
possible use of weapons of mass destruction. San Diego County has many locations that are
considered prime targets for terrorism, including seven military installations, a nuclear power plant,
an international airport, an international harbor, the Coronado Bridge, numerous dams, commuter
airports, reserveirs, and the busiest international border crossing within the United States.

In the context of critical issues in the region, concerns were again voiced about the increase in
“identity theft” as well as the decreasing ability to competitively recruit and hire with a workforce
depleted by the federal government and mass retirees. Other serious concerns mentioned were the
population increase and its impact on traffic and crime, law enforcement resources not in step with
regional growth, emotionally/mentally challenged offenders, and illegal drug use and trafficking.

COMPARISON: SAN DIEGO, OTHER MAJOR CITIES, AND THE NATION

Using the publication Crime in the United States 2007 (U.S. DOJ, FBI 2002) as reference, crime data
for the year 2001 for cities with populations over 500,000 and the nation as a whole are compared.
In terms of the population for major cities, the City of San Diego ranked seventh in the nation (data
for San Francisco were not included in the 2001 publication). Please note that, with the exception of
the City of San Diego, the rates presented in this section are based upon populations published in
the federal report and are not computed using the most recent Census data.
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In 2001, representing the most current published ¢rime data for the entire
nation, the City of San Diego had considerably less crime compared to other
large U.S. cities. As Figure 1.1 shows, San Diego had the third lowest FBl index
crime rate, at 40.5 offenses per 1,000 residents, and was also below the
national average (41.6); only the cities of New York (32.9) and San Jose (27.5)
were lower. In addition, San Diego had a relatively low violent crime rate (5.9

Of 28 major U.S.
cities, San Diego
had the third
lowest crime rate
in 2001,

reported offenses per 1,000 citizens), ranking fourth lowest among the 29 largest cities, but slightly
higher than the nation overall (5.0) (Figure 1.2}. The lowest vialent crime rate was in Honolulu,
Hawaii (2.8) and the highest was in Baltimore, Maryland (22.4). The property crime rate was also
relatively low in San Diego (34.5), again ranking third lowest and falling just below the national
average of 36,6 (Figure 1.3). Since the City of San Diego represented about half (48%) of all crime in
the county in 2002, these figures are a positive indicator for the region as a whole,
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Figure 1.1
FBI Index Crime Rate per 1,000 Population
Major U.S. Cities and Nationwide, 2001
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11, 2001 tragedy are not included in the statistics for New York, New York.

SOURCE: Crime in the United States, 2001, United States Department of Justice; SANDAG
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Figure 1.2
Violent Crime Rate per 1,000 Population
Major U.S. Cities and Nationwide, 2001
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Figure 1.3
Property Crime Rate per 1,000 Population
Major U.S. Cities and Nationwide, 2001
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SOURCE: Crime in the United States, 2001, United States Department of Justice; SANDAG
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For 2001, a comparison of the region’s rates to those of the nation reveals that, locally, our rate is
lower than the national average for property crime (30.6 versus 36.6 per 1,000 population) and
overall crime (35.7 versus 41.6), but nearly matches that of the nation for violence-related offenses
(5.1 versus 5.0 per 1,000} {not shown).

CRIME RATES IN THE REGION

Crime rates represent how many people out of every 1,000 residents have been involved as a victim
in a particular crime or offense category. The crime rate is calculated by dividing the number of
reported incidents by the population, which has been divided by 1,000. As noted earlier in this
report, the most current available population figures from the 2000 U.S. Census and the California
Department of Finance (DOF), and the year-end numbers of FBI Index offenses reported to the
California DOJ and SANDAG, are used to compute crime rates. Due to population figures for 1999
and earlier not being adjusted to the current Census counts, there is some variahility in the trend
data for rates. As the following figure and table show, while the property crime rate has risen to a
small extent over the past two years, it is significantly lower than five and ten years ago. The violent
rate decreased slightly between 2001 and 2002 (Figure 1.4 and Table 1.1).

Figure 1.4
Crime Rates per 1,000 Population by Offense Category
San Diego Region, 1993-2002
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NOTE: Population figures for 2000, 2001, and 2002 are based on the 2000 U.5. Census count and State Department of
Finance estimates. Population estimates for 1999 and earlier used to compute rates have not been adjusted to the 2000
U.S. Census count and may cortribute to variations in trend data. The FBI Index includes homicide, rape, robbery, and
aggravated assault in the violent category, burglary, larceny theft, and motor vehicle theft are included in the property
category. The California Crime Index (CCI) excludes larceny theft from the FBI Index.

SOURCE: California Department of Finance,; 2000 U.5. Census; SANDAG
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Table 1.1
Crime Rates per 1,000 Population by Offense Category
San Diego Region, 1998, 2001, and 2002

Change

1998 2001 2002 1998-2002 2001-2002

Violent Crime 6.1 5.1 4.8 -21% -6%
Property Crime 34.2 306 31.3 -8% 2%
FBI Index Crime 40.3 35.7 36.1 -10% 1%
CCIl Crime 19.9 17.7 17.9 -10% 1%

NOTE: Population figures for 2000, 2001, and 2002 are based on the 2000 U.5. Census count and
State Departrment of Finance estimates. Population estimates for 1999 and earfier used (o
compute rates have not been adjusted to reflect the 2000 U.S. Census counts and may
contribute to variations in trend data. The FBI Index includes homicide, rape, robbery. and
aggravated assault in the violent category; burglary, larceny theft, and motor vehicle theft are
included in the property category. The California Crime Index (CCl) excludes larceny theft from
the FBI Index.

SOURCE: California Department of Finarnce; 2000 U.S. Cerisus; SANDAG

FBI Crime Index

In San Diego County, the overall crime rate in 2002 was 36.1 crimes per 1,000 citizens. This represented a
one percent increase from the previous year (Table 1.1} and raised the rate to its highest point since
1999. Despite this small increase, the FBI Index crime rate remained much lower than it had been in 1993
(62.4 per 1,000) (Figure 1.4 and Table 1.1). About 12 FBI index offenses were reported per hour in 2002,
down from about 18 per hour in 1993 (not shown).

California Crime Index (CCI)

The CCl also increased very slightly in 2002 (1%), to 17.9 from 17.7 in 2001. The change was maostly
due to the rise in burglary offenses. The CCl rate was still fower than it had been ten years
previously (34.0) (Figure 1.4 and Table 1.1). There were approximately six CCI crimes per hour in
2002 compared to ten per hour in 1993 (not shiown).

Violent Crime

S W In 2002, the violent crime rate decreased six percent, to 4.8 from 5.1 in 2001.
d_ecl'ined lightly, to 4.8 In' 19?8, _tt_1e violent crime ratg (6.1) was somewhat higher th_an in ZIOOZ, but
in 2002 from 5.1 in . | still significantly lower than in 1993 (8.9 per 1,000 population) (Figure 1.4

' 2001, and Table 1.1). In 2002, on average, two violent offenses were reported
e each hour, compared to nearly three per hour in 1993 (not shown}.
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Property Crime

Unlike the violent crime rate, the property rate increased from 2001 to 2002, to 31.3 crimes per
1,000 from 30.6 the previous year. Because property crimes represent the majority of the FBIl Index
crimes, it is not surprising that this increase (2%) was similar to the increase in the FBI Index (1%).
Compared to five years earlier, the property rate declined eight percent, from 34.2 in 1998 (Figure
1.4 and Table 1.1). On average, in 2002, there were ten properly crimes reported per hour,
compared to 16 per hour in 1993 (not shown).

VICTIMIZATION RATES IN THE SAN DIEGO REGION

The victim rate is the ratio of the population at risk or target population for each crime to the
number of reported offenses, and reflects the /ikelihood of being victimized in a specific crime
event. For instance, the rate of victimization in the motor vehicle theft category is calculated by
dividing the number of vehicles registered in the county by the number of vehicle thefts that
occurred, and the rate for rape is computed by dividing the female population by the number of
rape offenses reported. Table 1.2 presents victim rates for overall violent and property crime, as well
as individual offenses in those categories,

Table 1.2
Victimization Rates by Offense
(Ratio of Crimes to Population at Risk)
San Diego Region, 1998 and 2002

. . 1998 2002

Population at Risk gRETof One of
Violent Crime All Residents 163 208
Homicide All Residents 31,429 33,543
Rape Females 1,700 1,828
Rabbery All Residents 639 873
Aggravated Assault All Residents 235 298
Property Crime All Residents 29 32
Residential Burglary Households 87 99
Larceny Theft All Residents 49 55
Motor Vehicle Theft Registered Vehicles 99 108

NOTE: Larger numbers reflect a lesser likelihood of victimization.
SOURCE: California Dept. of Finance; 2000 U.S. Census; California Dept. of Motor Yehicles; SANDAG

When comparing victimization rates, the higher the number in the “one of”
column, the less likely victimization will occur. For example, in 1998 an average About one of
of one in every 163 residents was victimized in a violent crime incident and in every 208 county

2002 that figure was reduced by 45, to one of each 208 residents. Robbery | rgsu_jen_ts_wasa
victimizations have declined from one of every 639 residents in 1998 to one of MIGLIPOY sere
imiza e dec m y i 9" ltype of reported

873 in 2002. In the five-year comparison period (1998-2002}, there was a violent.crime in
decrease in the victim rate for every FBI Index offense. 2002.
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CRIMES REPORTED IN THE SAN DIEGO REGION
Violent Crime Category

Homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault offenses account for the violent category
of the FBI Index. in addition to comprising the violent crime count, some of these acts of violerce
are also represented in the additional categories of domestic violence, violence against seniors, and
assaults against law enforcement officers.

There were 14,032 violent crimes in the region in 2002, which represented a four percent decrease
from the previous year (Table 1.3 and Figure 1.5). Contributing to the overall drop in viclence, each
FBI Index violent offense declined in the one-year comparison period, ranging from three percent
for robbery to five percent for homicide.

Table 1.3
Number of Violent Crimes by Offense
San Diego Region, 1998, 2001, and 2002

Change

1998 2001 2002 1998-2002 2001-2002

Violent Crime

Homicide 86 92 87 1% -5%
Rape 779 830 798 2% -4%
Robbery 4,227 3,430 3,342 -21% -3%
Aggravated Assault 11,501 10,237 9,805 -15% -4%
TOTAL VIOLENT CRIME 16,593 14,589 14,032 -15% -4%

SOURCE: SANDAG
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Figure 1.5
Number of Violent Crimes
San Diego Region, 1998-2002
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NOTE: Violent crime includes homicide, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.
SOURCE: SANDAG

As Figure 1.6 shows, aggravated assaults accounted for 70 percent of all violent crime in 2002, and
about one in four reported offenses (24%) were robberies.

Figure 1.6
Violent Crimes by Offense
San Diego Region, 2002
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SOURCE: SANDAG

24




Demographic characteristic data for both victims and alleged suspects in cases involving homicide,
rape, robbery, and assault (obtained from ARJIS) provide a measure to calculate gender, ethnicity,
and age proportions within the victim and offender groups. To avoid misrepresentation of gender
proportions with respect to violent crime, rape victims and suspects are excluded from the data in
the figure for overall violent crime. (While California penal codes account for male victims of rape,
the federal UCR guidelines require all victims of rape to be women and ail suspects men.)

As Figure 1.7 shows, males and females in San Diego County were almost equally likely to be victims
of violent erime, but maies were far more likely to be alleged suspects. Nearly 40 percent of both
victims and suspects were between the ages of 25 and 39 (38% each). Whites represented almost
one-half of all victims, while Whites and Hispanics each represented about one-third of suspects.
Results from the 2007 NCVS reveal that, nationally, about one-half (5496) of victims of violent crime
know their assailants, either intimately or casually. In eleven percent of viclent crimes, assailants
were identified as intimate partners (i.e., current or former spouses, boyfriends, or girlfriends),
thereby additionally identifying those incidents as domestic violence,

Figure 1.7
Proportionate Comparisons of Victims and Suspects of Viclent Crime
San Diego Region, 2002
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NOTE: Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding. Violent crime refers to homicide, robbery, and assault (simpie and
aggravated). The ethnic groups in this report are referred to as Hispanic, White, Black, Asian, and Other in the text. While
marty people may prefer to identify themselves as African American rather than Black, Latino rather than Hispanic, or as a
member of a particular ethnic group rather than White or Asian, SANDAG uses the terminology consistent with the 1990
Census questionnaire to ensure comparability with historical data.

SOURCE: California Dept. of Finance; 2000 U.S. Census; Automated Regional lustice Information System (ARJIS): SANDAG
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Homicide

The FBI defines homicide as the willful (non-negligent) killing of one human being by another, and all
such incidents are included in the FBI Index. There are other incidents that involve victim death and are
reported to the FBI but are not included in the Index homicide count. These include manslaughter-by-
negligence (the Killing of another by gross negligence), the killing of a felon by a peace officer in the

| homicides in the
region in:2002,
"down from 246 in

There were'87

line of duty, and the kiliing (during the commission of a felony crime) of a
felon by a private citizen,

Homicide decreased five percent over one year, to 87 in 2002 from 92 in 2001
(Figure 1.8). This represents a one percent increase since 1998 {86 homicides)
(Table 1.3). Between 1993 (246 homicides reported) and 2002, there was a 65

1993.
; percent decline in homicide (not shown).
Figure 1.8
Number of Homicides
San Diego Region, 1998-2002
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SOURCE: SANDAG
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Nearly three-quarters (71%) of homicide victims in 2002 were males. Victims in murder cases were
predominantly 25 to 39 years old, and three-quarters were either White or Hispanic. Alleged
suspects were overwhelmingly male (90%), nearly two-thirds were between 18 and 39 years old,
and more than one-half were Hispanic (Figure 1.9).

Figure 1.9
Proportionate Comparisons of Victims and Suspects of Homicide
San Diego Region, 2002
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NOTE: Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding. The ethnic groups in this report are referred o as Hispanic,
White, Black, Asian, and Other in the text. While many people may prefer to identify themseives as African American
rather than Black, Latino rather than Hispanic, or as a member of a particular ethnic group rather than White or Asian,
SANDAG uses the terminology cansistent with the 1990 Census questionnaire to ensure comparability with historical data.

SOURCE: California Dept. of Finance; 2000 U.S. Census; Automated Regional lustice Infarmation § ystem (ARNS): SANDAG

City of San Diego Supplemental Information about Homicides

Similar to previous years, in 2002, 54 percent of homicides in the San Diego region occurred within
the City of San Diego (47 cases). Analysis conducted by the Crime Analysis staff at the San Diego
Police Department describes what is known about the nature of homicides over a five-year period,
(Further investigative findings may change the current determinations.)

From 1998 to 2002, there were 175 homicide cases in the city for which motive could be
determined, representing 70 percent of the homicides reported during the five-year period.
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For cases in which motive was ascertained, the three most common precipitating reasons attributed
to these events during the five-year period included gang-related (23%), domestic violence {21%),
and arguments and fights (21%). Over time, the proportions of motivating factors for homicides
changed somewhat. Specifically, of all homicide incidents, domestic violence was the motive in 12
percent of cases in 1998 and, in 1999 and 2000, this percentage decreased to 11 percent, then rose
to 20 percent in 2001 and 18 percent in 2002 (9 cases). In addition, the percentage of gang-related
homicides varied between 11 and 20 percent between 1998 and 2001, and gang involvement was
named the motive in 18 percent of cases (9) in 2002, representing the most common identified
motive overall in the five-year period (not shown).

For each of the five years, firearms were the most commonly used weapon in homicides, fluctuating
between 60 and 65 percent each year, with the exception of 2000, when it decreased to 48 percent. In
2000, the number of homicides committed with the use of a knife increased to 30 percent, from 11
percent the previous year. In 2002, 60 percent of homicides were committed with a firearm, 15 percent
with a knife, 13 percent with hands or feet, and 13 percent with a blunt object or some other device
(not shown).

Rape

The UCR reporting criteria specify that only fermales can be victims of rape. Sexual assaults of male
victims are reported in the assault category of the FBI Index.

K T By T P There has been little change in the number of rapes reported over the

:Mo_r'e:_than.;'hreee-_"_ past five years. However, reports of completed rapes have increased

quarters of all rapes in|  somewhat while incidents of attempted rape have dropped slightly

2002 were reported as | (Figure 1.10). There were 798 reported rapes in the region in 2002, of

co_mpl_éted. : which 23 percent (183) were attempts and 77 percent (615) of which

' . were completed (Figure 1.11}. The number of rapes in 2002 represented

a four percent decrease since 2001 (830 cases reported) (Table 1.3). On average, two rapes per day

were reported in the San Diego region during each year from 1998 to 2002, representing no change
from 1993 {not shown).
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Figure 1.10
Number of Rapes
San Diego Region, 1998-2002
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Figure 1.11
Percentages of Rapes That Were Attempted and Completed
San Diego Region, 2002
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Compared to victims of other violent crimes (Figure 1.7), female victims of rape were more likely to
e under the age of 18 (36% versus 13%) and rape suspects were more likely to be between 18 and
24 years old (39% versus 29%). Over one-half of rape victims were White and more than one-
quarter were Hispanic. Approximately one-third of suspects were White (31%) or Hispanic (38%)
(Figure 1.12). According to 2001 NCVS data, about six in ten rape victims were attacked by a person
or persons whom they knew in some capacity (66%), and of those, 48 percent of suspects were
considered to be a friend or acquaintance of the victim {not shown).

Figure 1.12
Proportionate Comparisons of Female Victims and Male Suspects of Rape
San Diego Region, 2002
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White, Black, Asian, and Other in the text. While many people may prefer to identify themselves as African American
rather than Black, Latino rather than Hispanic, or as a member of a Particular ethnic group rather than White or Asian,
SANDAG uses the terminology consistent with the 1990 Census questionnaire to ensure comparabitity with historical data.

SOURCE: Califorria Dept. of Finance; 2000 U.S. Census: Automated Regional Justice Information System (ARJIS): SANDAG
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Robbery

Robbery is defined In the UCR guidelines as the taking or attempting to take anything of value
from the care, custody, or control of a person or persons, by force or threat of force or violence,
and/or by instilling fear, Robberies are classified both by location of incident and type of force or
weapon employed.

; There were 3,342 robberies in the region in 2002, representing a
The number of robberies three percent decrease since 2001 and a 21 percent decrease

dropped to 3,342 in 2002 from since 1998 (Figure 1.13 and Table 1.3). In 2002, one in 873

7,494 ten years earlier. individuals countywide was victimized in a robbery incident,
; ; ' down from one in 639 in 1998 (Table 1.2).

Figure 1.13
Number of Robberies
San Diego Region, 1998-2002
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More than one-half (54%) of all robberies in 2002 were strong-arm {physical force/no weapon involved),
and around one-quarter (24%) involved the use of a firearm {Figure 1.14}. In 2002, the use of firearms
during the cornmission of a robbery decreased three percent compared to 1998 (not shown).

Figure 1.14
Robbery Weapon Types
San Diego Region, 2002
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NOTE: "Other weapons” include bats, sticks, and other blunt instruments likely to cause great bodily injury.
SOURCE: SANDAG
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Half of all robberies in 2002 occurred on roadways (highways) or streets and around one-quarter
{24%) were committed at commercial establishments (Figure 1.15). There was little change in the
proportions of robbery locations over the past five years {not shown).

Figure 1.15
Robbery Locations
San Diego Region, 2002
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NOTE: Percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding. "Miscelianeous” refers to robberies that occur in wooded areas,
churches, schools, and government buildings or other public buildings.

SOURCE: SANDAG

On average, 9 robberies were reported each day in 2002 and 2001, compared to 21 per dayin 1993
(not showri}.
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Proportionate characteristics of robbery victims and suspects were similar to those for overall
violence: 70 percent of victims and 91 percent of alleged suspects were male; one-quarter of all
victims were over the age of 39, but only 6 percent of suspects fell into that age group; both victims
and suspects were predominantly between 18 and 39 years of age; and, 41 percent of victims were
White while 41 percent of suspects were Hispanic (Figure 1.16).

Figure 1.16
Proportionate Comparisons of Victims and Suspects of Robbery
San Diego Region, 2002
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rather than Black, Latino rather than Hispanic, or as a member of a particular ethnic group rather than White or Asian,
SANDAG uses the terminology consistent with the 1990 Census questionnaire to ensure comparability with historical data.

SOURCE: Catifornia Department of Finance; 2000 U.5. Census; Automated Regional Justive Information System (ARJS);
SANDAG
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Aggravated Assault

UCR program guidelines provide for four categories of aggravated assault {incidents involving
weapon use and/or resulting in serious injury to the victim). These four classifications include
assaults by use of one of the following weapon types: firearm, knife or other cutting instrument,
another dangerous weapon (bat, stick, club, tire iron, etc.), or personal weapon (hands, fists, feet,
etc.) with the victim receiving serious injury. The FBI definition of "serious injury” includes broken
bones, cuts requiring stitches, internal injuries, or unconsciousness. In addition to being included in
the FBI Index violent crime count, when cases meet additional classification criteria, they also are
included in counts for domestic violence incidents, hate crimes, violence against senjor citizens age
60 and older, or assaults against on-duty law enforcement officers (Law Enforcement Officers Killed
and Assaulted, or LEOKA, cases).

Aggr_avated_ assaultreports
.. dropped four percent, . -
. between 2001 and 2002,

Like the other violent crime types, aggravated assault declined
between 2001 and 2002, to 9,805 from 10,237 in 2001 (Figure 1.17).
About one in 298 individuals in San Diego was a victim of an
aggravated assault in 2002, down from one in 235 in 1998 (Table 1.2).

Figure 1.17
Number of Aggravated Assaults
San Diego Region, 1998-2002
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Almost one-half (44%) of the assaults reported in 2002 involved the use of “other weapons,” such
as bats, sticks, and other blunt instruments (Figure 1.18). In 12 percent of assaults, firearms were the
weapon employed, in contrast to about 60 percent of homicide cases with firearm use (City of San
Diego supplemental homicide data mentioned previously).

Figure 1.18
Aggravated Assault Weapon Types
San Diego Region, 2002
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SOURCE: SANDAG

On average, one aggravated assault case was reported per hour in 2002, down from two per hour
in 1993 (not shown).

With respect to victim and suspect characteristics, females were far more likely to be victims of some
type of assault (55%) compared to homicide (29% females) or robbery (30% female victims), but
only slightly more likely to be perpetrators of assault (219). Both victims and suspects were most
likely to be 25 years or alder (64% and 61%, respectively) (Figure 1.19). The assault category
represented in this figure includes both aggravated and simple assaults.
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Figure 1.19
Proportionate Characteristics of Victims and Suspects of Assault
San Diego Region, 2002
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ethnic group rather than White or Asian, SANDAG uses the terminology consistent with the 1990 Census questionnaire to
ensure comparability with historical data,

SOURCE; California Department of Finance: 2000 L1.5, Census: Automated Regional Justice information System (ARNS); SANDAG

Other Reported Incidents of Violence

In addition to the seven major offenses, four additional categories of violent crime are required to
be reported to the FBI by law enforcement agencies. Depending upon the crime type involved,
some of these incidents are also classified as FBI Index crimes while some are not. However, the
perception of the federal Department of Justice is that these additional incidents are (1) violent in
nature; (2) a serious threat to society; and (3) of growing concern, thereby justifying the need to
track the occurrence of these crimes historically and geographicaliy. Included in the “other violent”
category are domestic violence, hate crimes, violence against seniors, and assaults against on-duty
law enforcement officers,
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Domestic Violence

Violence among intimates, or domestic violence, may involve any of the FBI Index violent offenses, or
one of the less serious (Part Il) offenses, such as vandalism, intimidation, threats, or assaults committed
without the use of a weapon and resulting in minor injuries to the victim (simple assaults).

For an incident to be considered domestic violence, the relationship between the victim and suspect
must be defined in one of the following categories: current or former spouses, cohabitants, individuals
who have parented a child together or persons who are in a dating relationship or engaged. Originally,
domestic violence reports were submitted only when the individuals involved were of different
genders. Since 1995, gender has not been a consideration in domestic violence reporting.

California law enforcement officers are required by state statute to complete a report when
responding to crime incidents related to domestic violence and are encouraged to document
domestic violence-related calls that are not considered crimes. Documentation of incidents involving
FBI Index offenses, as well as those related to threatening behavior and inducement of fear by one
partner on another, is an important tool in attributing patterns of violent behavior to specific
households and assists in the prosecution process of domestic violerce cases (should prosecution
occur).

There were 21,855 domestic violence incidents in 2002, an increase of six percent from five years
earlier {20,592 in 1998) (Figure 1.20}. This large number of cases that are domestic violence-related
include a substantial portion of incidents that are not classified as FBI Index crimes but are included
in the Part Il offenses mentioned earlier in this report {e.g. vandalism, intimidation, and harassment
by telephone). Also during the one-year period (2001-2002), the total number of violent crimes

declined four percent. With total aggravated assaults reported at 9,805 in -
2002, domestic violence is more than double that number and continues Approximately 2.5
to be a great concern in the region. Considering the magnitude of the domestic violerice
problem, it is not too surprising that of those homicides reported to the |incidents are reported
san Diego Police Department in 2002 for which motive had been ~every hour.

established, a substantial number of cases were domestic-violence related
(9 of 31 in the City, plus 3 attributed to child abuse and 1 caused by elder abuse) (not shown). There
were approximately three domestic violence incidents reported to law enforcement each hour of
the day in 2002, similar to all years from 1998 through 2001 {not shown).
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Figure 1.20
Number of Domestic Violence Incidents
San Diego Region, 1998-2002
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Sixteen percent (16%) of the domestic viclence cases in the region in 2002 involved the use of a
weapon, not including the perpetrator’'s own body (e.q., hands, fists, feet, etc.) {not shown). As
Figure 1.21 shows, the majority (81%) were categorized as "other weapons,” which included items

such as telephones, bats, clubs, and other blunt instruments.

Figure 1.21
Domestic Violence Incidents, by Type of Weapon
San Diego Region, 2002
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According to national estimates from the NCVS, there were 691,710 nonfatal violent victimizations
committed by current or former spouses, boyfriends, or girlfriends of victims. Intimate partner
violence primarily involving female victims age 12 and older comprised about 85 percent during
2001. Intimate partner violence made up 20 percent of all nonfatal violent crime against wornerz in
2001 compared to 3 percent of the nonfatal violence against men. In addition, in 2000, 1,247
women and 440 men were Killed by an intimate partner throughout the nation (not shown).

Table 1.4 presents the number of domestic violence incidents that occurred in the region, by
Jjurisdiction, for 1998, 2001, and 2002. In both the one- and five-year comparison periods, most
Jjurisdictions had an increase in the reported incidents of domestic violence. Between 2001 and 2002,
the increases ranged from 1 percent in El Cajon to 71 percent in San Marcos; from 1998 to 2002,
increases ranged from 1 percent in Carlsbad to 60 percent in San Marcos. The Sheriff's Domestic
Violence Response Team {DVRT) was implemented in San Marcos in 2002, which has contributed to
the increase in reporting in that city. Through responses to SANDAG's annual crime survey,
experienced agency staff expressed that these increases are due in part to better public education,
more citizen awareness, and expanded officer training concerning domestic violence, all of which
have led to an increase in reporting. Four cities experiencing reductions in domestic violence cases
include Chula Vista, Coronado, La Mesa, and Vista.

Table 1.4
Number of Domestic Violence Incidents by Jurisdiction
San Diego Region, 1998, 2001, and 2002

Change
1998 2001 2002 1998-2002 2001-2002
Carisbad 340 247 345 1% 40%
Chula Vista 1,585 1,972 1,840 16% 1%
Coronado 48 64 62 29% -3%
El Cajon 612 898 903 48% 1%
Escondido 832 912 975 17% 7%
La Mesa 373 359 347 -7% -3%
National City 393 566 598 52% 6%
Oceanside 1,438 1,616 2,069 44% 28%
San Diego 11,230 10,694 10,856 -3% 2%
Sheriff - Total 3,725 3,440 3,827 3% 11%
Del Mar 19 12 9 - -
Encinitas 218 182 203 -7% 12%
imperial Beach 347 205 215 -38% 5%
Lemon Grove 156 118 150 -4%% 27%
Poway 181 133 155 -14% 17%
San Marcos 222 208 356 60% 71%
Santee 260 288 308 18% 1%
Solana Beach 33 29 34 3% -
Vista 612 561 521 -15% -1%
Unincorporated 1,677 1,704 1,876 12% 10%
TOTAL 20,592 20,793 21,855 6% 5%

NOTE: If comparison numbers equal 30 or less, percent changes are omitted,
SOURCE: SANDAG
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Hate Crime

In this report, the most recent available hate crime data (2001) are presented for the nation, the
State, and the County.

Hate crimes are among the most dehumanizing of crimes. A hate crime is defined as any criminal
act or attempt that is motivated by hatred based on race, ethnicity, national origin, religion,
gender, sexual orientation, or mental/physical disability. Hate crimes impact not only their victims,
but also spread concern throughout entire communities (California DOJ, Attorney General (2002)
Hate Crime in California 2001).

According to a U.S. Department of Justice press release (November 2002), in 2001, of nearly 17,000
agencies nationwide participating in the UCR Program, there were 11,987 law enforcement agencies
from 49 states that contributed hate crime data to the Program. Of those, about 18 percent submitted
at least one report of a hate crime occurring in their jurisdiction, representing 9,730 incidents
reported nationwide in 2001. Most (45%) were motivated by racial bias, 22 percent by prejudice
against a person’s ethnicity or national origin, 19 percent from a bias of a particular religion, and 14
percent were due to bias toward a specific sexual orientation. There were 12,020 victims affected by
the 9,730 reported hate crime incidents. With respect to known suspects in these cases, 66 percent
were White, 20 percent were Black, and race was not determined for 8 percent (not shown).

In California, there were 2,261 reports of hate crime events in 2001, and 66 percent of those bias-
motivated crimes were related to the victim's ethnicity or national origin. Due to a large rise in anti-
Arab hate crimes, there was an increase of 446 percent in the ethnicity/race bias category, to 428
events in 2001 compared to 96 in 2000. Sexual orientation was the motivator in 19 percent of cases
and 13 percent were due to religious bias, The total number of victims resulting from hate crime
events in the State rose 20 percent over one year, to 2,812 in 2001 from 2,352 one year earlier (not
showny).

Countywide, San Diego accounted for 252 (or 11%) of hate crimes reported in the State, but the
region represented just 8 percent of the State’s total population (not shown). Sixty-nine percent
(69%) of incidents were deemed motivated by racefethnicity, 21 percent perpetrated because of the
suspect’s bias toward the victim's sexual orientation, and 9 percent stemmed from religious bias. Of
the ethnicity-based events, 42 percent were anti-Black; of the sexuality-based incidents, 85 percent
were directed toward male homosexuals; and of the religion-based crimes, equal proportions were
committed against followers of the Jewish faith and believers in Islam (419% each). There were 329
victims as a result of 252 hate crimes in 2001. A more detailed accounting of countywide hate
crimes, including victim and suspect demographics, is expected to be available from the State DO)J
data later this year for 2002 data.
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Violence Against Seniors

By UCR standards, violence against seniors includes the same four offenses as the violent category
of the FBl Index (homicide, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault). The number of violent crimes
involving victims age 60 years and older is reiatively small compared to crimes committed against
the overall population.

There were 392 violent crimes against senior citizens in the region in 2002, a decrease of 19 percent
from 2007 and 30 percent since 1998 (Table 1.5). As with the FBI Index crimes committed against the
general population, aggravated assaults represented the greatest proportion of the cases involving
senior citizens (599%),

Table 1.5
Number of Violent Crimes Against Senior Citizens by Offense
San Diego Region, 1998, 2001, and 2002

Change

1998 2001 2002 1998-2002 2001-2002

Homicide 3 7 4 - _
Rape 5 4 6 - -
Robbery 209 169 151 -28% -11%
Aggravated Assault 340 303 231 -32% -24%
TOTAL 557 483 392 -30% ~19%

NOTE: When comparison numbers equal 30 or less, percent changes are omitted.
SOURCE: SANDAG

Law Enforcement Officers Killed or Assaulfted (LEOKA)

To provide and maintain the highest standard of safety for all law enforcement officers, the federal
DOJ docurnents a fourth "other” type of violence. This type of incident pertains to sworn police
officers who are assaulted or killed while on duty. The data include assaults against officers working
in the field, as well as officers assigned to detention facilities. Since the Tigures for 2002 have not
yet been released by DOJ, data are compared for 1997 through 2001.

Included in the LEOKA cases presented in Figure 1.22, there were four on-duty officers in the San
Diega region who were victims of accidental death during the five-year period (one case per year in
1997, 1998, 2000, and 2001).

A LEOKA incident can occur during any type of on-duty officer activity. In 2001, of the calls for
service that resulted in reports of assaults against officers, "responding to disturbances” (inctuding
calls about civil disorder and suspicious-looking or mentally deranged persons) comprised the
highest proportion of incidents (42%;). Also high on the list were incidents in which officers were
assaulted while transporting individuals who had been arrested or incarcerated, comprising an
average 21 percent of cases in 2001. During the five comparison years, from 1397 to 2001, the
distribution of total LEOKA incidents by type of call averaged 44 percent for responding to
disturbances, 19 percent for handling and transporting prisoners, and 10 percent for traffic pursuits.
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Figure 1.22
Number of Law Enforcement Officers Killed/Assaulted
San Diego Region, 1997-2001
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Review of another aspect of the LEOKA incidents, the type of weapon encountered by officers in
reported cases, revealed the following:

e Offenders with firearms were involved in an average four percent of incidents that occurred
from 1997 to 2001, ranging from seven percent in 1998 to two percent in 1999 and 2000.

* In 2007, 13 percent of LEOKA incidents involved the use of a knife or other dangerous weapon.
Over five years, on average, the proportion of incidents involving the use of knives and other
dangerous weapons by suspects against officers also represented about 13 percent of cases.

* Most incidents (82% on average in 5 years) involved the offender's use of personal weapons
{i.e., hands, fists, feet, etc.) to attack an officer (not shown).
Property Crime Category

FBI Index property crimes include burglary, larceny theft, and motor vehicle theft. In 2002, 87
percent of all Index crimes reported were property-related (not shown).

There were 91,335 property crimes in 2002, representing an increase of four percent since 2001.
However, the number of property-related crimes in 2002 was still lower than five and ten years earlier
(Table 1.6 and Figure 1.23). Approximately 10 property crimes per hour were reported in 2002, down
from 11 per hour in 1998 and 16 per hour in 1993 (not shown).
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Table 1.6
Number of Property Crimes by Offense
San Diego Region, 1998, 2001, and 2002

Change
1998 2001 2002 1998-2002 2001-2002
Burglary-Total 18,378 16,725 18,199 -1% 9%
Residential 10,966 9,681 10,236 -7% 6%
Non-Residential 7.412 7,044 7,963 1% 13%
Larceny-Total 55,251 51,320 53,252 -4% 4%
Over $400 16,484 17,164 18,568 13% 8%
$400 and Under 38,767 34,156 34,684 -11% 2%
Motor Vehicle Theft 18,685 19,421 19,884 6% 2%
TOTAL 92,314 87,466 91,335 -1% 4%

SOURCE: SANDAG

Figure 1.23
Number of Property Crimes
San Diego Region, 1997-2001
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Over time, larceny has continued to be reported in larger numbers than any other FBI Index crime.
Over one-half (58%) of property crimes reported in 2002 were larceny thefts and around one in five
(22%) was a burglary or vehicle theft (Figure 1.24).
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Figure 1.24
Property Crimes by Offense
San Diego Region, 2002
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Burglary

Burglary is defined in the UCR Program as the unlawful entry of a structure to commit a felony or a
theft. Burglaries are recorded in the FBI Index by type of entry (forced, non-forced, and
attempted/unsuccessful), time of day/night, and by category of structure burglarized (residential or
commercial).

Overall, burglary increased six percent in 2002 {to 18,199 from 16,725 in 2001} (Figure 1.25 and Table
1.6). Commercial burglaries increased more than residential incidents (with commercial up 13%
compared to 6% for residential). Of all burglaries reported in 2002, more than one-half (56%) were
categorized as residential. About two burglaries at either a residence or a business establishment
were reported each hour during 2002, down from nearly four per hour in 1993 (not shown).
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Figure 1.25
Number of Burglaries by Type
San Diego Region, 1998-2002
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_ : If no forced entry is used to commit a burglary, this means the offender
Almost half (49%6) was able to gain entry through an unlocked, unprotected window, door, or
of all burglaries other entrance to the property, Nearly one-half (49%) of burglaries were
were completed accomplished without forced entry (Figure 1.26). In cther words, crime

: without_th_e need - prevention tactics such as more diligent locking of doors and windows, use
f.of’_forc_ed’entfy_. -1 of home alarm systems, and participation in Neighborhood Watch
o Zen g programs could help to reduce the number of these events in the future.

Figure 1.26
Burglary by Type of Entry
San Diego Region, 2002
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Larceny Theft

According to UCR guidelines, the larceny theft category includes shoplifting, pickpocket and purse-
snatch, theft from inside motor vehicles, theft of motor vehicle parts and accessories, theft from

Larceny theft represented 58
percent of all reported property
¢rime incidents in 2002.

buildings, bicycle theft, and theft from coin-operated
machines. Again, this is the most reported crime in the FBI
Index and is excluded from the CCI to provide an additional
measure of the level of crime in the State.

There were 53,252 larcenies in the region in 2002, which represented a four percent increase since 2001
(51,320) (Table 1.7). Grand theft (theft of items valued over $400) increased eight percent while petty
theft rose just two percent (not shown). The larger increase of more costly items may be a reflection of

the current state of the economy.

Table 1.7

Number of Larceny Thefts by Type
San Diego Region, 1998, 2001, and 2002

Pickpocket/Purse Snatch
Shoplifting
From Motor Vehicles

Bicycles
From Buildings
Other

TOTAL

Change

1998 2001 2002 1998-2002 2001-2002

Motor Vehicles Parts/Accessories

183 290 276 51% 5%
7,461 6,096 6,09 -18% <-1%
21,242 19,975 22,229 5% 11%
3,259 3,955 3,797 17% -4%
2,878 1,886 1,974 -31% 5%
10,318 10,837 10,587 3% -2%
9.910 8,281 8,295 -16% <1%
55,251 51,320 53,252 4% 4%

SOURCE: SANDAG

In both 1998 and 2002, the greatest proportion of larcenies involved thefts from motor vehicles,
followed by thefts from buildings and other farceny theft types (e.g., purse snatch, pickpocket)
(Figure 1.27). Not only are thefts of items from inside vehicles growing in number, they have also
been the largest proportion of larcenies over time.
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Figure 1.27
Larceny Theft by Type
San Diego Region, 1998 and 2002
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Motor Vehicle Theft

By UCR standards, motor vehicle theft includes the stealing of automobiles, trucks, vans, and buses,
as well as other motorized mobile property (such as motorcycles and off-road vehicles).

From 2007 to 2002, motor vehicle theft had the smallest increase of any

108 fegistered property crime (2%). Over five years, vehicle thefts rose six percent, to 18,884

vehicles was - in 2002 from 18,685 in 1998 (Figure 1.28 and Table 1.6), and over ten years the
stolen’in 2002, number of vehicles stolen in the region declined 40 percent, from 33,192 in

S - 1993 (not shown). One out of every 108 registered vehicles was stolen in 2002,
down from one of 99 in 1998 (Table 1.2). There were approximately two vehicle thefts reported
every hour in 2002, down from nearly four per hour in 1993 (not shown). These statistics are a
testament to the successes of RATT, prevention education to the public, and citizens’ use of smart
tactics to protect their vehicles. Innovative parking lot and parking structure designs at shopping
malls and other establishments that attract large numbers of visitors could be another contributing
factor to the decline in auto theft.

- One of every:
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Figure 1.28
Number of Motor Vehicle Thefts
San Diego Region, 1998-2002
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SOURCE: SANDAG

As might be expected, automobiles are consistently the most frequently stolen vehicle type (shown
in Figure 1.29 for 2002).

Figure 1.29
Motor Vehicle Theft by Type of Vehicle
San Diego Region, 2002

Other Motor
Vehicles
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_Autos
68%

n=19,884

NOTE: Percentages do not equal 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: SANDAG
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Arson

Arson is defined by the FBI as the willful or malicious burning or attempting to burn, with or
without intent to defraud, a residence, public building, motor vehicle or aircraft, personal property
of another, etc. In this report, the number of arsons is presented separately and not included in the
FBI or California Crime indices.

Similar to the other property-related offenses, the number of arsons in the region also increased in
2002, to 585 from 540 in 2001 (Figure 1.30). This represents an eight percent increase since 2001 and
a five percent rise compared to 1998.

Figure 1.30
Number of Arsons
San Diego Region, 1998-2002
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SOURCE: SANDAG
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In 2002, mohbile property comprised 38 percent of total arsons (Figure 1.31) and has increased each
year since 1998 when mobile property accounted for 30 percent of arson crimes (not shown). One
reason for this increase (suggested by a San Diego Fire Department official) may be that when the
economy falls on hard and uncertain times, a crime such as setling fire to a vehicle for which
payments cannot be met and then reporting the car as stolen for insurance purposes become more
common.

Figure 1.31
Arson by Type of Property
5an Diego Region, 2002

Other Structural
20% 7 2%

Mobile
38% N =585

NOTE: “"Other” arsons include willful or malicious burning of property, such as crops, timber, fences signs, and
merchandise stored cutside of structures.

SOURCE: SANDAG

JURISDICTIONAL CRIME RATES

Although crime rates are compiled in a standardized manner for cities and other areas within the
San Diego region, comparisons of rates for communities, by nature of their individualities, include
the following considerations:

+ characteristics of populations (such as age breakdown);

= economic conditions (such as job availability and median income);

* extent of open space, tourist activity, and ease of access to modes of transportation and
highway systems;

* strategic focus and staffing levels of individual law enforcement agencies;

* community tolerance levels, i.e., reporting practices of citizens; and
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» attractions in the community that draw large numbers of people to the area, such as large
shopping centers, community fairs, the racetrack, and amusement parks.

Each of these factors, as well as a number of other issues, contributes to variability in levels of crime
reported across jurisdictions. The issue of “daytime” population compared to resident population is
also an important component of police planning, in addition to community geographic
considerations and types of crimes reported.

Individual areas may experience an increase in the pumber of crimes but a drop in the crime rate.
This occurs when the area population increases at a rate greater than the number of reported
crimes. (Population figures used to compute rates are presented in Appendix C.) Once again, since
thanges between relatively small numbers may result in large percentage differences, percent
changes are omitted if comparison numbers are 30 or less.

A discussion of crime rates must include information about the populations used to calculate these
figures. In this report, populations for 2002 and 2001 are estimates based on the 2000 U.5. Census,
and the population for 2000 is derived from the 2000 Census count. Populations for 1999 and earlier
have not been adjusted by the DOF to reflect the 2000 Census and may contribute to variations in
crime rates over time. However, for the purpose of showing trend data, SANDAG's protocol of using
the most current available population figures has been employed.

Crime rates for cities and the unincorporated areas of the San Diego region for 1998, 2001, and
2002 are discussed in the following section.

FBI Index Crime Rate

As previously noted, the FBI Index crimes include the seven major offenses: homicide, rape, robbery,
aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft. Rates are computed per 1,000
population using 2000 Census figures and California Department of Finance population estimates.

The FBI index rate reflects the balance between the viotent and property crime rates. In 2002, the
San Diego regional FBI Index crime rate was 36.1 crimes per 1,000 residents. As Table 1.8 shows, 16
of the 25 jurisdictions (incorparated and unincorporated areas) had rates lower than the region. In
the one-year period, the overall rate rose one percent (from 35.7 in 2001), and over five years the
FBI Index crime rate dropped ten percent (from 40.3 in 1998).
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Table 1.8
FBI Index Crime Rate per 1,000 Population by Jurisdict