Summary | Issue | Background | Findings | Conclusions | Recommendations | Responses | Attachments

Narcotics Arrests
Summary
The number of arrests in San Mateo County for the sale and/or manufacture of narcotics
(excluding marijuana) has fallen by approximately 44% over the past five years based on a
survey of the agencies most involved with the enforcement of narcotics laws.
While cause and effect is difficult to determine with certainty, the Grand Jury concludes
that the major contributors to this dramatic drop in narcotics arrests are a reduction in the
number of dedicated personnel to narcotics crime investigation and a redirection of city and
county police resources away from proactive policing and crime prevention programs due to
tightened budgets and shifting priorities, and not to a decrease in narcotics crime.
Continued budget constraints are likely to further decrease the attention of law
enforcement to proactive enforcement and crime prevention programs and may put in
jeopardy the contributions, both monetary and personnel, cities and the County are
committed to make to the County Narcotics Task Force (CNTF), an effective vehicle to help
combat narcotics crime. This reduced focus on narcotics crime is of concern to those
agencies interviewed that believe it will lead to an increase in narcotics-related crime such
as property crime and street violence.
In order for law enforcement agencies in the County to dedicate more resources to proactive
policing and crime prevention programs, they need to resolve budget issues and priorities.
Opportunities exist to improve the budget situation by consolidating services among law
enforcement agencies in the County but coordination will be required across agencies and
city boundaries.
Key Grand Jury recommendations include:
•

Funding levels for the CNTF should be maintained and, if possible, increased to
fund the three vacant positions by adjusting priorities in city and County budgets.

•

Law enforcement agencies in the County should collectively provide necessary
personnel to staff all funded positions at CNTF.

•

Ad hoc committees should be formed to seek creative solutions to law enforcement
budget issues including:
o

broader and quicker consolidation of dispatch/communications;

o

consolidation of other support functions including records;
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o

regionalization of police resources into three or four jurisdictions;

o

consolidation of fire and police resources.

•

Budget priorities should be reviewed at the city and County level to determine if
more money can be allocated to law enforcement agencies for proactive policing and
crime prevention programs.

•

The District Attorney should communicate an on-going focus on prosecuting
narcotics crime to law enforcement agencies.

Narcotics Investigations
2004-2004 San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury

2

Narcotics Arrests
Issue
Has the arrest rate for sale and/or manufacture of narcotics in San Mateo County
decreased? Why? Should anything be done differently by those entities responsible for
narcotics enforcement?

Background
A complainant observed that the asset forfeiture statistics have decreased steadily since
1999 and was concerned that this was indicative of a drop-off in arrest rates for the sale
and/or manufacture of narcotics, excluding marijuana. Asset forfeitures are the assets
including cash, automobiles and other tangible items that are seized in connection with a
narcotics arrest.
To investigate, the Grand Jury reviewed criminal statistics from the California Department
of Justice, the San Mateo County District Attorney’s Office, data provided in surveys from
selected County law enforcement agencies, the County Narcotics Task Force (CNTF)
Annual Reports for fiscal year 2002 (FY ’02)1 and FY ’03, and the “Review of the CNTF by
the Criminal Justice Council of San Mateo County” published September 2002.
Interviews were conducted with members of the District Attorney’s (DA) Office, CNTF, the
Sheriff’s Office (Sheriff), the Public Safety Department of Sunnyvale, and several
representative police departments in San Mateo County.

Findings
Department of Justice Narcotics Statistics
Asset forfeiture statistics for San Mateo County obtained from the California Department
of Justice show a dramatic decrease between calendar years 1999 and 2002: a drop of 77%
in number of asset forfeiture cases initiated and a drop of 62% based on estimated value of
assets seized. Felony narcotics arrests also dropped but not as sharply: a drop of 9.4%. An
explanation for why the arrests may not have fallen as sharply as asset forfeitures is that
the arrest statistics include possession and use of narcotics while asset forfeitures are far
more likely to be associated with sale and/or manufacture. Unfortunately, the California

1

Fiscal year ’02 runs from July 2001 through June 2002.
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Department of Justice does not track those categories separately. Statistics are not yet
available for 2003.
Table 1: Narcotics Statistics (excluding marijuana) from California Department of Justice

Felony Narcotics Arrests
- San Mateo County
- California
Asset Forfeitures
- Cases Initiated
- San Mateo County
- California
- Est. $ Assets Seized
- San Mateo County
- California

1999

2000

2001

2002

%
Change
’99 to
‘02

1,691
3,690

1,618
3,618

1,515
3,516

1,532
3,534

-9.4
-0.5

164
3,382

118
3,564

68
3,109

38
3,534

-76.8
4.5

611,900
29,715,363

438,270
33,206,755

267,121
29,085,489

234,556
28,486,791

-61.7
-4.1

Dramatic drops did not occur in the overall state totals. Asset forfeiture cases initiated
actually increased 4% and the estimated value of assets seized decreased by only 4%. The
felony narcotics arrests only dropped 0.5%.

San Mateo County Narcotics Arrest Statistics
Within San Mateo County, CNTF, the Sheriff, and the city police departments are involved
in narcotics enforcement.
CNTF was established in 1985 by the County of San Mateo and the cities that comprise it
with the mission to provide leadership, coordination, training, and service to law
enforcement agencies and the public in combating the illegal drug problem within San
Mateo County. The belief was that a centralized task force would help leverage skills
across the county and improve coordination amongst law enforcement agencies.
Approximately 50% of CNTF’s current funding comes from the Sheriff, 30% from city police
departments,15% from a one-time Federal Byrne Grant2, and 5% from asset forfeitures. As
specified in the terms of the joint powers agreement, the County and each of the cities
contribute funding or in-kind resources (i.e., personnel) to CNTF. Contribution amounts
are calculated on the basis of the cities’ population and assessed property values. See
Appendix A for a listing of city contribution allocation to CNTF and Appendix B for a
breakdown of CNTF staffing by client agency.
CNTF is highly regarded by the law enforcement agencies of San Mateo County and by the
District Attorney’s office. Those bodies recognize the value of centralizing resources to
address narcotics crime and believe that CNTF does an outstanding job. A review of the
The Federal Byrne Grant is for $346,000 to assist with operational costs of drug analysis/training,
narcotics enforcement, and city contribution shortfalls.
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San Mateo Narcotics Task Force by the Criminal Justice Council of San Mateo County
published in September 2002 stated that the agencies working with CNTF reported a very
high level of satisfaction with the work of the CNTF and felt the CNTF had highly
increased the coordination and cooperation in the exchange of intelligence information by
developing an operational narcotics intelligence network. The CNTF was also reported as
being very effective in assisting agencies on specific drug problems and responding quickly
to requests for investigative service.
Statistics specifically for arrests for sale and/or manufacture of narcotics were requested
from the law enforcement agencies most involved with narcotics enforcement.3
Table 2: # of Arrests for Sale and/or Manufacture of Narcotics (excluding marijuana)

1999
139
71
47
45
34
29
14

2000
96
44
7
82
17
19
28

2001
60
16
4
85
18
18
21

2002
58
18
4
33
24
22
47

2003
43
19
18
44
18
31
25

%
Change
'99 to '03
-69
-73
-62
-2
-47
7
79

SUBTOTAL - Cities

379

293

222

206

198

-48

CNTF *

264

212

189

201

164

-38

TOTAL - ALL*

643

505

411

407

362

-44

Agency
East Palo Alto PD
San Mateo PD
SSF PD
Daly City PD
Sheriff
Menlo Park PD
Redwood City PD

* Arrests made by CNTF at three "rave" parties held at the Cow Palace in Daly City were counted as 1
arrest each in the above totals. Actual number of arrests at these raves were: 4/26/02 (37 arrests), 9/20/03
(61 arrests), and 12/31/03 (10 arrests).

Based on information provided by these agencies, there has been an overall decrease in the
narcotics arrest rate in San Mateo County of approximately 44% over the past 5 years.
This decrease was due to fewer arrests by the CNTF and by the cities of East Palo Alto, San
Mateo, South San Francisco, and the Sheriff. The only city to have an increase in 2003
relative to both 1999 and 2000 was Menlo Park.

According to California Department of Justice statistics, the cities/jurisdictions within San Mateo
County with the highest number of total narcotics arrests in 2002 were: Sheriff (315), East Palo Alto
(258), Redwood City (189), Menlo Park (164), South San Francisco (161), Daly City (139), San Bruno
(88) and San Mateo (83).
Arrest statistics are for violations of Health & Safety codes 11351, 11351.5, 11352, 11366, 11378,
11378.5, 11379, 11379.5, and 11379.6.
3
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Explanations for Decrease in Arrests
When asked what the potential causes were for the decrease in arrests, those interviewed
pointed to a reduction in personnel dedicated to narcotics and tightened budgets with
shifting priorities. In addition, some of the agencies interviewed felt that the perception by
some law enforcement field personnel that narcotics crime is prosecuted less now due to
diversion programs and Proposition 364 and thus do not see the purpose to making arrests
may also have contributed to the drop in arrests. This explanation was flatly refuted by
some of the other agencies interviewed. There was a consensus among those interviewed
that narcotics crime has not decreased over this period, and thus decreased crime is not a
rationale for the decrease in arrests. Unfortunately, no reliable statistics exist to measure
the level of crime as opposed to the level of arrests.
While this investigation did not focus on the possession and use of narcotics, a common
concern raised in interviews was lack of availability of treatment programs for those
individuals sent to diversion and the lack of necessary funding to operate those programs.

Personnel Dedicated to Narcotics
The cities which have had dedicated narcotics units some time over the past 5 years include
San Mateo, East Palo Alto and Menlo Park.
Agency
San Mateo
East Palo Alto
Menlo Park

# Personnel
4
3

Unit’s Existence
Disbanded in 2000; budget issues
3
Disbanded in May 2001; budget issues
Formed in April 2003; concern for rising crime

For San Mateo and East Palo Alto, the dissolution of their dedicated narcotics units
coincided with drops in the arrest rates in those cities; Menlo Park’s arrest rate went up in
2003 relative to 2002 coinciding with the formation of its dedicated unit. In addition to
dedicated narcotics units, several cities have street crime units which enforce narcotics
laws along with addressing prostitution, gang activity, and other crimes.5 Based on the
information provided by agencies, the staffing levels for those units did not change between
1999 and 2003 with the exception of the Sheriff which reduced its staff from 7 to 5 as of
June 30th, 2003.
CNTF field personnel were decreased by 3 over the past 5 years due to an inability to staff
positions from its client city/county/state/federal agencies. An additional position was
eliminated due to budget cuts. In FY ’00, CNTF had 14 personnel assigned to field duties
and another 5 sharing field and support duties. The force was reduced by 2 in FY ’01 and
another 1 in FY ’02. Since then it has been operating with 11 field personnel. Currently
there are 3 vacant positions. The decrease in the number of CNTF field personnel has
coincided with that unit’s decrease in number of arrests.

Proposition 36, also known as the Substance Abuse and Crime Prevention Act, was passed by the
voters of California in 2000. This initiative allows first and second time non-violent, simple drug
possession offenders the opportunity to receive substance abuse treatment instead of incarceration.
5 Cities or jurisdictions with street crime units as of FY ’04 include Sheriff (5 officers), San Mateo (4
officers) and Redwood City (3 officers).
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Tightened Budgets with Shifting Priorities
Budgets for the law enforcement agencies surveyed rose an average of 8.7% each year from
FY ’00 through FY ’03.
Table 3: Budgets for Law Enforcement Agencies

Agency
East Palo Alto
San Mateo
SSF
Daly City
Sheriff
Menlo Park
Redwood City
TOTAL - Cities
CNTF

FY ’00
4.7
16.5
11.4
14.3
69.8
7.9
16.8

FY ’01
5.0
17.5
11.8
15.9
82.7
7.9
18.1

FY ’02
5.2
20.2
12.1
16.9
85.4
8.7
19.2

FY ’03
7.1
21.4
12.3
18.1
90.0
7.9
21.2

CAGR*
(%)
14.8
9.1
2.6
8.2
8.8
0
8.1

117.4

134.2

141.7

150.7

8.7

2.0

2.2

2.2

2.1

0.3

* CAGR is the compounded annual growth rate.

The agencies interviewed indicated that budget increases of 8 to 9% annually had not
allowed them to add staff. Those increases only allowed them to keep up with the rising
costs of benefits and fixed expenditures. Thus for most cities, the number of sworn officers
has remained constant over the past few years. What has changed is the focus of those
officers. Increasingly, the patrol officers have had to spend a greater percentage of time
reacting to citizen inquiries rather than pursuing proactive enforcement such as narcotics
investigations. Some city police departments stated that they now transfer some narcotics
investigations to CNTF that they may have previously investigated themselves. The
exception is the Menlo Park Police Department which received increased funding for FY ’04
for additional staff to focus on narcotics in the Redevelopment Area which was recognized
to be a growing problem. Arrests in Menlo Park went up 40% during calendar year 2003
(following the formation of the unit in April of that year) and are currently on track to
increase further during calendar year 2004.

Perceptions of Less Prosecution
A review of arrest cases for sale and/or manufacture of narcotics submitted to the DA
during FY ’03 shows that 89% of cases were filed for prosecution with another 7% pending a
decision whether or not to prosecute. The Grand Jury also reviewed a random sample of
filed cases for final disposition and found that approximately 91% of those cases filed
resulted in a conviction with another 6% pending prosecution.
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Table 4: Prosecution of Narcotics Sale and/or Manufacture Cases
#

%

Total Submitted Cases for
FY’03
Filed
Rejected
Pending

326
291
13
22

100
89
4
7

Total Sample of Filed Cases
for FY’03
Convicted *
Co Defendant Convicted
Dismissed
Bench Warrant/Pending

153
136
3
4
10

100
89
2
3
6

* Includes being found guilty, pleading guilty, and pleading nolo contendere
Source: San Mateo County District Attorney’s Office

The compilation of these statistics required considerable manual effort in order to track a
case to its final disposition. This capability is of interest to those wanting to analyze filing
rates and disposition success rates by various groupings, e.g., by type of violation or by law
enforcement agency.

Explanations for Decrease in Asset Forfeitures
While asset forfeiture was not a central focus of this investigation, those interviewed were
asked to comment on the observed decrease from calendar years 1999 to 2003. The major
explanation given was the decrease in narcotics arrests due to the reduced resources
focused on narcotics enforcement. When asked why asset forfeitures fell faster than
narcotics arrests for this five year period, those interviewed pointed primarily to increased
criminal sophistication. The criminal element has evolved and now takes more
precautionary measures to secure drugs and money in separate locations. In addition, the
larger level traffickers have become versed in money laundering, ensuring they secure
assets under the names of friends and relatives.

Concerns Moving Forward
In some cities and law enforcement jurisdictions, budgets for FY ’04 and ’05 have been
reduced by 5 to 10%. These cuts have required staff reductions primarily in proactive
enforcement and crime prevention programs, e.g., School Resource Officers and Counselors,
Community Policing, traffic units, street crime units, etc. Some cities are also concerned
about their ability to continue contributing to the CNTF.
Those interviewed expressed the belief that a reduced focus on narcotics crime would result
in an increase in other crimes. They observed that property crimes tend to be committed by
drug users and that violent crimes tend to involve drug dealers. They also mentioned that
these types of crimes do not respect boundaries, e.g., a drug user in Redwood City may
Narcotics Investigations
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conduct property crime in Atherton to support his/her habit. At least two of the agencies
we spoke with indicated their priority would be narcotics if budget was not an issue.
Faced with reduced resources, law enforcement agencies are working to “optimize”
deployment through the use of technology (e.g., allow case reporting on the web to minimize
officer time to take reports) and getting the community more engaged through “community
watch” programs.

Options for Improving Budget Situation
During interviews conducted by the Grand Jury, a number of options were raised that could
improve the budget situation and thus the allocation of funds to drug enforcement and
other preventive programs across the law enforcement agencies in San Mateo County
without relying on increased city funding. These options include shared resources,
consolidation of law enforcement agencies into regional units, and/or local consolidation of
fire and police resources.
Some law enforcement agencies are currently pursuing consolidation of dispatch and
communications capabilities. For example, the city of San Mateo currently provides
dispatch and communications services to Brisbane and has given a proposal to Burlingame
and Millbrae to do the same. The city of San Mateo is also interested in working with
Belmont and San Carlos. This approach more efficiently utilizes resources but results in
some lack of control over local dispatch. Savings from consolidated dispatch are estimated
to be over $100K on average per agency per year. Orange County, California, has deployed
an Integrated Justice Model that centralizes all dispatch in the county. Other candidates
for consolidation within San Mateo County include Records and Human Resources.
There has been an increased focus in the County on law enforcement task forces that can
provide coordinated response and provide expertise and depth of resources to selected
issues (i.e., sexual predator, high tech crimes, and the CNTF). One area currently under
review is the possible formation of a “Major Crimes Task Force”. Currently, there is
disparity in opinion about (a) whether this task force should be a standing body or a countywide agreement of operating procedures that detail the coordination of a major crime
investigation and (b) whether the formation of a task force would save money or not.
Another approach discussed during the interviews to capture economies of scale is to
regionalize the law enforcement across the County. One concept is the creation of 3 or 4
regions – North, Central, South, and potentially the Coast. This would result in savings
due to management consolidation and shared services. Concerns include some loss in focus
on “local policing”.
In Sunnyvale, a Public Safety Department combines police and fire resources under one
command. All personnel are cross-trained in fire and police skills. Savings are realized in
less administrative overhead and operational efficiencies, e.g., fewer personnel to operate
fire apparatus by pulling personnel from patrol when needed. These savings more than
make up for increased personnel costs. A concern expressed by those interviewed was the
reluctance of fire and police unions to have their members cross-trained.
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Conclusions
While asset forfeitures have dramatically declined over the past 5 years, the arrests for sale
and/or manufacture of narcotics in San Mateo County have fallen by 44% based on a survey
of the agencies most involved with enforcing narcotics laws.
While cause and effect is difficult to determine with certainty, the Grand Jury concludes
that the major contributors to the decrease in narcotics arrests are a reduction in the
number of dedicated personnel to narcotics crime investigation and a redirection of city
police and county resources away from proactive policing and crime prevention programs
due to tightened budgets with shifting priorities, and not to a decrease in narcotics crime.
While there may be a perception that arrests for sale and/or manufacture of narcotics are
not being aggressively prosecuted, the statistics regarding prosecution for those crimes say
otherwise. The perception of fewer prosecutions may be associated with use and possession
of narcotics; however, that was not studied in this investigation.
Continued budget constraints are likely to further decrease the attention of law
enforcement to proactive enforcement and crime prevention programs and may put in
jeopardy the contributions, both monetary and personnel, cities and the County are
committed to make to the CNTF. This reduced focus on narcotics crime is of concern to
those agencies interviewed who believe it will lead to an increase in narcotics-related crime
such as property crime and street violence.
The CNTF is an effective vehicle to help combat narcotics crime and its funding and
staffing should be protected and, if possible, increased.
In order for law enforcement agencies in the County to dedicate more resources to proactive
policing and crime prevention programs, they need to resolve budget issues and priorities.
Opportunities exist to improve the budget situation by consolidating services amongst law
enforcement agencies in the County thereby freeing up funds for more proactive
enforcement and preventive programs but coordination will be required amongst agencies
and across city boundaries.

Recommendations
1.0

All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should ensure that current funding
levels for CNTF are maintained and, if possible, increased to fund the three vacant
positions by adjusting priorities in city and County budgets.

2.0

All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law enforcement
agencies to collectively provide necessary personnel to staff all funded positions at
CNTF.

3.0

All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law enforcement
agencies to create and participate in ad hoc committees to seek creative solutions to
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law enforcement budget issues and recommend adoption of those solutions to their
respective agencies, e.g.,
3.1

Explore broader and quicker consolidation of dispatch/communications.

3.2

Explore consolidation of other support functions including records.

3.3

Continue to explore formation of a standing task force for “Major Crimes”.

3.4

Explore regionalization of police resources into three or four jurisdictions.

3.5

Explore consolidation of fire and police resources.

4.0

All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should review their budget priorities
to determine if more money could go to their respective law enforcement agencies for
proactive policing and crime prevention programs.

5.0

All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law enforcement
agencies to:

6.0

7.0

5.1

encourage more community involvement in crime enforcement through
development of or increased emphasis on “community watch” programs,

5.2

reinstitute proactive enforcement and crime prevention programs as budget
situations improve.

The District Attorney should:
6.1

design information systems so that disposition of cases can be easily tied back
to submissions and filings,

6.2

communicate its on-going focus on prosecuting narcotics crime to law
enforcement agencies,

6.3

immediately review the appropriateness of the number of cases submitted
during FY ’03 and classified as pending and determine any additional action
required.

In 2004-2005 the Grand Jury should investigate the adequacy of County support for
mandated drug treatment programs.
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Town of Atherton
91 Ashfield Road
Atherton, California 94027
Phone: (650) 752-0500
Fax: (650) 688-6528
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

July 23, 2004

Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice and Records
400 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Re: Grand Jury Report on Narcotics Arrests

Dear Judge Karesh:
On behalf of the Town of Atherton, thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the
Grand Jury’s report on narcotics arrests in San Mateo County. It is obvious that the members of
the Grand Jury who studied this issue spent considerable time and research on it. We applaud
their efforts on this important topic.
The following is our response. The Town agrees with the findings of the report. We also support
and concur with the responses being prepared to you in a letter by Trisha Sanchez, Commander
of the San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force (CNTF). Below are our comments to the Grand
Jury’s recommendations that apply to our jurisdiction.
Recommendations :
1.0

All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should ensure that current funding levels
for CNTF are maintained and, if possible, increased to fund the three vacant positions by
adjusting priorities in city and County budgets
The Town of Atherton considers its participation in the CNTF as very important and a
priority. The Town appropriated funding in FY 2004-05, to ensure its continued
participation in CNTF, despite increasing fiscal constraints. Atherton has offered one (1)
police officer to serve on the CNTF for FY 2004/05.

2.0

All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law enforcement agencies
to collectively provide necessary personnel to staff all funded positions at CNTF.
The Town of Atherton has committed one (1) officer to serve on the CNTF for FY
2004/05.
1

3.0

All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law enforcement agencies
to create and participate in ad hoc committees to seek creative solutions to law
enforcement budget issues and recommend adoption of those solutions to their respective
agencies.
The Town of Atherton is very open to participating in such collaborative discussions to
identify and share viable solutions to the challenging budget issues facing all of our
respective agencies.

4.0

All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should review their budget priorities to
determine if more money could go to their respective law enforcement agencies for
proactive policing and crime prevention programs.
The Town of Atherton has been challenged with increasing budget constraints, as well as
the rising cost of personnel, training and equipment. However, the Town is still
committed to providing proactive policing and crime prevention programs as funding
permits, as evidenced by providing school resource officers to local schools, engaging in
outreach activities and meeting with representatives of neighborhood and community
groups on crime related issues (i.e. Citizens Crime Task Force).

5.0

All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law enforcement agencies
to:
5.1

encourage more community involvement in crime enforcement through
development of or increased emphasis on “community watch’ programs.
The Atherton Police Department seeks to encourage community invo lvement in
its law enforcement efforts. Lack of resources prevents the development of
organized community watch programs during these difficult budget times.

5.2

reinstitute proactive enforcement and crime prevention programs as budget
situations improve.
The Atherton Police Department will consider implementing additional proactive
enforcement and crime prevention programs as our budget situation allows.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to review and respond to the Grand Jury’s report on
narcotic arrests in San Mateo County.
Sincerely,

James H. Robinson
City Manager
Town of Atherton
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RESOLUTION NO. 9562
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BELMONT APPROVING RESPONSE
TO THE 2003-2004 SAN MATEO COUNTY CIVIL GRAND JURY NARCOTICS INVESTIGATION
REPORT AND THE SEXUAL ASSAULT CASES IN SAN MATEO COUNTY REPORT
WHEREAS, the San Mateo County 2003-2004 Civil Grand Jury has filed a Narcotics
Investigation Report dated June 2, 2004 and a Sexual Assault Cases in San Mateo County Report dated
May 4, 2004, both of which contain findings and recommendations pertaining to the City of Belmont;
and,
WHEREAS, the City of Belmont is required to respond to findings and recommendations in said
report; and
WHEREAS, the City of Belmont has prepared appropriate responses and wishes to transmit
them, as required by State law, to the Presiding Judge of the Civil Grand Jury.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of Belmont as
follows:
1.

The responses to recommendations of the San Mateo County 2003-2004 Civil Grand Jury
Narcotics Investigation Report pertaining to the City of Belmont, attached hereto and made a part
hereof, are hereby accepted.

2.

The responses to recommendations by the San Mateo County 2003-2004 Civil Grand Jury Sexual
Assault Cases in San Mateo County Report pertaining to the City of Belmont, attached hereto and
made a part hereof, are hereby accepted.

3.

The City Manager is hereby authorized and directed to transmit said responses to the Presiding
Judge of the San Mateo County 2003-2004 Civil Grand Jury, in accordance with State law.

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was duly and regularly passed and adopted by the City
Council of the City of Belmont at a regular meeting thereof held on July 13, 2004 by the following vote.
AYES, COUNCILMEMBERS: _____________________________________________________
NOES, COUNCILMEMBERS: _____________________________________________________
ABSTAIN, COUNCILMEMBERS: _________________________________________________
ABSENT, COUNCILMEMBERS: ___________________________________________________
________________________________________

CLERK of the City of Belmont
APPROVED:
___________________________
MAYOR of the City of Be lmont

City of Belmont’s Response to
2003-2004 San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury Report on
Narcotics Investigation
Following are the City of Belmont’s response to the 2003-2004 Grand Jury report filed on June
2, 2004.
Recommendations
1.0

All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should ensure that current funding levels
for CNTF are maintained and, if possible, increased to fund the three vacant positions by
adjusting priorities in city and County budgets.
The City of Belmont partially agrees with this recommendation. Currently, the City of
Belmont and the Belmont Police Department provide supporting funds to the Narcotics
Task Force. We hope to assign a police officer to CNTF in April 2005, providing we stay
at the current staffing level and no further budget reductions occur.

2.0

All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law enforcement agencies
to collectively provide necessary personnel to staff all funded positions at CNTF.
Response: See Section 1.0

3.0

All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law enforcement agencies
to create and participate in ad hoc committees to seek creative solutions to law
enforcement budget issues and recommend adoption of those solutions to their respective
agencies, e.g.,
3.1
Explore broader and quicker consolidation of dispatch/communications.
3.2
Explore consolidation of other support functions including records.
3.3
Continue to explore formation of a standing task force for “Major Crimes”.
3.4
Explore regionalization of police resources into three or four jurisdictions.
3.5
Explore consolidation of fire and police resources.
The City of Belmont agrees with this recommendation. The city has participated in a
radio consolidation study with the cities of San Carlos and San Mateo and with other
Central County cities. In looking at the potential cost savings, it would have been more
costly for us to consolidate dispatch at this particular time. We do accept the
recommendation and will continue to look into consolidating services when possible.

4.0

All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should review their budget priorities to
determine if more money could go to their respective law enforcement agencies for
proactive policing and crime prevention programs.
The City of Belmont partially agrees with this recommendation. We are in difficult
budget time and do our best to meet our particular community’s needs. Narcotic
enforcement and education are a high priority for the department.

1

5.0

All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should direct their respective law
enforcement agencies to:
5.1
encourage more community involvement in crime enforcement through
development of or increased emphasis on “community watch” programs,
5.2
reinstitute proactive enforcement and crime prevention programs as budget
situations improve.
The City of Belmont agrees with this recommendation and already has a program in
place. The Police Department is very active in the community, continuing to provide all
homeowners associations the opportunities to have officers present and discuss various
topics that affect their neighborhoods. A letter from the Chief of Police was recently sent
to all homeowners’ association presidents inviting them to meet with the Chief of Police
to try to develop a more pro-active approach to issues in their neighborhoods and the
community.

Sections 6.0 & 7.0
Sections 6.0 & 7.0 do not directly apply to the City of Belmont or the Police Department.
We do strongly suggest that the Grand Jury studies the issues of funding for mandated
drug programs.
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
Inter-Departmental Correspondence
County Manager’s Office
DATE: August 16, 2004
BOARD MEETING DATE: August 31, 2004
TO:

Honorable Board of Supervisors

FROM:

John L. Maltbie, County Manager

SUBJECT:

2003-04 Grand Jury Responses

Recommendation
Accept this report containing responses to 2003-2004 Grand Jury recommendations on the
following: Narcotics Arrests, San Mateo County Jails, and Food Inspection in San Mateo
County.
Discussion
The 2003-2004 Grand Jury issued reports on Narcotics Arrests on June 2, 2004; San Mateo
County Jails on June 3, 2004; and Food Inspection in San Mateo County on June 10, 2004.
The County is mandated to respond to the Grand Jury within 90 days from the date that
reports are filed with the County Clerk and Elected Officials are mandated to respond within
60 days. The report pertaining to Narcotics Arrests requires direct responses from the Sheriff
and the District Attorney. The report pertaining to San Mateo County Jails requires a direct
response from the Sheriff.
Vision Alignment
This response to the Grand Jury’s findings and recommendations keeps the commitment of
responsive, effective and collaborative government through goal number 20: Government
decisions are based on careful consideration of future impact, rather than temporary relief or
immediate gain.

Narcotics Arrests
Findings:
We agree with the findings of the Grand Jury and appreciate acknowledgment of the fine
work done by the Narcotics Task Force. We too, recognize the value of centralizing
resources to address narcotics crime and share the Grand Jury’s conclusion that the CNTF
does an outstanding job. The Task Force is consistently professional and effective in the job
is does. We support the collaborative approach employed by the Task Force and continue to
explore further opportunities for shared service delivery in appropriate functional areas.
Recommendations:
1.

All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should ensure that current funding
levels for CNTF are maintained and, if possible, increased to fund the three vacant
positions by adjusting priorities in city and County budgets.
Response: Concur that current funding levels should be maintained. Disagree regarding
an increase based on limited available resources.

4.

All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should review their budget
priorities to determine if more money could go to their respective law enforcement
agencies for proactive policing and crime prevention programs.
Response: Concur. This review happens annually. Given present fiscal constraints it is
unlikely additional funds will be allocated.
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July 26, 2004

Hon. Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2nd Floor
Redwood City, California 94063-1655
Re:

NARCOTICS INVESTIGATION Report

Dear Judge Karesh:
The City of Brisbane has reviewed the Grand Jury Report and makes the following
responses to the recommendations.
1.0

FUNDING
We agree with the finding. The City of Brisbane has consistently
paid our portion of the CNTF budget.

2.0

STAFFING We agree with the finding. The City of Brisbane has supplied
three officers to the CNTF in the past. We believe that this is a significant
commitment given the size of our police department.

3.0

AD HOC COMMITTES
We agree with finding and will participate. The
City of Brisbane has contracted with the City of San Mateo for shared dispatch
and records services. We continue to seek other methods of sharing services.

4.0

BUDGET PRIORITIES
We agree with the finding. The City of Brisbane
has reviewed its budget and anticipates making no cuts in the police budget. This
is a difficult process considering the current economic conditions facing the state.
In addition the County of San Mateo charges cities for booking fees and for crime
lab fees. Both of these charges place additional burdens on police budgets.

5.0

PROACTIVE ENFORCEMENT AND CRIME PREVENTION We agree with
the finding. We have been and will continue to seek ways to improve.

6.0

Refers to the District Attorney. We deeply respect District Attorney Jim Fox and
his office. They have been struck with several budget cuts over the past many
years and that office continues to do an outstanding job with resources it receives.

7.0

We agree with the finding.

I hope that this response meets the obligations of the City of Brisbane to the Grand Jury.
Please thank the members of the Grand Jury for their dedication and hard work.

Sincerely,

Thomas R. Hitchcock
Chief of Police

The City of Burlingame

ROSALIE M. O=MAHONY, MAYOR
JOE GALLIGAN, VICE MAYOR
CATHY BAYLOCK
MIKE COFFEY

CITY HALL C 501 PRIMROSE ROAD

TEL: (650) 558-7200
FAX: (650) 342-8386
www.burlingame.org

BURLINGAME, CALIFORNIA 94010-3997

TERRY NAGEL

August 13, 2004

Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Department 20, Hall of Justice
400 County Center, 2nd floor
Redwood City, CA. 94063-1655
RE: Narcotics Investigation Report
Dear Judge Karesh:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and respond to the 2003-2004 San Mateo County Civil
Grand Jury’s Narcotics Investigation Report. On behalf of the City of Burlingame, I continue to
applaud the Grand Jury’s effort provide recommendations and options to improve on our past, as
well as our current successes in this area.
The City of Burlingame has, and will continue to support the San Mateo County Narcotics Task
Force. In past years, the Burlingame Police Department has assigned at least two officers from their
staff to work full time on the County Narcotics Task Force. The Burlingame Police Department will
continue to consider the possibility of assigning personnel to the County Narcotics Task Force. Our
city will also, depending on the economic climate, continue to commit funds to the Narcotics Task
Force that assist in the operation of narcotics investigations in our community and in San Mateo
County. Even though the City of Burlingame has aggressively implemented budget reduction
strategies to address the downturn in the economy, this has not impacted the City’s current response
of investigating narcotics related investigations and arrests or our continued support of the County
Narcotics Task Force.
One of the recommendations suggests consolidation efforts as a way of addressing budget issues.
We concur with this recommendation, and would like to Grand Jury to know that Burlingame has
actively participated in a number of formal and informal studies designed to.

Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
August 13, 2004
Page 2

share and (or) combine resources as ways of improving efficiency, with the ultimate goal of reducing
overall costs.
We have reviewed the attached San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association letter
dated July 21, 2004, and the Burlingame City Council concurs with their response to the Grand
Jury’s report on Narcotics Investigations
Thank you again for allowing me to review and respond to the report prepared by the Civil Grand
Jury. Please pass on my thanks to them for the outstanding work that they perform.

Sincerely,

___________________________
Mayor Rosalie O’ Mahony
City of Burlingame

cc: Burlingame City Council Members
James Nantell, City Manager
Jack Van Etten, Chief of Police

July 21, 2004
Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Dear Judge Karesh:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and respond to the 2004 San Mateo County Civil
Grand Jury’s report on Narcotics Investigations in San Mateo County. On behalf of the
San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association, I appreciate the efforts of the
Grand Jury.
I recognize that all of the recommendations in the report are directed to City Councils,
The Sheriff, The Board of Supervisors, or the District Attorney, and will therefore focus
my responses primarily to the findings section of the report.
In regards to an explanation for the decrease in arrests for narcotics offenses, the San
Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association would hope that the Grand Jury
would also consider that a factor in the reduction in the number of arrests for narcotics
offenses may be the positive work being performed by many of the law enforcement
agencies in the area of education and prevention. This would include programs such as
the Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE), the Police Activities League (PAL), and
the intervention in our schools by School Resource Officers and the Probatio n
Department’s Risk Prevention Program.
Although it may be difficult to prove statistically, efforts such as these coupled with other
community based programs and prevention efforts need to be considered. Unfortunately,
these are some of the first programs impacted during challenging fiscal times.
It is certainly true that local municipalities have been dealing with reductions in funding
and have had to look at their financial resources to establish priorities. For local police
departments, our prio rities must begin with the ability to respond to any emergency and
other high priority calls for service 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Other priorities for
our citizens include the investigations of crimes, the enforcement of traffic laws, and a
myriad of other essential services.

At a local level, the enforcement of narcotics offenses generally becomes an issue for our
residents when they affect their quality of life. Street level dealing or drug dealing in
residential areas, often results in dis turbances, violence, or other nuisance related matters.
As Police Chiefs, it is our experience that our patrol personnel and other specialized units
within some of our police departments are able to effectively address those concerns.
I am certain that all Police Chiefs will continue to manage their budgets and their
priorities with the best interests of their respective communities in mind. I also believe
that they will balance this with the need to support other cost effective regional efforts
that serve to further law enforcement’s mission of keeping our communities safe.
It is not clear where the perception of less prosecution of narcotics offenses originated.
The Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association has always, and continues to have, the highest
level of confidence in our District Attorney and his office.
We do not share the perception that law enforcement field personnel are less likely to
make narcotics arrests because of diversion programs and Proposition 36. Field
personnel work at the front-end of the criminal justice system and are the ones who first
contact individuals under the influence, in possession of, or involved in the sales of
narcotics. To suggest that law enforcement field personnel might turn their head in such
cases would be an abdication of their basic responsibilities and a perception that the
Chiefs and Sheriff in this County flatly refute.
We certainly agree with the Grand Jury in our high regard for the work that is done by the
County Narcotics Task Force and that it makes sense for us to combine our resources to
address narcotics issues in San Mateo County.
Thank you again for allowing us to review and respond to the report prepared by the
Grand Jury and please pass on my thanks to them for the outstanding work that they
perform.

Sincerely,

Lee G. Violett, President
San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association

cc:

Members, San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association

July 21, 2004
Honorable Jonathan E Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Dear Judge Karesh,
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the 2004 San Mateo County Civil Grand
Jury report on the Narcotics Task Force. The Town of Colma has reviewed the report
and the letter of response by the San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff
Association. We concur with the Association’s response and endorse it as our official
response to this Grand Jury Report.
Sincerely,

Robert L Lotti
Chief of Police

July 21, 2004
Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Dear Judge Karesh:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and respond to the 2004 San Mateo County Civil
Grand Jury’s report on Narcotics Investigations in San Mateo County. On behalf of the
San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association, I appreciate the efforts of the
Grand Jury.
I recognize that all of the recommendations in the report are directed to City Councils,
The Sheriff, The Board of Supervisors, or the District Attorney, and will therefore focus
my responses primarily to the findings section of the report.
In regards to an explanation for the decrease in arrests for narcotics offenses, the San
Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association would hope that the Grand Jury
would also consider that a factor in the reduction in the number of arrests for narcotics
offenses may be the positive work being performed by many of the law enforcement
agencies in the area of education and prevention. This would include programs such as
the Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE), the Police Activities League (PAL), and
the intervention in our schools by School Resource Officers and the Probatio n
Department’s Risk Prevention Program.
Although it may be difficult to prove statistically, efforts such as these coupled with other
community based programs and prevention efforts need to be considered. Unfortunately,
these are some of the first programs impacted during challenging fiscal times.
It is certainly true that local municipalities have been dealing with reductions in funding
and have had to look at their financial resources to establish priorities. For local police
departments, our prio rities must begin with the ability to respond to any emergency and
other high priority calls for service 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Other priorities for
our citizens include the investigations of crimes, the enforcement of traffic laws, and a
myriad of other essential services.

At a local level, the enforcement of narcotics offenses generally becomes an issue for our
residents when they affect their quality of life. Street level dealing or drug dealing in
residential areas, often results in dis turbances, violence, or other nuisance related matters.
As Police Chiefs, it is our experience that our patrol personnel and other specialized units
within some of our police departments are able to effectively address those concerns.
I am certain that all Police Chiefs will continue to manage their budgets and their
priorities with the best interests of their respective communities in mind. I also believe
that they will balance this with the need to support other cost effective regional efforts
that serve to further law enforcement’s mission of keeping our communities safe.
It is not clear where the perception of less prosecution of narcotics offenses originated.
The Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association has always, and continues to have, the highest
level of confidence in our District Attorney and his office.
We do not share the perception that law enforcement field personnel are less likely to
make narcotics arrests because of diversion programs and Proposition 36. Field
personnel work at the front-end of the criminal justice system and are the ones who first
contact individuals under the influence, in possession of, or involved in the sales of
narcotics. To suggest that law enforcement field personnel might turn their head in such
cases would be an abdication of their basic responsibilities and a perception that the
Chiefs and Sheriff in this County flatly refute.
We certainly agree with the Grand Jury in our high regard for the work that is done by the
County Narcotics Task Force and that it makes sense for us to combine our resources to
address narcotics issues in San Mateo County.
Thank you again for allowing us to review and respond to the report prepared by the
Grand Jury and please pass on my thanks to them for the outstanding work that they
perform.

Sincerely,

Lee G. Violett, President
San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association

cc:

Members, San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association

August 16, 2004
Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2 nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Dear Judge Karesh:
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the 2004 San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury’s report on
Narcotics Investigations in San Mateo County. Our response to each recommendation follows:
1.0

We currently have a Police Sergeant assigned to the SMCNTF.

2.0

See 1.0 above.

3.0

Our Police Chief has a continuing commitment to participate in ongoing efforts to share
resources with other agencies. As to findings 3.4 and 3.5, we agree that this bears
consideration, and estimate that such recommendations could be studied over the next 3-5
years.

4.0

This has always been done and continued during our recent budget preparations for
2004/05 and 2005/06.

5.0

Lowered staffing levels due to budget constraints have made it difficult to expand or
establish such programs. We hope to increase staffing levels over the next few years if
financial resources become available, and enable such programs to increase. The
“proactive enforcement and crime prevention programs” referred to in 5.2 are in existence
in Daly City. Our department has not de-emphasized narcotics enforcement. Expansion
of efforts could take place as mentioned in the response to 5.2.

6.0

We agree, but feel that our District Attorney’s office is effectively working with our police
department on prosecuting narcotics offenses, and have not perceived any lack of focus
on their part. Communication is, of course, always a good thing.

7.0

Our staff is available to participate as appropriate.
Respectfully,
John C Martin
City Manager

July 21, 2004
Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Dear Judge Karesh:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and respond to the 2004 San Mateo County Civil
Grand Jury’s report on Narcotics Investigations in San Mateo County. On behalf of the
San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association, I appreciate the efforts of the
Grand Jury.
I recognize that all of the recommendations in the report are directed to City Councils,
The Sheriff, The Board of Supervisors, or the District Attorney, and will therefore focus
my responses primarily to the findings section of the report.
In regards to an explanation for the decrease in arrests for narcotics offenses, the San
Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association would hope that the Grand Jury
would also consider that a factor in the reduction in the number of arrests for narcotics
offenses may be the positive work being performed by many of the law enforcement
agencies in the area of education and prevention. This would include programs such as
the Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE), the Police Activities League (PAL), and
the intervention in our schools by School Resource Officers and the Probatio n
Department’s Risk Prevention Program.
Although it may be difficult to prove statistically, efforts such as these coupled with other
community based programs and prevention efforts need to be considered. Unfortunately,
these are some of the first programs impacted during challenging fiscal times.
It is certainly true that local municipalities have been dealing with reductions in funding
and have had to look at their financial resources to establish priorities. For local police
departments, our prio rities must begin with the ability to respond to any emergency and
other high priority calls for service 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Other priorities for
our citizens include the investigations of crimes, the enforcement of traffic laws, and a
myriad of other essential services.

At a local level, the enforcement of narcotics offenses generally becomes an issue for our
residents when they affect their quality of life. Street level dealing or drug dealing in
residential areas, often results in dis turbances, violence, or other nuisance related matters.
As Police Chiefs, it is our experience that our patrol personnel and other specialized units
within some of our police departments are able to effectively address those concerns.
I am certain that all Police Chiefs will continue to manage their budgets and their
priorities with the best interests of their respective communities in mind. I also believe
that they will balance this with the need to support other cost effective regional efforts
that serve to further law enforcement’s mission of keeping our communities safe.
It is not clear where the perception of less prosecution of narcotics offenses originated.
The Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association has always, and continues to have, the highest
level of confidence in our District Attorney and his office.
We do not share the perception that law enforcement field personnel are less likely to
make narcotics arrests because of diversion programs and Proposition 36. Field
personnel work at the front-end of the criminal justice system and are the ones who first
contact individuals under the influence, in possession of, or involved in the sales of
narcotics. To suggest that law enforcement field personnel might turn their head in such
cases would be an abdication of their basic responsibilities and a perception that the
Chiefs and Sheriff in this County flatly refute.
We certainly agree with the Grand Jury in our high regard for the work that is done by the
County Narcotics Task Force and that it makes sense for us to combine our resources to
address narcotics issues in San Mateo County.
Thank you again for allowing us to review and respond to the report prepared by the
Grand Jury and please pass on my thanks to them for the outstanding work that they
perform.

Sincerely,

Lee G. Violett, President
San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association

cc:

Members, San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association

San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force-Grand Jury Report Response on Narcotic Arrests

July 12, 2004
Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice and Records
400 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, Ca. 94063
RE:

2004 Civil Grand Jury Report

Honorable Judge Karesh,
The Governing Board has directed the Commander of the San Mateo County
Narcotics Task Force to review and respond to the 2004 report of the Civil Grand Jury relative
to Task Force operations. In general, the Task Force Commander and Governing Board are in
agreement that successful implementation of the recommendations contained in the Grand Jury
Report would have positive impacts on operations of the Task Force. What follows are
comments concerning select findings and recommendations from the Grand Jury report.

Finding
San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force Arrest Statistics have decre ased since 1999.
Response
The San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force concurs with the findings of the Grand
Jury on the reduction of narcotics arrests by our Task Force since 1999, and the key factors
cited and associated with those conclusions. During that period the San Mateo County
Narcotics Task Force has reduced its staff by three Special Agents assigned which coincides
with the reduction of proactive cases being investigated and narcotic users and sellers being
arrested. Another reason for the reduction in arrests is the overtime budget has remained flat or
reduced and has not increased or matched the rise in cost of personnel’s hourly overtime rate,
which also factors into the reduction in workload indicators/arrests.
Further review comparing the number of arrests per personnel assigned kept an
approximate balanced number of arrests during this period. Using the final figures for the fiscal
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years of 1999-2003, our number of arrests has been on target in relation to each agent’s
workload and available overtime.
Currently, projected statistics on arrests by our Task Force indicate a rise in arrest rates
for narcotic offenders while the staffing levels remain flat, this is due to the dedication of the staff
assigned to the Task Force and the leadership of our Governing Board, and support from the
San Mateo County Police Chief’s/Sheriff’s Association.
Finding
San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force Asset Forfeitures have decreased for the
periods between 1999 to 2003.
Response
The San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force concurs with the factual findings of the
Grand Jury concerning the reduction of assets forfeitures by our Task Force from 1999-2003
and the key factors cited and associated with those findings. During that period the San Mateo
County Narcotics Task Force reduced its staff by three Special Agents assigned and the
reduction in overtime to work pro-active cases coincides with the reduction of asset forfeiture
cases being investigated. In addition to the reduction in staff assigned to our Task Force, we
also no longer have a dedicated Asset Forfeiture Investigator. As the reduction in staffing
continued we were unable to reinstate a full-time dedicated Asset Forfeiture Investigator.
Currently asset forfeiture cases are just one of the many collateral duties of our Administrative
Supervisor at the Narcotics and Vehicle Theft Task Forces.
Also, the Grand Jury cited that the evolution of the criminal element, knowledge and
sophistication in eluding authorities does factor into the reduction of asset seizures to which we
are in agreement. We also believe the security in our transportation corridors in San Mateo
County has greatly increased after the “September 11th” events, thus making it less desirable for
narcotic traffickers to challenge the increase of homeland security measures and are left to
alternative methods of transporting and storing their narcotics and funds.
As cited by the Grand Jury Report the decrease in asset forfeitures by the San Mateo
County Narcotics Task Force was not a central focus of this report. It is apparent there is a
nexus to the number of arrest statistics and those narcotic offenders arrested who become the
focus of assets forfeiture proceedings. We also feel compelled to note that there are statutes in
California law and national guidelines in civil asset forfeiture that express that the level of seizures
or forfeitures will not make an agency dependant on them as it relates to salaries and personal
benefits.1 Also, performance measures should not be based upon the dollar amounts of
seizures. This is to prevent the notion that law enforcement agencies are more interested in
generating money than in crime detection and prevention.2
1
2

California Health and Safety Code Section 11469(b)
National District Attorney’s Association Guidelines for Civil Asset Forfeiture
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Currently, projected statistics on asset forfeiture funds received by our Task Force
indicate a rise in forfeiture rates in narcotic cases by over fifty percent; this is due in part to
pending state and federal asset forfeitures cases from previous years that have recently been
adjudicated.
Recommendations
1.0
All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should ensure that current funding levels
for CNTF are maintained and, if possible, increased to fund the three vacant positions by
adjusting priorities in city and County budgets.

The San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force Governing Board has made its mission to
provide quality enforcement and investigation of drug trafficking in San Mateo County.
Although limited with budget constraints, agencies participating in the Joint Powers Agreement
have fulfilled their commitment to staff all funded positions. Reaching our goals could not be
possible without the assistance and support from all of the local Police Departments and the
District Attorney’s Office in San Mateo County as well as our continued partnerships with the
Bureau of Narcotic Enforcement, Drug Enforcement Administration, and the Federal Bureau of
Investigation. Additional funding sources have been sought and obtained to maintain and/or
increase our staffing levels.
2.0
All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law enforcement agencies
to collectively provide necessary personnel to staff all funded positions at CNTF.
The Governing Board continues to work with all agencies participating in the Joint Powers
Agreement to increase the City Agencies and Sheriffs financial contributions as it relates to the
rise in operating costs of the Task Force.
3.0
All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law enforcement agencies
to create and participate in ad hoc committees to seek creative solutions to law enforcement
budget issues and recommend adoption of those solutions to their respective agencies, e.g.,
The San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force is open to participate in such
collaborative discussions to identify and share viable solutions to the ever-challenging budget
issues facing all of our respective agencies.
3.4

Explore regionalization of police resources into three or four jurisdictions.

The San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force provides a regionalized effort towards
narcotic enforcement as our efforts our focused into three units; North County Team, South
County Team, and our Countywide Major Vendor Team.
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4.0
All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should review their budget priorities to
determine if more money could go to their respective law enforcement agencies for proactive
policing and crime prevention programs.
The San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force has been challenged with budget reductions
and constraints, as well as the every rising cost of personnel, training, and equipment. However,
these challenges have not reduced our commitment to making San Mateo County a safer
community.
Seeking additional funding sources has been a focus of our Governing Board to maintain the
sustainability of the Task Force. The Governing Board has been successful in obtaining two
additional funding sources in 2004. We acquired federal funding administered under the
Edward Byrne Grant through the Office of Homeland Security. We also acquired a Narcotics
Task Force Initiative from the Northern California High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area. The
receipt of these additional funding sources has been critical to maintaining our current staffing
levels and supplementing our overall budget costs. Preserving these funding sources and
seeking alternative solutions will continue to be our priority.

In conclusion, our appreciation for the comprehensive review and perspectives of the
members of the 2004 Civil Grand Jury cannot be overstated. It is clearly through such valuable
review and input that we may become what organizational consultant Dr. Joseph C. Rost would
describe as collaborators who intend real changes that reflect mutual purposes.

Respectfully submitted,

Trisha L. Sanchez, Commander
San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force

C:
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
Narcotics Task Force Governing Board
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July 29, 2004

Hon. Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice and Records
400 County Center; 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94603-1655
RE: Grand Jury Report Regarding Narcotics Investigations
Dear Judge Karesh:
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the report and recommendations of the
2003 – 2004 Grand Jury regarding Narcotics Investigations in San Mateo County. As a founding
member and Chairperson of the Governing Board of the Narcotics Task Force I am please that
the Grand Jury is so supportive of the work done by the Task Force. I am especially pleased that
they encourage the members of the Joint Powers Agreement to continue and, in fact, to increase
funding for the work of the Task Force
Next year will be the 20th anniversary of the creation of the Narcotics Task Force. I
believe the unique approach to the narcotics problems in our county should be a model for
consideration by other counties because we are able to establish the priorities of enforcement and
prosecut ion at the local level, rather than follow the lead of a State run agency. Because every
city in the county is a member of the agency, we can coordinate efforts to deal with the narcotics
problem throughout the county.
As the Grand Jury Report finds, there will be increased strain on local law enforcement
agencies as a result of budgetary constraints. I believe the narcotics investigations in our county
have continued as a high priority because of the Joint Powers Agreement, rather than being
reduced by individual cities.

The specific recommendations of the Grand Jury addressed to the District Attorney are
addressed as follows:
5.36.1 The District Attorney should design information systems so that disposition of
cases can be easily tied back to submissions and filings.
While we would very much like to have a more sophisticated information system which
would provided easy case tracking, development of such a system is not realistic during the
foreseeable future because of inadequate financial resources.
5.36.2 The District Attorney should communicate its on-going focus on prosecuting
narcotics crime to law enforcement agencies.
I believe the statistics contained in the Grand Jury Report demonstrate that the District
Attorney’s Office vigorously prosecutes narcotics cases. Table 4 on page 240 of the Report
shows we rejected only 4% of the cases referred for prosecution. Of the cases filed we moved
for dismissal in only 3% of the cases. The San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff’s
Association is certainly aware of the emphasis placed on narcotics prosecution by our office. As
stated in their response to the Grand Jury Report – “It is not clear where the perception of less
prosecution of narcotics offenses originated. The Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association has
always, and continues to have, the highest level of confidence in our District Attorney and his
office.”
5.36.3 The District Attorney should immediately review the appropriateness of the
number of cases submitted during FY ’03 and classified as pending and determine
any additional action required.
I have reviewed the appropriateness of the number of cases submitted during FY ’03 and
I do not believe 7 % of the total cases submitted in a pending status is unreasonable. The cases
may have been referred for further investigation or they may have been submitted in the last
month of the fiscal year.
I would again like to thank you and the Grand Jury for the interest they have shown in the
investigation and prosecution of narcotics cases.

Very truly yours,

___________________________________
JAMES P. FOX, DISTRICT ATTORNEY

RESPONSE TO THE GRAND JURY RECOMMENDATIONS
TO THE CITY OF EAST PALO ALTO
NARCOTICS INVESTIGATION

Recommendation
1.0

All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should ensure that current
funding levels for CNTF are maintained and, if possible, increased to fund
the three vacant positions by adjusting priorities in city and County
budgets.

Response
1.0

The City of East Palo Alto is very concerned about narcotics and
wants to see the County Narcotics Task Force (CNTF) operate at
optimum levels. During this fiscal year budget, although it was not
financially possible to increase CNTF funding, the City of East
Palo Alto maintained its funding share for the CNTF.

Recommendation
2.0

All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law
enforcement agencies to collectively provide necessary personnel to staff
all funded positions at CNTF.

Response
2.0

The City of East Palo Alto will remain a contributor to the CNTF
either through financial contributions or in kind officer time.

Recommendation
3.0

All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law
enforcement agencies to create and participate in ad hoc committees to
seek creative solutions to law enforcement budget issues and recommend
adoption of those solutions to their respective agencies, e.g.,

Response
3.0

Narcotics Investigation
12/2/2004
3:30 PM

The City of East Palo Alto is very concerned about maximizing its
police services to the community and continues to look for ways to
accomplish this. As an example, the City utilizes the services of
-1 -
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the County for dispatch services, participates with the Sheriff’s
Office Major Crimes Unit, and contracts with the Sheriff for the
majority of its investigative services through the Regional
Investigation Bureau.
Recommendation
3.1

Explore broader and quicker consolidation of dispatch/communications.

Response
3.1

The City of East Palo Alto currently contracts with the County of
San Mateo for Police Department dispatch services.

Recommendation
3.2

Explore consolidation of other support functions including records.

Response
3.2

The City’s Police Department is currently working with several
other County law enforcement agencies regarding sharing and/or
consolidation of their Police Records systems.

Recommendation
3.3

Continue to explore formation of a standing task force for “Major
Crimes.”

Response
3.3

Through the County Chiefs Association’s “County Wide Issues
Committee” and the Criminal Justice Council, a number of joint
law enforcement issues are discussed among its membership.
Those that make both operational and financial sense are moved
forward.
Specifically, for the City of East Palo Alto we work very closely
with the Sheriff’s Major Crimes Unit. The Chief of Police meets
periodically with the Sheriff’s management staff. A representative
of the Major Crimes Unit attends the Police Department
supervisory staff meetings to ensure good communication takes
place.

Recommendation
Narcotics Investigation
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3.4

Explore regionalization of police resources into three or four jurisdictions.

Response
3.4

To the best of my knowledge the topic of regionalization of police
agencies has not taken place for several years. It does not appear
to be immediately on the horizon.

Recommendation
3.5

Explore consolidation of fire and police resources.

Response
3.5

Specifically, for the City of East Palo Alto the City does not
operate or maintain a fire department. The City is part of the
Menlo Park Fire Protection District. There does not appear to be
any practical consolidation possibilities at this time.

Recommendation
4.0

All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should review their budget
priorities to determine if more money could go to their respective law
enforcement agencies for proactive policing and crime prevention
programs.

Response
4.0

The City of East Palo Alto commits approximately 55% of its
general fund budget to the Police Department. The Council has
shown on a number of occasions its commitment to public safety
funding and desire to enhance the Police Department’s budget
and/or capabilities.

Recommendation
5.0

All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law
enforcement agencies to:
5.1

encourage more community involvement in crime enforcement
through development of or increased emphasis on “community
watch” programs,

Response

Narcotics Investigation
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5.1

The City has small but active neighborhood watch programs and
works closely with One East Palo Alto on block watch programs.
The Police Department also conducts citizen police academies to
increase citizen awareness of opportunities for citizen involvement
in crime enforcement and prevention. The Department is currently
conducting it’s first bi-lingual academy session.

Recommendation
5.2

Reinstitute proactive enforcement and crime prevention programs
as budget situations improve.

Response
5.2

The City is very desirous of increasing its crime prevention
programs as funding allows. The City’s Police Department is
looking at alternatives to using sworn officers to allow for
additional time for the crime prevention functions.

Recommendation
6.0

The District Attorney should:
6.1

design information systems so that disposition of cases can be
easily tied back to submissions and filings,

6.2

communicate its on-going focus on prosecuting narcotics crime to
law enforcement agencies,

6.3

immediately review the appropriateness of the number of cases
submitted during FY ’03 and classified as pending and determine
any additional action required.

Response
6.0

Comments deferred to the Office of the District Attorney.

Recommendation
7.0

In 2004-2005 the Grand Jury should investigate the adequacy of County
support for mandated drug treatment programs.

Response
7.0 Comments deferred to the Office of the District Attorney.
Narcotics Investigation
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Attached to and incorporated as part of this Grand Jury Response Report are responses to
the Grand Jury from the Police Chiefs & Sheriff’s Association (letter dated July 21,
2004), and the Sheriff (letter dated August 9, 2004).
Hopefully the above information has been informative to the Grand Jury. The City of
East Palo Alto is committed to a safe community. Funding for both front line and crime
prevention programs are always a challenge. It is all of our jobs to collectively meet that
challenge.

Narcotics Investigation
12/2/2004
3:30 PM
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August 30, 2004
Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Dear Judge Karesh:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and respond to the 2004 San Mateo County Civil
Grand Jury’s report on Narcotics Investigations in San Mateo County. On behalf of the
City of Half Moon Bay, I appreciate the efforts of the Grand Jury.
I recognize that all of the recommendations in the report are directed to City Councils,
The Sheriff, The Board of Supervisors, or the District Attorney, and will therefore focus
my responses primarily to the findings section of the report.
In regards to an explanation for the decrease in arrests for narcotics offenses, the City
would hope that the Grand Jury would also consider that a factor in the reduction in the
number of arrests for narcotics offenses may be the positive work being performed by
many of the law enforcement agencies in the area of education and prevention. This
would include programs such as the Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE), the
Police Activities League (PAL), and the intervention in our schools by School Resource
Officers and the Probation Department’s Risk Prevention Program.
Although it may be difficult to prove statistically, efforts such as these coupled with other
community based programs and prevention efforts need to be considered. Unfortunately,
these are some of the first programs impacted during challenging fiscal times.
It is certainly true that local municipalities have been dealing with reductions in funding
and have had to look at their financial resources to establish priorities. For local police
departments, our priorities must begin with the ability to respond to any emergency and
other high priority calls for service 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Other priorities for
our citizens include the investigations of crimes, the enforcement of traffic laws, and a
myriad of other essential services.

Hon. Jonathan E. Karesh
August 30, 2004
Page 2

At a local level, the enforcement of narcotics offenses generally becomes an issue for our
residents when they affect their quality of life. Street level dealing or drug dealing in
residential areas, often results in disturbances, violence, or other nuisance related matters.
It is our experience that our patrol personnel and other specialized units within police
departments are able to effectively address those concerns.
I am certain that we will continue to manage our budgets and our priorities with the best
interests of our community in mind. I also believe that we will balance this with the need
to support other cost effective regional efforts that serve to further law enforcement’s
mission of keeping our community safe.
It is not clear where the perception of less prosecution of narcotics offenses originated.
We do not share the perception that law enforcement field personnel are less likely to
make narcotics arrests because of diversion programs and Proposition 36. Field
personnel work at the front-end of the criminal justice system and are the ones who first
contact individuals under the influence, in possession of, or involved in the sales of
narcotics. To suggest that law enforcement field personnel might turn their head in such
cases would be an abdication of their basic responsibilities and a perception that our
representatives in this County flatly refute.
We certainly agree with the Grand Jury in our high regard for the work that is done by the
County Narcotics Task Force and that it makes sense for us to combine our resources to
address narcotics issues in San Mateo County.
Thank you again for allowing us to review and respond to the report prepared by the
Grand Jury.

Sincerely,

Debra C. Ryan
City Manager

cc:

City Counc il

July 21, 2004
Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Dear Judge Karesh:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and respond to the 2004 San Mateo County Civil
Grand Jury’s report on Narcotics Investigations in San Mateo County. On behalf of the
San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association, I appreciate the efforts of the
Grand Jury.
I recognize that all of the recommendations in the report are directed to City Councils,
The Sheriff, The Board of Supervisors, or the District Attorney, and will therefore focus
my responses primarily to the findings section of the report.
In regards to an explanation for the decrease in arrests for narcotics offenses, the San
Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association would hope that the Grand Jury
would also consider that a factor in the reduction in the number of arrests for narcotics
offenses may be the positive work being performed by many of the law enforcement
agencies in the area of education and prevention. This would include programs such as
the Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE), the Police Activities League (PAL), and
the intervention in our schools by School Resource Officers and the Probation
Department’s Risk Prevention Program.
Although it may be difficult to prove statistically, efforts such as these coupled with other
community based programs and prevention efforts need to be considered. Unfortunately,
these are some of the first programs impacted during challenging fiscal times.
It is certainly true that local municipalities have been dealing with reductions in funding
and have had to look at their financial resources to establish priorities. For local police
departments, our priorities must begin with the ability to respond to any emergency and
other high priority calls for service 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Other priorities for
our citizens include the investigations of crimes, the enforcement of traffic laws, and a
myriad of other essential services.

At a local level, the enforcement of narcotics offenses generally becomes an issue for our
residents when they affect their quality of life. Street level dealing or drug dealing in
residential areas, often results in dis turbances, violence, or other nuisance related matters.
As Police Chiefs, it is our experience that our patrol personnel and other specialized units
within some of our police departments are able to effectively address those concerns.
I am certain that all Police Chiefs will continue to manage their budgets and their
priorities with the best interests of their respective communities in mind. I also believe
that they will balance this with the need to support other cost effective regional efforts
that serve to further law enforcement’s mission of keeping our communities safe.
It is not clear where the perception of less prosecution of narcotics offenses originated.
The Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association has always, and continues to have, the highest
level of confidence in our District Attorney and his office.
We do not share the perception that law enforcement field personnel are less likely to
make narcotics arrests because of diversion programs and Proposition 36. Field
personnel work at the front-end of the criminal justice system and are the ones who first
contact individuals under the influence, in possession of, or involved in the sales of
narcotics. To suggest that law enforcement field personnel might turn their head in such
cases would be an abdication of their basic responsibilities and a perception that the
Chiefs and Sheriff in this County flatly refute.
We certainly agree with the Grand Jury in our high regard for the work that is done by the
County Narcotics Task Force and that it makes sense for us to combine our resources to
address narcotics issues in San Mateo County.
Thank you again for allowing us to review and respond to the report prepared by the
Grand Jury and please pass on my thanks to them for the outstanding work that they
perform.

Sincerely,

Lee G. Violett, President
San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association

cc:

Members, San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association

701 LAURELSTREET,
MENLO PARK,CA 94025-3483
www.meniopark.org

LEEB.DUBOC
MAYOR

August 4, 2004

MICKIE WINKLER
MAYOR PROTEM

PAULJ.COLLACCHI
COUNCILMEMBER

Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center, 2ndFloor
Redwood City, Ca 94063-1655

NICHOLASP.JELLINS
COUNCIL MEMBER
CHARLES M.KINNEY
COUNCIL MEMBER

Dear Judge Karesh:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and respond to the 2003-2004
San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury Narcotics Investigation Report.
The Menlo Park City Council agrees with the finding of the Grand Jury
Report that the number of arrests for the sale and manufacturing of
narcotics has fallen in San Mateo over the past five years. The Council
further agrees that the primary cause for the decrease is due to shifted
prioritization of City and County resources due to budget constraints.
The Menlo Park City Council recognizes the congruency between the 7%
increase in arrests made by the Menlo Park Police Department (Table 2
Narcotics Investigation, 2004 SMCO Grand Jury Report) and the City's
establishment of a dedicated Narcotic's Enforcement Team (NET). Menlo
Park's NET consists of a sergeant and two detectives whose primary duty
is to identify and arrest drug dealers. NET cooperates with other
specialized enforcement teams, both on the local and state level,
impacting drug related crime not only in Menlo Park but also throughout
the Bay Area region.
The Menlo Park City Council continues to recognize the importance of
funding the enforcement of narcotic laws and has approved funding
through fiscal year 2004-2005 of a dedicated Narcotic's Enforcement
Team of Menlo Park Police detectives. Additionally, the Council has
continued its financial support of the County Narcotics Task Force
(CNTF).
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Recommendations
1.0

All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should ensure that
current funding levels for CNTF are maintained and, if possible,
increased to fund the three vacant positions by adjusting priorities
in City and Council budgets.
The Menlo Park City Council is determined to continue funding of
the CNTF at its current schedule. The Council is willing to examine
a modest increase to its 2005-2006 CNTF contribution depending
on the financial situation the City of Menlo Park is facing at the
time.
All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law
enforcement agencies to collectively provide necessary personnel
to staff all funded positions at CNTF.
The Menlo Park City Council agrees to continue to contribute
personnel or make fiscal contributions to the CNTF at least through
the 2004-05 budget year. Contributions beyond 2004-05 will be
dependant on the City's overall financial situation.
All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law
enforcement agencies to create and participate in ad hoc
committees to seek creative solutions to law enforcement budget
issues and recommend solutions to their respective agencies.
The Menlo Park City Council agrees that involvement in an ad hoc
committee dedicated to seeking creative solutions to law
enforcement budget issues is important and supports the Police
Department's participation in it.
All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should review their
budget priorities to determine if more money could go to their law
enforcement agencies for proactive policing and crime prevention
programs.
The Menlo Park City Council relies on recommendations from the
Chief of Police for budget allocation needs. Chief Christopher Boyd
supporls initiatives that creates a safe and secure community by
preventing crime, protecting lives and properly, as well as creates
accountability for criminal conduct through creative police strategies
which transcends municipal boundaries and resources. In fiscal
year 2004-05, the Police Oeparlment has apporlioned 62% of its
total expenditures to patrol and community outreach.

2

5.0

All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law
enforcement agencies to:
5.1 Encourage more community involvement in crime enforcement
through development of or increased emphasis on "community
watch" programs.
The Menlo Park City Council encourages partnerships between the
community and the police department. Chief Boyd embraces such
a philosophy and encourages creative problem solving that
includes all of the stakeholders.
5.2 Reinstate proactive enforcement and crime prevention
programs as budget situations improve.
The Menlo Park Police Deparlment has managed its budget without
having to cut proactive or crime prevention programs.
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July 27, 2004

Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center, 2 nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Dear Judge Karesh:
On behalf of the Millbrae City Council, we want to thank you for the opportunity to review the
2003-04 San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury’s report on Narcotics Investigations in San
Mateo County. We have also had the opportunity to review the letter sent to you by the
Police Chiefs and Sheriffs’ Association provided to us by our Director of Public Safety.
We find the information and recommendations in the report have a positive impact on
narcotics investigations.
Our Police Department will continue to enforce narcotic offenses as is our policy. Due to
the financial condition of the City, our resources are limited, but we will make every
reasonable effort to maintain the high priority given to narcotic offenses.

Sincerely,

Nadia Holober
Mayor, City of Millbrae
CC/ Vice-Mayor Marc Hershman
Council Person Dan Quigg
Council Person Linda Larson
Council Person Robert Gottschalk
Grand Jury (e-mailed 8/10

July 21, 2004
Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Dear Judge Karesh:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and respond to the 2004 San Mateo County Civil
Grand Jury’s report on Narcotics Investigations in San Mateo County. On behalf of the
San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association, I appreciate the efforts of the
Grand Jury.
I recognize that all of the recommendations in the report are directed to City Councils,
The Sheriff, The Board of Supervisors, or the District Attorney, and will therefore focus
my responses primarily to the findings section of the report.
In regards to an explanation for the decrease in arrests for narcotics offenses, the San
Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association would hope that the Grand Jury
would also consider that a factor in the reduction in the number of arrests for narcotics
offenses may be the positive work being performed by many of the law enforcement
agencies in the area of education and prevention. This would include programs such as
the Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE), the Police Activities League (PAL), and
the intervention in our schools by School Resource Officers and the Probatio n
Department’s Risk Prevention Program.
Although it may be difficult to prove statistically, efforts such as these coupled with other
community based programs and prevention efforts need to be considered. Unfortunately,
these are some of the first programs impacted during challenging fiscal times.
It is certainly true that local municipalities have been dealing with reductions in funding
and have had to look at their financial resources to establish priorities. For local police
departments, our prio rities must begin with the ability to respond to any emergency and
other high priority calls for service 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Other priorities for
our citizens include the investigations of crimes, the enforcement of traffic laws, and a
myriad of other essential services.

At a local level, the enforcement of narcotics offenses generally becomes an issue for our
residents when they affect their quality of life. Street level dealing or drug dealing in
residential areas, often results in dis turbances, violence, or other nuisance related matters.
As Police Chiefs, it is our experience that our patrol personnel and other specialized units
within some of our police departments are able to effectively address those concerns.
I am certain that all Police Chiefs will continue to manage their budgets and their
priorities with the best interests of their respective communities in mind. I also believe
that they will balance this with the need to support other cost effective regional efforts
that serve to further law enforcement’s mission of keeping our communities safe.
It is not clear where the perception of less prosecution of narcotics offenses originated.
The Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association has always, and continues to have, the highest
level of confidence in our District Attorney and his office.
We do not share the perception that law enforcement field personnel are less likely to
make narcotics arrests because of diversion programs and Proposition 36. Field
personnel work at the front-end of the criminal justice system and are the ones who first
contact individuals under the influence, in possession of, or involved in the sales of
narcotics. To suggest that law enforcement field personnel might turn their head in such
cases would be an abdication of their basic responsibilities and a perception that the
Chiefs and Sheriff in this County flatly refute.
We certainly agree with the Grand Jury in our high regard for the work that is done by the
County Narcotics Task Force and that it makes sense for us to combine our resources to
address narcotics issues in San Mateo County.
Thank you again for allowing us to review and respond to the report prepared by the
Grand Jury and please pass on my thanks to them for the outstanding work that they
perform.

Sincerely,

Lee G. Violett, President
San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association

cc:

Members, San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association

August 9, 2004

Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice and Records
400 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, Ca. 94063
RE:

2004 Civil Grand Jury Report_- SMC Narcotics Task Force_

Honorable Judge Karesh,
I have directed the Commander of the San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force to
review and respond to the 2004 report of the Civil Grand Jury relative to Task Force
operations. I concur with this report. In general, the Task Force Commander and Governing
Board are in agreement that successful implementation of the recommendations contained in the
Grand Jury Report would have positive impacts on operations of the Task Force.
Sincerely,

Don Horsley
Sheriff

San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force-Grand Jury Report Response on Narcotic Arrests

July 12, 2004
Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice and Records
400 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, Ca. 94063
RE:

2004 Civil Grand Jury Report

Honorable Judge Karesh,
The Governing Board has directed the Commander of the San Mateo County
Narcotics Task Force to review and respond to the 2004 report of the Civil Grand Jury relative
to Task Force operations. In general, the Task Force Commander and Governing Board are in
agreement that successful implementation of the recommendations contained in the Grand Jury
Report would have positive impacts on operations of the Task Force. What follows are
comments concerning select findings and recommendations from the Grand Jury report.

Finding
San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force Arrest Statistics have decre ased since 1999.
Response
The San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force concurs with the findings of the Grand
Jury on the reduction of narcotics arrests by our Task Force since 1999, and the key factors
cited and associated with those conclusions. During that period the San Mateo County
Narcotics Task Force has reduced its staff by three Special Agents assigned which coincides
with the reduction of proactive cases being investigated and narcotic users and sellers being
arrested. Another reason for the reduction in arrests is the overtime budget has remained flat or
reduced and has not increased or matched the rise in cost of personnel’s hourly overtime rate,
which also factors into the reduction in workload indicators/arrests.
Further review comparing the number of arrests per personnel assigned kept an
approximate balanced number of arrests during this period. Using the final figures for the fiscal
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years of 1999-2003, our number of arrests has been on target in relation to each agent’s
workload and available overtime.
Currently, projected statistics on arrests by our Task Force indicate a rise in arrest rates
for narcotic offenders while the staffing levels remain flat, this is due to the dedication of the staff
assigned to the Task Force and the leadership of our Governing Board, and support from the
San Mateo County Police Chief’s/Sheriff’s Association.
Finding
San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force Asset Forfeitures have decreased for the
periods between 1999 to 2003.
Response
The San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force concurs with the factual findings of the
Grand Jury concerning the reduction of assets forfeitures by our Task Force from 1999-2003
and the key factors cited and associated with those findings. During that period the San Mateo
County Narcotics Task Force reduced its staff by three Special Agents assigned and the
reduction in overtime to work pro-active cases coincides with the reduction of asset forfeiture
cases being investigated. In addition to the reduction in staff assigned to our Task Force, we
also no longer have a dedicated Asset Forfeiture Investigator. As the reduction in staffing
continued we were unable to reinstate a full-time dedicated Asset Forfeiture Investigator.
Currently asset forfeiture cases are just one of the many collateral duties of our Administrative
Supervisor at the Narcotics and Vehicle Theft Task Forces.
Also, the Grand Jury cited that the evolution of the criminal element, knowledge and
sophistication in eluding authorities does factor into the reduction of asset seizures to which we
are in agreement. We also believe the security in our transportation corridors in San Mateo
County has greatly increased after the “September 11th” events, thus making it less desirable for
narcotic traffickers to challenge the increase of homeland security measures and are left to
alternative methods of transporting and storing their narcotics and funds.
As cited by the Grand Jury Report the decrease in asset forfeitures by the San Mateo
County Narcotics Task Force was not a central focus of this report. It is apparent there is a
nexus to the number of arrest statistics and those narcotic offenders arrested who become the
focus of assets forfeiture proceedings. We also feel compelled to note that there are statutes in
California law and national guidelines in civil asset forfeiture that express that the level of seizures
or forfeitures will not make an agency dependant on them as it relates to salaries and personal
benefits.1 Also, performance measures should not be based upon the dollar amounts of
seizures. This is to prevent the notion that law enforcement agencies are more interested in
generating money than in crime detection and prevention.2
1
2

California Health and Safety Code Section 11469(b)
National District Attorney’s Association Guidelines for Civil Asset Forfeiture
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Currently, projected statistics on asset forfeiture funds received by our Task Force
indicate a rise in forfeiture rates in narcotic cases by over fifty percent; this is due in part to
pending state and federal asset forfeitures cases from previous years that have recently been
adjudicated.
Recommendations
1.0
All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should ensure that current funding levels
for CNTF are maintained and, if possible, increased to fund the three vacant positions by
adjusting priorities in city and County budgets.

The San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force Governing Board has made its mission to
provide quality enforcement and investigation of drug trafficking in San Mateo County.
Although limited with budget constraints, agencies participating in the Joint Powers Agreement
have fulfilled their commitment to staff all funded positions. Reaching our goals could not be
possible without the assistance and support from all of the local Police Departments and the
District Attorney’s Office in San Mateo County as well as our continued partnerships with the
Bureau of Narcotic Enforcement, Drug Enforcement Administration, and the Federal Bureau of
Investigation. Additional funding sources have been sought and obtained to maintain and/or
increase our staffing levels.
2.0
All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law enforcement agencies
to collectively provide necessary personnel to staff all funded positions at CNTF.
The Governing Board continues to work with all agencies participating in the Joint Powers
Agreement to increase the City Agencies and Sheriffs financial contributions as it relates to the
rise in operating costs of the Task Force.
3.0
All City Councils and the Sheriff should direct their respective law enforcement agencies
to create and participate in ad hoc committees to seek creative solutions to law enforcement
budget issues and recommend adoption of those solutions to their respective agencies, e.g.,
The San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force is open to participate in such
collaborative discussions to identify and share viable solutions to the ever-challenging budget
issues facing all of our respective agencies.
3.4

Explore regionalization of police resources into three or four jurisdictions.

The San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force provides a regionalized effort towards
narcotic enforcement as our efforts our focused into three units; North County Team, South
County Team, and our Countywide Major Vendor Team.
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4.0
All City Councils and the Board of Supervisors should review their budget priorities to
determine if more money could go to their respective law enforcement agencies for proactive
policing and crime prevention programs.
The San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force has been challenged with budget reductions
and constraints, as well as the every rising cost of personnel, training, and equipment. However,
these challenges have not reduced our commitment to making San Mateo County a safer
community.
Seeking additional funding sources has been a focus of our Governing Board to maintain the
sustainability of the Task Force. The Governing Board has been successful in obtaining two
additional funding sources in 2004. We acquired federal funding administered under the
Edward Byrne Grant through the Office of Homeland Security. We also acquired a Narcotics
Task Force Initiative from the Northern California High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area. The
receipt of these additional funding sources has been critical to maintaining our current staffing
levels and supplementing our overall budget costs. Preserving these funding sources and
seeking alternative solutions will continue to be our priority.

In conclusion, our appreciation for the comprehensive review and perspectives of the
members of the 2004 Civil Grand Jury cannot be overstated. It is clearly through such valuable
review and input that we may become what organizational consultant Dr. Joseph C. Rost would
describe as collaborators who intend real changes that reflect mutual purposes.

Respectfully submitted,

Trisha L. Sanchez, Commander
San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force

C:
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
Narcotics Task Force Governing Board

Page 5 of 5

August 16, 2004

Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Dept. 20, Hall of Justice
400 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655

Dear Judge Karesh:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the 2004 San Mateo County Civil Grand
Jury’s Report on Narcotics Investigations in San Mateo County.
I concur with the San Mateo Police Chiefs’ and Sheriff Association of San Mateo
County. The Pacifica Police Department narcotics citations and arrest increased over the
previous year. The police department will continue to aggressively enforce all narcotics
laws in the future.
Thank you and please pass on my thanks to them for the outstanding work the Grand Jury
performs.
Sincerely,

Joseph M. Tanner
City Manager

JMT: ko

July 21, 2004
Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Dear Judge Karesh:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and respond to the 2004 San Mateo County Civil
Grand Jury’s report on Narcotics Investigations in San Mateo County. On behalf of the
San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association, I appreciate the efforts of the
Grand Jury.
I recognize that all of the recommendations in the report are directed to City Councils,
The Sheriff, The Board of Supervisors, or the District Attorney, and will therefore focus
my responses primarily to the findings section of the report.
In regards to an explanation for the decrease in arrests for narcotics offenses, the San
Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association would hope that the Grand Jury
would also consider that a factor in the reduction in the number of arrests for narcotics
offenses may be the positive work being performed by many of the law enforcement
agencies in the area of education and prevention. This would include programs such as
the Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE), the Police Activities League (PAL), and
the intervention in our schools by School Resource Officers and the Probatio n
Department’s Risk Prevention Program.
Although it may be difficult to prove statistically, efforts such as these coupled with other
community based programs and prevention efforts need to be considered. Unfortunately,
these are some of the first programs impacted during challenging fiscal times.
It is certainly true that local municipalities have been dealing with reductions in funding
and have had to look at their financial resources to establish priorities. For local police
departments, our prio rities must begin with the ability to respond to any emergency and
other high priority calls for service 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Other priorities for
our citizens include the investigations of crimes, the enforcement of traffic laws, and a
myriad of other essential services.

At a local level, the enforcement of narcotics offenses generally becomes an issue for our
residents when they affect their quality of life. Street level dealing or drug dealing in
residential areas, often results in dis turbances, violence, or other nuisance related matters.
As Police Chiefs, it is our experience that our patrol personnel and other specialized units
within some of our police departments are able to effectively address those concerns.
I am certain that all Police Chiefs will continue to manage their budgets and their
priorities with the best interests of their respective communities in mind. I also believe
that they will balance this with the need to support other cost effective regional efforts
that serve to further law enforcement’s mission of keeping our communities safe.
It is not clear where the perception of less prosecution of narcotics offenses originated.
The Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association has always, and continues to have, the highest
level of confidence in our District Attorney and his office.
We do not share the perception that law enforcement field personnel are less likely to
make narcotics arrests because of diversion programs and Proposition 36. Field
personnel work at the front-end of the criminal justice system and are the ones who first
contact individuals under the influence, in possession of, or involved in the sales of
narcotics. To suggest that law enforcement field personnel might turn their head in such
cases would be an abdication of their basic responsibilities and a perception that the
Chiefs and Sheriff in this County flatly refute.
We certainly agree with the Grand Jury in our high regard for the work that is done by the
County Narcotics Task Force and that it makes sense for us to combine our resources to
address narcotics issues in San Mateo County.
Thank you again for allowing us to review and respond to the report prepared by the
Grand Jury and please pass on my thanks to them for the outstanding work that they
perform.

Sincerely,

Lee G. Violett, President
San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association

cc:

Members, San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association

July 15, 2004

Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center, 2 nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Re:

Response to 2003 – 2004 Grand Jury Report

Dear Honorable Judge Karesh:
In response to the 2003 – 2004 Grand Jury report, the Portola Valley Town
Council (“Respondent”) reviewed the pertinent recommendations of the report affecting
the Town of Portola Valley (“Town”). In summary, we offer the following responses:
NARCOTICS ARRESTS. The Narcotics Arrest recommendations in the 2003 –
2004 Grand Jury Report are not applicable to the Town because the Town does not
employ its own law enforcement agency.
Please let me know if you require additional information.
Sincerely,

Ed Davis
Vice Mayor
cc:

Town Council
Town Administrator
Town Attorney

Mayor Jeff Ira
Vice Mayor Barbara Pierce
Council Members
Jim Hartnett
Diane Howard
Ian Bain
Ira Ruskin
Rosanne Foust

City Hall
1017 Middlefield Road
Redwood City, CA 94063
Voice (650) 780-7300
Fax (650) 780-7225
mail@redwoodcity.org
www.redwoodcity.org

August 16, 2004
Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Dear Judge Karesh:
On behalf of the City Council of Redwood City, I am writing in response to the 2003-2004
San Mateo County Civil Grand Jury’s report on narcotics investigations in San Mateo County. Thank
you for the opportunity for the Council and staff to review and comment on the Grand Jury’s findings
and recommendations.
As you know, the San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association has addressed
the report’s findings in a letter dated June 11, 2004 (attached). The City Council of Redwood City
concurs with the Association’s response to the “findings” portion of the Grand Jury’s report, and
respectfully offers that response to the Court.
In regards to the report’s recommendations #1.0 through #5.0 (those pertaining to cities), the
City Council of Redwood City generally agrees:
1.0

2.0
3.0
4.0

5.0

We have maintained Redwood City’s funding levels for the County Narcotics Task
Force (CNTF). Under current budget constraints it is not feasible for Redwood City to
increase its funding of that program at this time.
Redwood City’s CNTF positions are fully staffed.
Our police chief has been directed to actively participate in the formation and ongoing
initiatives of ad hoc committees seeking solutions to law enforcement budget issues.
A review of Council priorities was made as part of our recently-completed budget
process for Redwood City’s 2004-2006 budget. Proactive policing and crime
prevention programs are funded at the highest level deemed feasible at this time, in
light of our ongoing budget deficit. We will likely perform a mid-budget review in the
spring of 2005, and will revisit the Council’s priorities at that time.
Our police chief has been directed to encourage more community involvement in crime
prevention and enforcement. As budget conditions improve, the Council will reevaluate funding levels for proactive enforcement and crime prevention programs in
order to provide the maximum benefit to the community.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Grand Jury’s findings and
recommendations, which are certainly valuable in ensuring County-wide consistency and
appropriate funding for these critical issues.
Sincerely,

Jeff Ira, Mayor
cc: Members, City Council

CITY OF SAN BRUNO
Larry Franzella
Mayor

MAYOR

July 27, 2004

Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Dept. 20, Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2 nd floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
RE: Narcotics Investigation Report
Dear Judge Karesh:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the San Mateo County Civil
Grand Jury’s Narcotics Investigation Report.
The City of San Bruno has, and will continue to financially support the County Narcotics
Task Force. The San Bruno Police Department has assigned a member of their staff to
work full time on the Task Force in each of the past 5 years. We believe this
commitment to be important in order to curtail narcotics related offenses, which often
involves other criminal activity impacting the quality of life in our neighborhoods.
The report lists arrest comparisons for a number of surveyed cities excluding San
Bruno, and concludes that arrests countywide are down 44% over the past 5 years.
San Bruno has actually experienced a 20% increase in narcotics related arrests for the
specified Health and Safety Code violations during this period. While the City of San
Bruno has aggressively implemented budget reduction strategies to address the
downturn in the economy, this has not impacted this City’s response to narcotics related
investigations and arrests, and our continued support of the County Narcotics Task
Force.
One of the recommendations suggests consolidation efforts as a way of addressing
budget issues. I concur with this recommendation, and would like the Grand Jury to
know that San Bruno has actively participated in several formal and informal studies
designed to share and/or combine resources as a way of improving efficiency, with the
goal of reducing overall costs.
I have reviewed the San Mateo County Police Chiefs’ and Sheriff’s Association letter
dated July 21, 2004. The San Bruno City Council concurs with their response to the
Grand Jury’s report on Narcotics Investigations.
567 El Camino Real, San Bruno, CA 94066-4299
Voice: (650) 616-7060 • Fax: (650) 742-6515
http://s anbruno.ca.gov
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Thank you again for allowing the San Bruno City Council to comment on the Civil Grand
Jury’s report. Please thank them for their review of the matter and for all of the work
that they do.
Sincerely,

Larry Franzella
Mayor
cc:

Members of the City Council
Connie Jackson, City Manager
Lee G. Violett, Chief of Police

July 27, 2004
Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Dept. 20, Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2 nd floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Re:

Narcotics Investigation Report

Dear Judge Karesh:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the San Mateo County Civil Grand
Jury’s Narcotics Investigation Report.
The City of San Carlos has, and will continue to, financially support the County Narcotics Task
Force. It is our belief that this commitment is important in order to curtail narcotics-related
offenses, which often involve other criminal activity impacting the quality of life in our
neighborhoods.
The report lists arrest comparisons for a number of surveyed cities excluding San Carlos and
concludes that arrests countywide are down 44 percent over the past 5 years. While the City of
San Carlos has aggressively implemented budget reduction strategies to address the downturn
in the economy, this has not impacted our response to narcotics related investigations and
arrests and our continued support of the County Narcotics Task Force.
One of the recommendations suggests consolidation efforts as a way of addressing budget
issues. I concur with this recommendation and would like the Grand Jury to know that San
Carlos has actively participated in several formal and informal studies designed to share and/or
combine resources as a way of improving efficiency, with the goal of reducing overall costs.
I have reviewed the San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association letter dated July
16, 2004. The San Carlos City Council concurs with their response to the Grand Jury’s report
on Narcotics Investigations.
Thank you again for allowing the San Carlos City Council to comment on the Civil Grand Jury’s
report. Please thank them for their review of the matter and for all of the work that they do.
Sincerely,

Michael J. King
Mayor
cc:

Members of the City Council
City Manager Michael Garvey
Acting Police Chief, Sandra Spagnoli

August 16, 2004
Hon. Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2nd Floor
Redwood City, California 94063-1655
Re:

2003-2004 Grand Jury Report; NARCOTICS INVESTIGATION

Dear Judge Karesh:
On June 2, 2004, the San Mateo Grand Jury filed a report outlining its findings and
recommendations on its study of narcotics investigations in the County of San Mateo and the cities
within the County. A copy of this report was sent to the Board of Supervisors and to the city
councils of each city, including the City of San Mateo. The submittal letter directs each city to
consider the report, to state its agreement or disagreement with the Grand Jury’s findings, and to
state its intentions with respect to the Grand Jury’s recommendations. The San Mateo City Council
has considered this response and has authorized me as the Mayor of the City of San Mateo to sign
and return this response on behalf of the City.
GRAND JURY’S FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
The Grand Jury determined that there has been a 44% decline in arrests for the sale and/or
manufacture of narcotics within the County. While the Grand Jury acknowledged that it was
difficult to determine a cause and effect for this decrease, it believes that reductions in personnel
specifically dedicated to narcotic crimes investigations and reductions in proactive policing and
crime prevention programs are major contributing factors toward this decline.
The San Mateo Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association reviewed and considered the Grand Jury’s
report, and Lee G. Violett, President of the Association, prepared a response dated June 21, 2004.
(A copy of Chief Violett’s letter is attached for your information.) The City Council has reviewed
and considered this letter, and concurs in this response.
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GRAND JURY’S RECOMMENDATIONS
The cover letter sent with the Grand Jury report requests that the City Council respond to the
specific recommendations addressed to it. The City Council’s response to these recommendations
follows.
1. Maintain CNTF Funding Levels
The Grand Jury recommends that the city councils of all county cities ensure that current funding
levels for the County Narcotics Task Force (CNTF) be maintained, and , if possible, increased to
fund three vacant positions. The City Council has implemented this recommendation. The current
SMPD budget and staff allocation provides the full complement of SMPD personnel requested by
the Task Force.
2. Maintain CNTF Staffing Levels
The Grand Jury recommends that the city councils of all county cities direct their police
departments to collectively provide the necessary personnel to staff funded positions at CNTF. The
City Council has implemented this recommendation. As stated above, the current SMPD budget
and staff allocation provides the full complement of SMPD personnel requested by the Task Force.
3. Create and Participate in Ad Hoc Committees on Law Enforcement Fiscal Issues
The Grand Jury recommends that the city councils of all the county cities direct their police
departments to create and participate in ad hoc committees to explore ways to develop creative
budget constraints facing all of those agencies. The City Council has implemented this
recommendation in that it has a well established record of encouraging ad supporting the SMPD in
its efforts to develop creative resource sharing options. These efforts have led to the SMPD
agreement under which it provides dispatch services to the City of Brisbane, and the active
exploration of similar agreements with other agencies as an example.
4. Review of Budget Priorities in Funding Policing and Crime Prevention Programs
The Grand Jury recommends that the city councils of all the county cities review their budget
priorities to determine if more money could go to their police departments to fund proactive
policing and crime prevention programs. The City Council has implemented this recommendation.
While these are difficult times for California cities the City of San Mateo has responsibly balanced its
competing priorities to appropriately fund its police department to proactively address crime.
The principle component of this action has been the integration of “Community Policing” into the
department. As part of the recent budgeting process, Chief Susan Manheimer explained to the City
Council that up to this point the SMPD has operated a separate and distinct Community Policing
unit that had been charged with identifying and resolving community problems or issues that
frequently develop into crime if not proactively addressed. Spurred predominantly by the economic
need to increase efficiency in meetings its mission the SMPD has reorganized around the concept of
-2-
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providing community policing through neighborhood based patrol teams. Under this concept, each
patrol beat officer will be charged with identifying and helping to resolve community problems
before they develop into serious crimes. The City Council supports this concept and believes that in
the long run this new approach will help prevent crime.
5. Encourage Community Watch Programs and Support Proactive Law Enforcement
The Grand Jury recommends that the city councils of all the county cities should direct their police
departments to encourage community involvement in crime enforcement through “community
watch” programs and reinstitution of proactive enforcement and prevention programs as budget
situations improve. The City Council has implemented this recommendation by encouraging the
continued cooperation and support of the City’s well established neighborhood watch program. In
addition, the City Council looks forward to the day that an improved economy helps to provide the
revenues to provide the full range of proactive law enforcement and crime prevention programs.
CONCLUSION
On behalf of the City of San Mateo, I would like to thank the members of the San Mateo Grand
Jury for their service and for their efforts and study in this important area. As the persons entrusted
by our residents to make the very difficult choices that must be made in funding city operations, I
can assure that each and every member of the San Mateo City Council understands the primary
position of law enforcement among its priorities. Working with its staff, I am confident the City has
developed and is implementing a spending plan that reflects the spirit and intent of the Grand Jury
in making its recommendations.
Sincerely,

Jan Epstein, Deputy Mayor for
Carole Groom, Mayor
cc:

City Council
City Manager
City Attorney
Police Chief
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July 21, 2004
Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Dear Judge Karesh:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and respond to the 2004 San Mateo County Civil
Grand Jury’s report on Narcotics Investigations in San Mateo County. On behalf of the
San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association, I appreciate the efforts of the
Grand Jury.
I recognize that all of the recommendations in the report are directed to City Councils,
The Sheriff, The Board of Supervisors, or the District Attorney, and will therefore focus
my responses primarily to the findings section of the report.
In regards to an explanation for the decrease in arrests for narcotics offenses, the San
Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association would hope that the Grand Jury
would also consider that a factor in the reduction in the number of arrests for narcotics
offenses may be the positive work being performed by many of the law enforcement
agencies in the area of education and prevention. This would include programs such as
the Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE), the Police Activities League (PAL), and
the intervention in our schools by School Resource Officers and the Probatio n
Department’s Risk Prevention Program.
Although it may be difficult to prove statistically, efforts such as these coupled with other
community based programs and prevention efforts need to be considered. Unfortunately,
these are some of the first programs impacted during challenging fiscal times.
It is certainly true that local municipalities have been dealing with reductions in funding
and have had to look at their financial resources to establish priorities. For local police
departments, our prio rities must begin with the ability to respond to any emergency and
other high priority calls for service 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Other priorities for
our citizens include the investigations of crimes, the enforcement of traffic laws, and a
myriad of other essential services.

At a local level, the enforcement of narcotics offenses generally becomes an issue for our
residents when they affect their quality of life. Street level dealing or drug dealing in
residential areas, often results in dis turbances, violence, or other nuisance related matters.
As Police Chiefs, it is our experience that our patrol personnel and other specialized units
within some of our police departments are able to effectively address those concerns.
I am certain that all Police Chiefs will continue to manage their budgets and their
priorities with the best interests of their respective communities in mind. I also believe
that they will balance this with the need to support other cost effective regional efforts
that serve to further law enforcement’s mission of keeping our communities safe.
It is not clear where the perception of less prosecution of narcotics offenses originated.
The Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association has always, and continues to have, the highest
level of confidence in our District Attorney and his office.
We do not share the perception that law enforcement field personnel are less likely to
make narcotics arrests because of diversion programs and Proposition 36. Field
personnel work at the front-end of the criminal justice system and are the ones who first
contact individuals under the influence, in possession of, or involved in the sales of
narcotics. To suggest that law enforcement field personnel might turn their head in such
cases would be an abdication of their basic responsibilities and a perception that the
Chiefs and Sheriff in this County flatly refute.
We certainly agree with the Grand Jury in our high regard for the work that is done by the
County Narcotics Task Force and that it makes sense for us to combine our resources to
address narcotics issues in San Mateo County.
Thank you again for allowing us to review and respond to the report prepared by the
Grand Jury and please pass on my thanks to them for the outstanding work that they
perform.

Sincerely,

Lee G. Violett, President
San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association

cc:

Members, San Mateo County Police Chiefs and Sheriff Association

June 23, 2004

Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Dept. 20, Hall of Justice
400 County Center; 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
Dear Judge Karesh:
Thank you for the opportunity to review the 2003-2004 San Mateo County Civil Grand
Jury’s report on sexual assault cases and narcotics investigations in San Mateo County. I
want to commend the Grand Jury on the thoroughness of both reports.
I recognize that the majority of the recommendations in the report on sexual assault cases
are directed to the District Attorney or the Board of Supervisors. Section 1.1, however,
pertains directly to local police departments. Specifically, it is recommended: The Sheriff
and all city councils in the County should require all sworn officers to participate in
training on the Sexual Assault Protocols, ensure that the protocols are strictly followed,
and all reported sexually abused children in San Mateo County are brought to the Keller
Center.
As is detailed in the report, all Police Chiefs in San Mateo County have agreed to follow
the sexual assault protocol. They supported and indeed helped author the protocol and the
officers are periodically briefed on its contents. It is our understanding that the protocol
calls for the initial officer investigating such a crime to assess the need for medical care
and obtain only basic information. Officers conducting the in-depth interviews necessary
to investigate such a serious offense receive specialized training for their task.
The police department has to balance the currently mandated training requirements with
other training needs that arise. Regrettably the current economic situation does not allow
for additional training. Our Police Chief has informed us that the department is currently
undergoing training and the investigations division commander reviews all reports to
ensure adherence to the protocols.

Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
July 15, 2004
Page 2

We concur with the report’s conclusions on Narcotics Arrests that narcotics enforcement
is important and narcotics use leads to other crimes. It has been our experience that the
street users are more prevalent when it comes to committing these crimes to support their
habits than those selling/manufacturing the narcotics.
The study listed arrest comparisons for the sale and /or manufacture of narcotics, Table 2
Page 3. Although the data shows a decrease for South San Francisco, it also shows, in
the footnote, the high volume of narcotics arrests for possession. Based on a six- month
comparison of drug analysis for lab costs in this current year, it appears that our City is at
the high end in the County for narcotics arrests.
We agree with your assessment that the lack of funding has reduced the effectiveness of
the narcotics task force. Although we have always supported the task force by assigning
personnel, and continue to do so, minimizing our current staffing needs to increase
staffing at the task force would create a reduction in our service levels to the community
for other pressing matters.
The recommendations outlined in sections 3.0 – 3.5 propose police departments
consolidate services in order to reduce costs. Even if we were to implement the
suggestions, it would be a long time before we would realize the savings. Needles to say,
the first priority for any additional funds wo uld be utilized to reinstate frozen positions
and provide full services to the community. Unfortunately, any increase in funding or
personnel to the task force would have to be considered after the first priorities were met.
Thank you again for allowing us to review and respond to the report prepared by the
Grand Jury. Please convey my appreciation for the outstanding work that they
performed.
Yours very truly,

Karyl Matsumoto
Mayor

July 13, 2004

The Honorable Jonathan E. Karesh
Judge of the Superior Court
Hall of Justice
400 County Center. 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1655
RE: 2003-04 GRAND JURY REPORT – NARCOTICS INVESTIGATION, SEXUAL ASSAULT
CASES, AND WORKPLACE RELATIONSHIP POLICIES
Dear Judge Karesh:
The Town of Woodside received copies of the three referenced Grand Jury Reports between May
5 and June 3, 2004, and the staff has studied the reports and recommendations contained
therein. On behalf of the Town Council, I would like to offer the following responses:
Narcotics Investigation and Sexual Assault
Although each of these reports includes recommendations that are directed to the city councils
of all the cities in San Mateo County, the recommendations are not germane to the Town of
Woodside. The Town of Woodside does not have a police department and is provided police
protection services through a contract with the San Mateo County Sheriff. While we are in
agreement with the Grand Jury’s findings and recommendations, the Town will look to the Board
of Supervisors and the Sheriff to respond to the Grand Jury and to implement the
recommendations as they may deem appropriate.
Workplace Relationship Policies
This report includes six recommendations and we will implement these, to the degree that they
are applicable to the Town, by September 28, 2004. Rather than review and update our current
discrimination and sexual harassment policies on a piecemeal basis, as the report suggests,
the Town Manager has asked the Town Attorney for a comprehensive review of those policies to
address all six recommendations. Because the Town Council takes a Legislative Recess in
August of every year, a review by the Council of the Town’s sexual harassment policies and
recommendations from the Town Attorney to modify or expand their content will not be
scheduled until September. Please be assured that we agree with the findings and
recommendations, but are desirous of one comprehensive review and revision process.
The Town greatly appreciates the efforts of the Grand Jury. On behalf of the Town Council, I
would like to extend our thanks for an opportunity to respond to the work of the 2003-04 Grand
Jury. Please do not hesitate to call our Town Manager, Susan George, should you require any
further information.

Sincerely,

Paul Goeld
Mayor

APPENDIX A:
San Mateo County Narcotics Task Force City Cost-Sharing Contribution Allocation
Fiscal Year 2004

CITY

$

Atherton

19,239

Belmont

27,884

Brisbane

7,496

Broadmoor

4,017

Burlingame

37,772

Colma

2,587

Daly City

84,985

East Palo Alto

22,636

Foster City

37,685

Half Moon Bay

13,501

Hillsborough

25,341

Menlo Park

47,674

Millbrae

21,454

Pacifica

34,818

Redwood City

92,296

San Bruno

39,063

San Carlos

36,173

San Mateo

105,157

South San
Francisco

72,099

Narcotics Investigations
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Appendix B:
CNTF Staffing as of 5/04
CLIENT AGENCY
Sheriff
Daly City PD
RWC PD
San Bruno PD
San Mateo PD
SSF PD
BNE – San Jose
FBI
TOTAL
DEA-SFIA

#
11
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
18
1

POSITIONS
1 Commander, 2 Supervisors, 6 Special Agents,
2 Legal Specialists
Supervisor
Special Agent
Special Agent
Special Agent
Special Agent
Supervisor
Special Agent
5 Supervisory, 11 Field, 2 Support
Liaison Special Agent
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