CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
1390 Market Street, Suite 1150, San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 552-9292 FAX (415) 252-0461

Policy Analysis Report

To: Supervisor Cohen
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Re: Violence Prevention in San Francisco

Date: January 13,2015

Summary of Requested Action

Your office requested that the Budget and Legislative Analyst conduct an analysis
of violence prevention programming in San Francisco, including (1) City
department budgets and staffing for such programs, (2) funding to community-
based organizations, (3) language/ethnic/racial focused programming, (4) trauma
mitigation programs, and (5) criminal justice statistics.

The following report provides an examination of the resources allocated to
violence prevention programs, the location of such programs, an examination of
city planning for violence prevention, and review of performance metrics used for
program evaluation.

Executive Summary

The City’s budget for violence prevention programs has increased by 23 percent
over the past five fiscal years, from $38.5 million in FY 2010-11 to $47.3 million
in FY 2014-15. Despite this high level of funding, the City does not have a
coordinated planning process or efficient way to measure program performance.

In the five year period from FY 2010-11 to FY 2014-15, San Francisco has spent
approximately $208 million on violence prevention programs. More than one-half
of this spending is the City’s General Fund and Children’s Fund.

Nine City departments currently budget for violence prevention programs. The
two departments with the largest violence prevention budgets are the
Department of Children, Youth and Their Families (DCYF) and the Department of
Public Health (DPH), which together comprised $32.6 million or 68.9 percent of
the City’s total violence prevention budget in FY 2014-15. The Human Services
Agency, District Attorney, and Department on the Status of Women have seen
significant increases in their violent prevention budgets from FY 2010-11 to FY
2014-15.

Of the total $45,058,741 million violence prevention budget in FY 2013-14, the
City spends $31 million or 70 percent of the total funding on programs that target
youth and $15 million or 33 percent of total funding on programs designed to
facilitate reentry after incarceration. Violence prevention programs and funding
are concentrated in South of Market and the Mission District.
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Despite 547.3 million spent on violence prevention in the current fiscal year, there
is no citywide strategic plan to prioritize funding, no needs-assessment process in
place to identify citywide gaps in violence prevention programming and no
citywide understanding of the effectiveness of violence prevention programs.

The City has five interdepartmental bodies with overlapping membership that
meet regularly to plan violence prevention programming, with a focus on youth,
reentry, and diversion programs. In addition, the departments of Public Health,
Juvenile Probation, and DCYF jointly fund and prioritize youth programs under a
Local Action Plan to be updated this year. Beyond that, there is no policy planning
body that coordinates citywide services for violence prevention or a body that
assesses the performance of City departments in preventing violence. Each
department defines its own approach to violence prevention and measures its
impact differently, at different intervals, and the results are frequently not made
public.

The Board of Supervisors needs better information on violence prevention
programming in order to effectively appropriate funding.

The Board of Supervisors is under-represented in the violence prevention planning
process. The Board of Supervisors participates in only two of the five violence
prevention planning bodies. City departments do not regularly report to the Board
on the effectiveness of their violence prevention programs nor are the
performance data public and available for review. Measurements of program
effectiveness are not consistent across City departments nor are they regularly
reported to the Board of Supervisors.

The Board of Supervisors has not been briefed on crime in San Francisco since
February 2013. Although unemployment in San Francisco began to fall in 2011,
violent crime began increasing in 2011 from 677 crimes per 100,000 inhabitants to
more than 850 crimes per 100,000 inhabitants in 2013. Robberies are the main
increase in violent crimes.

The Board should evaluate establishing a citywide advisory and coordinating
body for violence prevention programs.

Rather than establishing a sixth interdepartmental violence prevention program
coordinating body, the Board should consider how to consolidate the existing five
bodies into a citywide advisory and coordinating body that could define
performance metrics and report on program performance to the Board of
Supervisors, recommend ways to leverage funding among the different
departmental programs, and build on City department practices that have been
shown to be effective.

As an example, the city of Oakland has a centralized planning and performance
review process stemming from a voter-approved special fund dedicated to
violence prevention.
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Methodology

The Budget and Legislative Analyst surveyed City departments to acquire data on
their violence prevention programs. We requested budget data, by source, for FY
2010-11 to 2014-15, contracts with community-based organizations, staffing data,
and data on program outcomes. Our office conducted interviews with managers in
each City department to discuss the scope of the information request and to come
to a common understanding of the types of programs that would be relevant for
the report. Our office sought information on any program that aimed to prevent or
respond to violence. Because there is no common definition of violence prevention
programming, we relied on each department to self-assess which programs
constituted violence prevention. Our office then reconciled each department’s
reporting in cases where multiple departments funded the same program, either
through work orders or separate contracts.

Eleven City departments constitute the universe for this report:

e Adult Probation

e City Administrator

e Children, Youth, and Their Families
e District Attorney

e Human Services

e Mayor's Office of Violence Prevention Services
e Police

e Public Defender

e Public Health

e Sheriff

e Status of Women

The Budget and Legislative Analyst also consulted with the Mayor’s Office of
Economic and Workforce Development (MOEWD), First 5, and the San Francisco
Unified School District. In the latter case, the School District was unable to provide
comprehensive enough information to be included in this report. First 5 and
MOEWD both reported not having any violence prevention programs.

After receiving information, we reviewed the materials for each program and
coded attributes such as populations served, service sites, and categories of
performance metrics. We asked each department to review and confirm our
program coding prior to finalizing our analysis. This coding allowed our office to
analyze the geographic distribution of funds within the City and also how funds are
distributed across target populations and program design. If a program had
multiple service sites, we allocated the total funding evenly to all service sites. The
coding also allowed for a citywide comparison of each department’s use of
performance metrics.
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To assess how San Francisco plans its violence prevention programming, the
Budget and Legislative Analyst reviewed the following documents:

e San Francisco Violence Prevention Plan 2008-2013, Mayor’s Office of
Criminal Justice

e Juvenile Justice Local Action Plan 2011, Juvenile Justice Coordinating
Council

e Performance Audit of Public Safety Realignment, San Francisco Budget and
Legislative Analyst, 2013

e Realignment in San Francisco: Two Years in Review, Community Corrections
Partnership Executive Committee, 2014

e Supporting legislation from the Board of Supervisors (Files 08-0564, 10-14-
80, 11-1050, 12-0143, and 14-0141)

e Meeting minutes of Public Safety Cluster, the Sentencing Commission, the
Community Corrections Partnership, the Reentry Council, and the Juvenile
Justice Coordinating Council

In addition, our office conducted interviews with the Mayor’s Office of Violence
Prevention Services to gain an understanding of the Interrupt, Predict, and
Organize (IPO) mayoral initiative and how it guides citywide violence prevention
policy. We also requested information from each reporting department to assess
how it defines violence prevention and how the department plans its
programming.

The Budget and Legislative Analyst reached out to departmental counterparts in
other counties in an effort to develop a comparable set of budget and program
data. In particular, we requested information from entities in Los Angeles,
Sacramento, Alameda, and Santa Clara counties but did not receive detailed
information from these programs. We received more detailed information on
Oakland'’s violence prevention planning, which is summarized in Appendix II.

City Departments’ Funding for Violence Prevention Programs

The Citywide budget for violence prevention programs increased by 23 percent,
from $38.5 million in FY 2010-11 to $47.3 million in FY 2014-15 as shown in Chart 1
below.!

! Budget data includes funding from all sources.
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Chart 1: Citywide Funding for Violence Prevention Programs
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City General Fund and other City funds made up more than 50 percent of the
citywide budget in FY 2013-14, shown in Table 1 below. The Department of
Children, Youth and Their Families (DCYF) and the Department of Public Health
(DPH) have the largest share of City funds.

Table 1: FY 2013-14 Violence Prevention Funding

General Fund/ Combined State/
Other Local Funds Funds Federal/Other Total
Adult Probation $54,400 $21,060 $75,460
City Administrator $583,409 $583,409
DCYF $9,793,960 $5,923,738  $15,717,698
District Attorney $1,253,822 $548,042 $1,801,864
Human Services $1,955,751 $352,637 $2,308,388
Public Defender $582,993 $60,077 $643,070
Public Health $3,240,294  $10,708,844 $3,314,608 $17,401,746
Sheriff $1,608,180 $652,938 $2,261,118
Status of Women $4,403,988 $4,403,988
Total $23,476,796  $10,708,844 $10,873,100  $45,058,741
Percent of Total 52.1% 23.8% 24.1% 100%

Source: Budget and Legislative Analyst Survey of City Departments

As shown in Table 2 below, the City Administrator, District Attorney, Human
Services, Public Health, and the Status of Women have significantly increased
violence programs and funding since FY 2010-11. The City Administrator began to
budget for the Community Ambassador Program in FY 2012-13 and then expanded
the program in FY 2014-15. The increase in the District Attorney’s budget is due
primarily to the expansion of the Neighborhood Prosecution program and roll-out
of the Alternative Sentencing, Domestic Violence Lethality Project, and the SF
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Department

Adult Probation

City Administrator 0 0

DCYF

District Attorney
Human Services
Public Defender
Public Health
Sheriff

Status of Women

Total

Strong programs. The increase in the Human Services Agency budget is primarily
due to the roll out of the Mayor’s Interrupt, Predict, and Organize (IPO) program.
The increase in the Department of Public Health’s budget is driven by the increases
to the budget for the Crisis Response Team, the San Francisco AlIM program and
the roll-out of the Mobile Crisis Team. The AlIM program targets juvenile justice
involved youth and the two crisis teams are mental health services for victims and
witnesses of violent crime. The increased budget for the Department on the Status
of Women is primarily due a $750,000 supplemental appropriation in FY 2012-13 to
provide additional funding for legal services for victims of domestic violence and
training for City staff and an increase in funding to shelters for victims of domestic
violence.

Two City departments saw decreases to their violence prevention budgets in the
five year period from FY 2010-11 to FY 2014-15. DCYF's violence prevention budget
decreased by $3,069,024, or approximately 17 percent, due to reductions in
staffing and the transfer of the Community Response Network (now called the
Street Violence Intervention Program or SVIP) to DPH. The Sheriff’s violence
prevention budget decreased by $517,023, or approximately 19 percent, due to
five contractors not reapplying for funding.

Table 2: Funding for Violence Prevention Programs, by Department
%

FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15

Change

FY 10-11
to 14-15

$0 $0 $0
496,385
16,002,232
1,300,609
654,131
590,013
14,889,152
2,648,148
3,434,722
$40,015,392

$75,460
583,409
15,717,698
1,801,864
2,308,388
643,070
17,263,746
2,261,118
4,403,988
$45,058,741

$75,460
719,684
14,619,733
1,960,268
2,029,071
655,638
20,156,828
2,161,390
4,969,207
$47,347,278

17,688,757
342,170
516,249
522,256

13,762,747

2,678,413
3,036,343
$38,546,935

16,286,339
774,078
508,773
540,348

14,429,335

2,154,437
2,791,158
$37,484,468

Source: Budget and Legislative Analyst Survey of City Departments

DCYF, Juvenile Probation, and DPH reported the highest budgeted expenditures
for violence prevention programs in FY 2010-11 through FY 2014-15. Together,
DCYF’'s and DPH’s budgeted expenditures for violence prevention programs in FY
2014-15 were $32.6 million, or 68.9 percent of citywide budgeted expenditures of
$47.3 million. As shown in Chart 2 below, DCYF’s budgeted expenditures in FY
2014-15 were 14.6 million and DPH’s budgeted expenditures were 20.2 million.
The share of DPH, DCYF, and Juvenile Probation’s violence prevention budget

(17%)
473%
293%
26%
46%
(19%)
64%
23%
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relative to the citywide violence prevention budget has declined over time as
other City departments have increased funding for violence prevention. The
DCYF/DPH/Juvenile Probation share reached a peak of 81.6 percent of citywide
funding in FY 2010-11 and declined to 68.7 percent in FY 2014-15.

Chart 2: Two Largest City Departments’ Budgeted Expenditures for Violence
Prevention from FY 2010-11 through FY 2013-15
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Chart 3: City Departments’ Budgeted Expenditures for Violence Prevention from
FY 2010-11 through FY 2014-15, excluding DCYF, JUV, and DPH
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The violence prevention budgets presented above in Charts 1 - 3 do not account
for expenditures by the San Francisco Unified School District and the Police
Department, both of which are unable to provide comprehensive budget
information. The charts therefore understate the City’s total spending on violence
prevention.

City Positions Dedicated to Violence Prevention Programs

Table 3 below shows the full-time equivalent (FTE) positions dedicated to
managing the City’s violence prevention programs. The Mayor’s Office of Violence
Prevention Services was not created until 2012 and therefore was not staffed until
FY 2012-13. Similarly, the Adult Probation Department did not begin its violence
prevention programs until FY 2013-14 and therefore had no staff working on
violence prevention until then (aside from routine probation work). The increase
in the Administrative Services positions is due to the expansion of the Community
Ambassador Program. The increase in the District Attorney’s positions is primarily
due to the expansion of the Neighborhood Prosecution Program and the roll-out

> The Mayor’s Office of Violence Prevention Services did not report budgeted expenditures other than
expenditures allocated to the Human Services Agency and Department of Public Health as part of the IPO program.
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of the Alternative Sentencing Program. The increase in the Human Services
Agency’s positions is entirely due to the roll-out of the Mayor’s IPO program. Only
the Sheriff’s Department had a decrease in positions dedicated to violence
prevention programs. This was due to the consolidation and expiration of five
violence prevention programs.

Table 3: City Department Positions Dedicated to Violence Prevention Programs

Department FY10-11 FY11-12 FY12-13 FY13-14 Fy14-15 . change
FY 10-15
Administrative Services 12.00 12.00 22.00 22.00 22.00 83%
DCYF 4.36 4.36 4.36 4.36 4.36 0%
Adult Probation Dept. 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.00 11.00 1100%
Status of Women 5.50 4.50 4.71 5.67 5.74 4%
District Attorney 1.45 3.78 6.27 7.86 6.41 341%
Human Services Agency 0.00 0.00 1.77 1.77 1.77 177%
Public Defender 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 10.00 11%
Public Health 34.33 34.33 34.33 34.33 34.33 0%
Sheriff's Dept. 2.35 2.35 2.35 2.09 2.00 -15%
Mayor's Office of Violence Prevention 0.00 0.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 400%
Total 68.99 70.32 88.79 102.08 101.61 47%

Source: Budget and Legislative Analyst Survey of City Departments

® DPH did not provide the total number of positions dedicated to violence prevention programs
in FY 2014-15; we assume the same number of positions in FY 2014-15 as in prior years.

Citywide Summary of types of programs

The Budget and Legislative Analyst has identified 164 violence prevention
programs spread across 11 City departments over the reporting period. By
spending, San Francisco targets the majority (70 percent) of its violence
programming towards youth. As shown below in Table 4, 12.7 percent of funding
targets limited English speakers, 14.9 percent targets women, 6.6 percent targets
LGBT persons, 0.8 percent targets homeless persons, 0.8 percent targets seniors,
0.3 percent targets gangs. The remaining programs are majority reentry programs
that target incarcerated persons generally.

Table 4: Violence Prevention Programs by Target Population

Target . Youth Female Homeless LGBT Seniors Gangs Race/Ethnicity No?-
Population English
Funding FY

13-14 $31,531,060  $6,698,420 $340,692 $2,962,980 $363,314 $149,917 $6,833,346 S$5,727,846
Percent of

total (by

funding) 70.0% 14.9% 0.8% 6.6% 0.8% 0.3% 15.2% 12.7%

Source: Budget and Legislative Analyst Survey of City Departments

® Percentages do not add to 100% because many programs have several target populations

Violence prevention programming in San Francisco targets a variety of issue areas,
as shown in Table 5 below. Reentry and detention-based programming constitute
the largest share of violence prevention programming (33.4 percent of total
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funds), followed by diversion and secondary prevention programs (23.6 percent of
funds).
Table 5: Violence Prevention Programs by Type of Program
Type of Program Domestic Reentry / Diversion / Detention Alternative Sex Trauma Community
Violence Detention- Secondary Alternative Education Trafficking Mitigation Engagement /
Based Prevention / Sexual Provider
Assault Training
Funding FY 13-14 $4,425,884 $15,062,590 $10,633,535 $1,258,514  $1,248,123 $719,424  $4,515,889 $4,496,757
Percent of total
(by funding) 9.8% 33.4% 23.6% 2.8% 2.8% 1.6% 10.0% 10.0%

Source: Budget and Legislative Analyst Survey of City Departments

® These figures total to less than the overall city budget for violence prevention services in
FY 13-14 because $2.6 million of DCYF and Status of Women funds could not be attributed
to any specific program.

Location of the City’s Violence Prevention Programs

The Budget and Legislative Analyst was able to ascertain addresses for 111 of the
160 violence prevention programs operating in FY 13-14 and estimated the
location of 36 programs. Map 1 below shows the location and funding of the
community-based and city-operated violence prevention programs. Detention-
based programs, located in jails in South of Market and juvenile hall south of Twin
Peaks, serve incarcerated clients rather than the immediate community.

As shown in the map below, most of the City’s violence prevention programs are
located in the South of Market and Mission neighborhoods.
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Map 1: Location and funding of violence prevention programs, by Supervisor
District
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The City’s Crime Trends and Unemployment Rate
Increase in Violent Crimes in 2013

Chart 4 below charts the evolution of the violent crime rate, incarceration rate,
and unemployment rates in San Francisco.? It shows the violent crime rate began
increasing in 2011 while the unemployment rate began decreasing in 2010. The
violent crime rate declined from 853 per 100,000 inhabitants in 2007 to 677 per
100,000 inhabitants 2011, but then reverted to 2007 levels by 2013. The

* Violent Crime rate is per 100,000 inhabitants, reported by the San Francisco Police Department to the California Attorney
General. Similarly the statewide incarceration rate is per 100,000 inhabitants, reported by the Department of Justice.
Unemployment rates for San Francisco are reported by the U.S. Census’ American Community Survey.
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unemployment rate peaked in 2010 at 10 percent of the local labor force, but has
since fallen to 6 percent in 2013. While the chart shows an apparent inverse
relationship between the unemployment rate and the violent crime rate - as
unemployment has decreased violent crime has gone up — we did not analyze the
correlation between the two.

The state incarceration rate began to decline in 2011, corresponding to the
adoption of Assembly Bill (AB) 109, which implemented Public Safety Realignment
and the transfer of many lower-level felony offenders from state to county
jurisdiction.

Chart 4: Comparison of Violent Crime Rates, Incarceration Rates, and Unemployment
Rates in San Francisco from 2007 to 2013
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Sources: California Attorney General, Criminal Justice Statistics Center; Bureau of Labor
Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics; Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice
Statistics

Robberies are responsible for driving up the crime rate

Table 6 below shows the breakdown of violent crimes in San Francisco from 2011 —
2013, the period during which the overall number of violent crime increased by 31
percent. As shown below, the increase in the violent crime rate is due primarily to
an increase in the number of robberies, followed by increases in the number of
aggravated assaults and forcible rapes. There were 1,136 more robberies in 2013
when compared to 2011, a 36 percent increase. Robberies account for 67 percent
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of the increase in the total number of violent crimes, which increased by 1,699
incidents over the same the period.

The number of murders in San Francisco declined from 69 in 2012 to 48 in 2013,
however there were only 4 percent fewer murders in 2013 when compared to
2011.

While the increase in violent crimes coincides with the implementation of Public
Safety Realignment, the City does not have data on the number of individuals on
community supervision under Public Safety Realighment who have committed
violent crimes. The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR)
has not released discrete recidivism data for San Francisco since 2010.* The
Community Corrections Partnership considered the impact of realignment on crime
San Francisco in a report published in January 2014.° The report noted that
Realignment clients had recidivism rates significantly lower than the most recent
recidivism rate reported for San Francisco by the CDCR. This suggests that the
recent uptick in violent is driven by factors other than Realignment.

Table 6: Violent Crimes in San Francisco, 2011 — 2013

Difference: % Change:

Crime 2011 2012 2013 2013 vs. v ge:
2011 - 2013

2011

Homicide 50 69 48 (2) (4%)
Forcible Rape 134 110 163 29 22%
Robbery 3,142 3,554 4,278 1,136 36%
Aggravated Assault 2,139 2,141 2,675 536 25%
Total Violent Crimes 5,465 5,874 7,164 1,699 31%

Source: California Attorney General, Criminal Justice Statistics Center

San Francisco’s Decrease in the Unemployment Rate

Several concepts must be made clear in discussion of unemployment data. The
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) conducts surveys across the country to determine
national and local employment conditions. The BLS defines unemployment as all
persons who did not work in the reference week of the survey but were available
for work and who self-reported that they made an effort to find a job in the survey
period. The labor force, a subset of the total population, is the total number of
employed and unemployed persons aged 16 and above. The unemployment rate is
the number of unemployed as a portion of the total labor force (if there 100 people
in a city, 45 people working, and 5 people looking for work, then the labor force is
50 and the unemployment rate is 10%). Therefore, measured unemployment can
decrease either because a) the number of employed persons increases or b) the
labor force decreases. People leave the labor force most commonly because they

#2010 Adult Institutions Outcome Evaluation Report, California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation
> Realignment in San Francisco: Two Years in Review, Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee
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die, retire, or give up looking for work. It is for this reason that economists look
changes to the labor force and the ratio of employment to total population when
using unemployment to assess the health of the economy. Because the population
of the country grows every year, the challenge of economic policy is to ensure that
job creation outpaces growth in the labor force (which grows as the population
grows and with people’s willingness to seek work).

Chart 5 below shows the labor force and employment levels in San Francisco. In
particular, it shows that the level of employed persons is increasing faster than the
growth of the labor force, resulting in a decrease in the city’s unemployment. In
2010-2013, the labor force in San Francisco increased by approximately 6%, while
the employment level increased by 10%. Unemployment decreased from 9.5% to
5.7% in the same period.

Chart 5: Labor Force and Employment in San Francisco

500,000 10.0%
480,000
S 8.0%
460’000 | ‘ E _// . 2.0%
6.0%
440,000
5.0%
4
20,000 1.0%
400,000 - 3.0%
2.0%
380,000
1.0%
360,000 -+ 0.0%
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Labor Force (left-axis) Employed (left-axis) <=+++- Unemployment rate (right-axis)

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics

As shown in Chart 6 below, San Francisco’s employments to population ratio rose
by 4.6 percentage points or more than 4.5 times the national figure, which rose by
less than 1 percentage point in the same period. In other words, the number of
employed persons is growing faster than the population. This confirms that San
Francisco’s unemployment declined due to job creation rather than the decline of
the labor force relative to the employment level.
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Chart 6: San Francisco Employment — Population Ratio
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These statistics do not tell us anything about the distribution of the city’s job
growth among social groups or whether the job growth is in high or low wage
industries.

City Planning for Violence Prevention

San Francisco has five interdepartmental bodies that meet regularly to coordinate
programs to reduce recidivism and violence in the City. Four of these bodies are
established in the City’s Administrative Code or in State law. The Reentry Council
and Community Corrections Partnership manage the reentry of ex-offenders, the
Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council focuses on at-risk youth, and the Sentencing
Commission focuses on alternatives to incarceration for adult offenders. The fifth
body is an ad hoc committee, the Public Safety Cluster, created by the Mayor in
2012 to implement the Mayor’s Interrupt, Predict, and Organize for a Safer San
Francisco (IPO) initiative, discussed further below.

The Reentry Council, Sentencing Commission and Community Corrections
Partnership share similar purposes in serving adults out of custody and have
overlapping membership, as shown in Table 7 below. The Budget and Legislative
Analyst recommended integration of the functions of the Reentry Council and
Sentencing Commission with the State-mandated Community Corrections
Partnership in the February 2013 Performance Audit of San Francisco’s
Implementation of Public Safety Realignment in order to streamline program
planning and coordination, but the recommendation was not implemented.

Subsequently, the Mayor’s Office created the Public Safety Cluster in 2012, which
has similar membership to the other four bodies but is responsible for specific
programs making up the IPO.
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Mandated Coordinating Bodies

Reentry Council

The Reentry Council was created by the Board of Supervisors in 2008 (File 08-
0564), amended in 2011 (File 10-1480) and reauthorized in 2014 (File 14-0141). The
purpose of the Reentry Council is to coordinate the reentry of adults and juveniles
returning from San Francisco County Jail, San Francisco juvenile justice out-of-
home placements, the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation
facilities, and the United States Federal Bureau of Prison facilities. The legislation
that established the Reentry Council emphasizes its role in coordinating local
efforts and providing comprehensive information about reentry programs and
barriers to successful reentry. Membership includes City departments, a victim of
violent crime, and a representative from the California Department of Corrections
and Rehabilitation.

Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council (JJCC)

The Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council (JJCC) was established pursuant to
Section 749.22 of Article 18.7 of the California Welfare and Institutions Code as a
necessary component under the State of California’s Juvenile Crime Enforcement
and Accountability Challenge Grant Program. To receive funding, each county is
required to establish a multi-agency council to develop and implement a
continuum of county-based responses to juvenile crime. Membership includes City
departments and representatives from community-based organizations.

Sentencing Commission

The Board of Supervisors established the Sentencing Commission in 2012 (File 11-
1050). The purpose of the Commission is to analyze sentencing patterns and
outcomes, and to make recommendations to the Board, Mayor, and City
departments on sentencing reforms that advance public safety and reduce
recidivism, including alternatives to incarceration and other evidenced-based
strategies. Membership includes City departments, representatives of community-
based organizations, and an academic expert.

Community Corrections Partnership (CCP)

Community Corrections Partnerships were established in each county in California
by California Penal Code 1203. The purpose of the Partnership was to advise the
county’s probation on the implementation of programs to reduce recidivism
funded by state funds from SB678. In 2011, The California Public Safety
Realighment Act (AB109 & AB 117) established the Executive Committee of the
Community Corrections Partnership (CCPEC) to make recommendations to the
Board of Supervisors on the implementation of the county’s Realignment plan. The
San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the CCPEC’s plan on September 29,
2011.
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Mayor’s Office of Violence Prevention Services

Public Safety Cluster

The Public Safety Cluster is a group City departments that is convened by the
Mayor’s Director of Violence Prevention. The Cluster was established in 2012 to
serve as a single point of contact and to oversee all work associated with violence
prevention programming of the Interrupt, Predict, and Organize for a Safer San
Francisco (IPO), discussed below. The Police, Adult Probation and Juvenile
Probation Departments are represented, but currently the Sheriff and Public
Defender are not. The Cluster currently meets bimonthly to discuss trends in crime
in San Francisco and coordinate City services among law enforcement and social
service providers. The group will begin meeting monthly starting in 2015.
Membership is currently limited to City departments.

The membership and meeting frequency of the Reentry Council, Public Safety
Cluster, Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council, Sentencing Commission, and the
Community Corrections Partnership is summarized in Table 7 below.®

® In addition to the aforementioned planning bodies, the Family Violence Council advises policy on programming
related to family violence.
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Table 7: Violence Prevention Coordinating Bodies, Membership
. Community .
Department Reentry Council JicC Sentet\m_ng Corrections Public Safety
Commission . Cluster
Partnership
State Welfare . .
Authorit Administrative and Institutions A(;:Ion;;nlssetziitcl)\;e State Penal Ad Hoc
¥ Code Sec. 5.1-1 Code Sec. 5250 Code Sec. 1230
749.22 ’
Approx. 4 x per Bimonthly
Meeting Frequency 3x per year Annual 3x per year pprox. P (monthly in
year
_ _ 2015)
Adult Probation X X X X X
Board of Supervisors X X
City Administrator
DCYF X X X
District Attorney X X X X X
Human Services Agency X X
Juvenile Probation X X X X
Mayor's Office of Housing X X
Housing Authority X
Office of Violence Prevention X X
Workforce and Economic Development X X
Police X X X X X
Public Defender X X X
Public Health X X X X
Superior Court X X X X
Unified School District or education X X X
representative
Sheriff X X X _ X
Status of Women X
Recreation and Parks X
Child Support Services X X
Public Works X
CA Dept. Corrections and Rehab.
US Probation & Pretrial Services X
- Member of a
- Seven formerly - Community CBO chosen by
incarcerated Representative Reentry Council Reentry CBO
members, of - Drug & Alcohol - Member of a . .
. - Domestic -Street Violence
. . one whom Prevention Org.  CBO chosen by . .
Community Representative . - . e violence CBO Intervention
identifies as a - Juvenile Family Violence .
. . . - Five Keys Program (SVIP)
survivor of Advisory Cmte. Council
. ) . Charter School
violence or - Juv. Justice - Sentencing
crime Providers Assoc.  Expert
- Academic

Source: Budget and Legislative Analyst
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The Local Action Plan

The Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council developed a citywide plan in 2011 to
coordinate the services and funding of DCYF, DPH, and Juvenile Probation violence
prevention programming aimed at youth ages 10 to 25. DCYF undertook an
intensive solicitation of community input, including meetings with community-
based organizations, neighborhood meetings, focus groups with juvenile justice
stakeholders, and interviews with relevant city officials. The Board of Supervisors
approved the resulting Local Action Plan in 2012 (File 12-0143). Chart 7 below
shows the “Circle of Care” model the Local Action Plan uses to outline a set of
services that can help youth avoid or exit the criminal justice system. The Local
Action Plan presents six strategies to be deployed around the “Circle of Care”: (1)
alternative education, (2) secondary prevention, (3) diversion, (4) detention
alternative, (5) detention-based services, and (6) aftercare/reentry.

The JJCC will revise the Local Action Plan in 2015 and submit it to the Board of
Supervisors for approval.

Chart 7: Circle of Care

State Incarceration  Aftercare

Prevention
County Residential
Facilities
Early Risk
Identification
Intensive L and Intervention
Highly-Structured st »
Long-Term
Residential
% Pre-Adjudication
«@ Commiinity-Based
Intervention
In-Home
Structured Pre-Adjudication
Short-Term Community-Based
Residential Supervision and
Programs Infervention

Post-Adjudication

County Detention Community-Based .
- Supervision and Intervention

Pre-Adjudication

and Post-Adjudication
Emergency Shelter
Programs’

Intensive Post-Adjudication
Community-Based Intervention
and Supervision

Source: DCYF
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The Mayor’s Office and Interrupt, Predict, and Organize (IPO)

In 2012 Mayor Lee announced the Interrupt, Predict, and Organize (IPO) initiative
to reduce violent crime. IPO establishes the path to reducing violence and relies on
the relevant City departments to implement the goals. Chart 8 below summarizes
the goals of the IPO initiative.

Chart 8: Interrupt, Predict, and Organize

Interrupt Predict Organize

- Deploy community

- SFPD use crime mapping
& crime statistics to deploy
resources

- Encourage collaboration
of law enforcement to
stop violence in Hot Zones

victims receive city
services (SVRT)

_SFPD use real-time data - lold meetings in

- Deploy street outreach to deplov resources
teams to Hot Zones (SVIP) ploy community input
and after violent crime

(SVRT)

Tools

- ADP use COMPAS to
identify recidivism risk
factors and plan
intervention

Cluster meetings

with SFPD and CBOs

teams to Hot Zones after a

violent crime and ensure

neighborhoods to acquire

- Facilitate Public Safety

- Organize gun buybacks

Source: Budget and Legislative Analyst interviews with Mayor’s Office of Violence
Prevention Services

To implement IPO, the Mayor’s Office of Violence Prevention Services was
established in 2012. The Office operates as a coordinating body to ensure local
stakeholders are communicating, sharing resources, and are held accountable for
direct community-based interventions. The Office coordinates the Public Safety
Cluster meetings, described above. It also convenes the Street Violence Response
Team (SVRT), a city department, community- and faith-based series of meetings
activated 48 hours after a violent incident. The purpose of these meetings is to
ensure all victims, witnesses, and perpetrators are receiving the full spectrum of
City services, including law enforcement, legal support, mental health, case
management, victim compensation and financial support.

The Mayor’s Office of Violence Prevention Services allocates funds to the
Department of Public Health to implement the Street Violence Intervention
Program (SVIP), a street outreach program that connects at-risk youth and victims
of violent crime with social services. SVIP operates in Hot Zones in the
Mission/Excelsior, Western Addition, Bayview, and Visitacion Valley
neighborhoods. The SVIP also rely on multiple referral sources and secondary
prevention services to engage youth and young adults ages 10-30 years olds that
are identified as victims and/or perpetrators of street violence. The program is
designed to improve identified high at-risk and in-risk individuals’ employability,
earnings and establish long-term success in unsubsidized employment positions, as
well as reduce recidivism. The Office also allocates funds to the Human Services
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Agency to implement an employment program in which at-risk youth receive
vocational training and work experience as employees at the Department of Public
Works.

Oakland has centralized planning for violence prevention

The City of Oakland has an alternative funding model that generates mandatory
spending on violence prevention through Measure Y, a voter-approved tax that
funds public safety services and community-based organizations that operate
violence prevention programs. Oakland’s single funding source helps service
coordination and redirection, particularly in regard to identifying and filling service
gaps by public entities. In addition, the funding provides for annual program
evaluation to assess each program’s impact on violence prevention, with
standardized metrics and evaluation intervals for all community-based
organizations that receive funding. A description of the strengths and weaknesses
of Oakland’s violence prevention planning process can be found in Appendix II.

Measuring Program Effectiveness
Defining success

There is no standard definition of what constitutes violence prevention and
therefore no standard definition of successful violence prevention. For the
purposes of this report, the Budget and Legislative Analyst relied on each
department’s self-assessment of which programs it considered violence prevention
and each department’s self-reported assessment of its programming. The
description of each department’s approach to violence prevention is described in
the department-level analysis above.

The Budget and Legislative Analyst (1) examined the extent to which departments
are measuring program effectiveness, (2) examined the different kinds of
performance metrics used by City departments, and (3) makes recommendations
on how to improve performance measurement Citywide.

San Francisco’s use of performance metrics

Table 8 summarizes City departments’ use of performance metrics. As shown
below, 122 of the 164 programs or 74.4 percent of the programs under review
track either recidivism or some other outcome metric. Of the programs that track
recidivism, at least 89 percent of them also track other metrics that are specifically
linked to the program’s goals. Of the 26 programs that do not track performance,
13 are Police programs, 8 are Sheriff programs, 4 are Status of Women programs,
and 1 program is at the Human Services Agency. Performance in this case is defined
as a measurement of an impact attributable to the program. Simply tracking the
number of clients served would not count as a performance metric, unless the
program is a provider training.
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Table 8 San Francisco’s Use of Performance Metrics

e Unknown .
Performance Metrics Recidivism Not Recidivism, If Tracking No Metrics
but Other Metric . Tracked
Metrics
Count 73 49 14 26
Percent of total 44.5% 29.9% 8.5% 15.9%

Source: Budget and Legislative Analyst Survey of City Departments

Although recidivism and other measures of program success are regularly collected
by City departments, their use in public and official decision making is limited.
Except for DCYF and Adult Probation, city departments generally do not publish the
performance data of their violence prevention programming and/or do so
intermittently. Table 9 below summarizes the extent to which City departments
collect and publish performance data for their violence prevention programming.

Table 9: Performance Data

Department Performan(.:e Data: Performance Data: At
Public least 1x/year
Adult Probation Yes Yes
City Administrator No Yes
DCYF Yes Yes
District Attorney No Yes
Human Services No Yes
Mayor's Office No Yes
Police No No
Public Defender No No
Public Health No Yes
Sheriff No Yes
Status of Women Yes Yes

Source: Budget and Legislative Analyst Survey of City Departments

The Budget Legislative Analyst reviewed contracts between City departments and
community-based organizations. In no case was recidivism or other performance
metrics cause to terminate the contract.

In summary, more than three-quarters of violence prevention programs collect
performance metrics. However, aside from recidivism, these measures of
performance are not standardized across departments and while they may
technically be publicly available, they are not easily accessible for public review.

Recidivism in San Francisco

Recidivism is the rate at which individuals have further contact with the criminal
justice system within a given period of time. Typically, recidivism rates refer to the
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individuals return to custody within three years after serving time in a juvenile hall,
jail, or prison. The definition can be adjusted for different period and events, such
as being arrested.

As noted above, recidivism is a standard performance metric collected by the
majority of San Francisco’s violence prevention programs. There are several
benefits of using recidivism to measure program performance. Because client
arrests and incarcerations are automatically kept by the pre-existing criminal
justice databases in City departments, recidivism data is theoretically easy to
collect. To the extent it captures recurrence of violence, recidivism is a direct
measure of violence prevention. Table 10 below presents recidivism rates for San
Francisco. Note that these data captures the entire adult probation population,
whether or not they were served by the violence prevention programming under
review and whether or they returned to custody because of a technical parole
violation or new offence.

Table 10: Probation Success in San Francisco

San Francisco Adult Probation Department

Felony Probationer State Prison and County Jail (1170h) Revocations

2009
2010
2011
2012
2013

% Change in % Change in Revoked & el
. . Revoked & : amd County

Total Probation Probation Prison Sentenced to :
X L Sentenced to . . . Jailf1170h
Population Population Since State Prison Revocations Since  State Prison or Revocations Sinca

2009 2009 County Jail/1170h

2009
6,800 256 0% 256 0%
6,388 -6% 199 -22% 199 -22%
6,133 -4% 133 -48% 133 -48%
5,696 -7% 65 =75% 156 -39%
5,064 -11% 44 -83% 102 -60%

Source: Adult Probation Department

As shown in Table 10 above, the number of individuals on probation who returned
to custody while on probation declined from 2009 to 2013. However, the variation
in original offences, probation sentences, and reasons for probation revocation
may obscure the extent to which the data in Table 10 is a true measure of success
for violence prevention programming.

A more formal definition of recidivism used by the California Department of
Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) is the number of persons returned to state
custody out of the total number paroled within a given period of time. According to
CDCR data, San Francisco has a recidivism rate higher than the statewide average,
and significantly higher than the county with the lowest recidivism rate, Los
Angeles. This data includes all offences and only captures individuals in state
custody. In 2010, the most recent year for which San Francisco data is available,
78.3 percent of offenders recidivated and were returned to CDCR custody within
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three years, compared to the statewide average of 67.5 percent.” In 2013, the
CDCR reported that a group of counties, which includes San Francisco, had an
average three-year recidivism rate of 65.2 percent, compared to a statewide rate
of 61 percent. In 2013, the lowest three-year recidivism rate was 50.4 percent in
Los Angeles County.®

Limits to using recidivism as a performance metric

There are several problems with using recidivism as a performance metric. Most
obviously, using re-incarceration data does not capture first time offenders.
Therefore, secondary prevention programs need to adjust the definition of
recidivism so that it captures whether a client goes to jail within a given time
period after completing the prevention program.

Depending on how it is defined recidivism rates capture the extent to which an
individual or group has further contact with the criminal justice system. However,
even the best programming sometimes cannot overcome individual factors such as
family support, mental health needs, and the extent to which individuals have
other service requirements. Individuals with severe and multiple needs may
therefore recidivate despite effective programming. Recidivism rates only capture
whether an individual has been re-arrested or incarcerated over a given period
time, not the frequency of such incidents over time. For individuals with the
severest needs, reduction in recidivism frequency may be the best measure of
performance.

Factors exogenous to violence prevention programming may bias the recidivism
rate. Changes in demographics (particularly age), the health of the economy,
changes to police enforcement practices and sentence duration, legal changes to
what constitutes a criminal violation, and the extent to which correctional
institutions succeed in rehabilitation, all influence an individual’s propensity to
recidivate. These larger societal changes may not correspond with the performance
of violence prevention programming. Therefore, recidivism may rise or fall
independent of the quality of violence prevention programming.

The accuracy of recidivism rates in measuring violence prevention depends on the
effectiveness of law enforcement and the extent to which groups are targeted for
monitoring by law enforcement. By definition, recidivism rates only capture when
an individual has contact with the criminal justice system. Certain crimes, social
groups, and neighborhoods are more likely to be monitored by law enforcement
and are thus more likely to be captured in the official recidivism rate. However, a
crime may still occur without the offender being captured. In short, official
recidivism rates may differ from the true amount of violence prevented.

In light of this, there are two issues specific to using recidivism as a performance
metric for violence prevention programming: (1) By only relying on recidivism,
policy makers may create a selection bias among program managers and grantees

72010 CDCR Adult Institutions Outcome Evaluation Report
#2013 CDCR Adult Institutions Outcome Evaluation Report
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to only treat low-risk individuals in order to keep their program’s recidivism rate
low enough to maintain funding and (2) Recidivism only demonstrates that a
program has potentially failed, but not why.

Other performance metrics

Due to the incompleteness of recidivism as a performance metric, City
departments collect other program data in lieu of or to supplement recidivism
data. City departments and community-based organizations survey clients’ self-
assessed wellbeing pre- and post-program, client satisfaction with programming,
and the extent to which clients achieve program goals (such acquiring a job or
permanent housing). Additionally, DCYF collects data on the risks its clients are
facing (e.g. previous foster placement, parent in/has been in jail) to ensure it is
serving youth with the highest needs.

While these other metrics are useful to assess program outcomes, their
heterogeneity makes it difficult for them to be applied Citywide. As mentioned
above, program performance across city departments is measured at different
intervals and infrequently published. DCYF standardizes performance
measurement of among the subsets of it programming, so that, for example, all
detention-based programs use the same metrics and all diversion programs use the
same metrics (but different than the detention-based ones). However, there is no
such standardized definition of success for among City departments that provide
similar kinds of services. For example, Adult Probation and DCYF both fund re-entry
programs but measure their impact differently, at different intervals, and in
separate databases.

Conclusion

Ten City departments, not including the Police Department, provide violence
prevention programs. Funding for City departments’ violence prevention programs
has increased by 23 percent over the past five fiscal years, from $38.5 million in FY
2010-11 to $47.3 million in FY 2014-15. More than one-half of this funding is City
General Fund and other local funds. Despite this high level of programming and
funding, the City does not have a coordinated planning process or efficient way to
measure program performance. There are currently five different
interdepartmental bodies responsible for violence prevention programming with
overlapping membership.

The City has no standard definition of what constitutes violence prevention and
therefore, no standard definition of successful violence prevention programs.
While most City department programs have some form of performance metric,
these measures of performance apart from recidivism are not standardized across
departments and are not easily accessible for public review. Oakland offers an
alternative funding and planning model in which citywide violence prevention
services are coordinated and evaluated on an annual basis.

The Board of Supervisors needs better information when appropriating funds to
violence prevention programs, and needs to know that these programs are
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effective. The Board should evaluate establishing a citywide advisory and
coordinating body for violence prevention programs. Rather than establishing a
sixth body, the Board should consider how to consolidate the existing five bodies
into a citywide advisory and coordinating body that could define performance
metrics and report on program performance to the Board of Supervisors, and
recommend ways to leverage funding among the different departmental programs.
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Appendix I: Violence Prevention, by City Department

Adult Probation

Framework

The Adult Probation Department incorporates violence prevention programming
into its court-ordered supervision of individuals placed on probation. The
Department utilizes the Correctional Offender Management Profiling for
Alternative Sanctions (COMPAS), a risk assessment tool, to prepare an
individualized re-entry program based on the probationer’s risk of general
recidivism as well as violent recidivism. The COMPAS also identifies individual risk
factors of recidivism, which are then used by Deputy Probation Officers to
formulate Individualized Treatment and Rehabilitation Plans. Rehabilitation Plans
govern the service referrals made for clients, and may indicate a need for anger
management classes, restorative justice classes, or other intervention. Individuals
convicted of domestic violence offenses are mandated to 52 weeks of batterer’s
intervention classes by the Superior Court.

Funding

Table A.1 below summaries the budget for Adult Probation’s violence prevention
programming. Of the total $75,460, 72.1 percent or $54,400 comes from the San
Francisco General Fund and 27.9 percent or $21,060 is either state or federal
funding. The violence prevention programs to which the budget refers all started
in FY 13-14.

Table A.1: Funding for Adult Probation Violence Prevention

Source FY 13-14 FY 14-15
GF $54,400 $54,400
State/Fed $21,060 $21,060
Total $75,460 $75,460

Source: Adult Probation Department
Summary of Programming

While the Adult Probation department carries out a variety of re-entry
programming, the Department considered that three programs were responsive
to the violence prevention request: (1) an anger management program, (2) a
restorative justice program, and (3) a batterer’s intervention program. All three
are contracted out to community-based organizations and target incarcerated or
recently incarcerated individuals. One program takes place in various San
Francisco County Jails. As shown below in Map A.1, after clients are released
programming continues in Supervisor District 6 and at the Community Assessment
and Services Center (CASC) in Supervisor District 10. As shown in Chart A.1 below,
the majority of Adult Probation clients are in those two districts.
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All three programs were started in FY 2013-14; therefore program outcome data
is unavailable for review by the Budget and Legislative Analyst. In addition to the
data stored in the COMPAS, the Adult Probation Department intends to collect
data on clients’ recidivism to assess program effectiveness.

Map A.1: Locations of Adult Probation Violence Prevention Programming
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Chart A.1: Distribution of Active Adult Probation Clients by Supervisor District
(as of February 2014)
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City Administrator

Framework and Description of Programming

The City Administrator operates a public safety program through the Office of
Civic Engagement & Immigrant Affairs (OCEIA) and in partnership with the
community-based organization, Alive & Free. The Community Ambassador
Program (CAP) began in 2010 in Supervisor District 10 and has since expanded to
Supervisor District 6 and District 9. The CAP is a broad public safety campaign and
aims to provide a visible, non-enforcement presence, encourage civic
participation, reduce violence resulting from cultural or linguistic differences, and
educate residents about City programs and services. Ambassadors wear clearly
marked jackets so residents, transit riders, and workers can easily request
assistance. As shown in Maps A.2 below, CAP operates primarily in high crime
areas immediately around major transit/commercial corridors in the Bayview,
Visitacion Valley, Dogpatch, Potrero Hill, mid-Market Street, Tenderloin and
Mission.

The CAP tracks interactions with the public by type of service requested as well as
the demographic information of those served. To assess its effectiveness and
community priorities, CAP surveys merchants and members of the public in CAP
work zones. Table A.2 and Chart A.2 below summarize the outcome and impact
data.

Table A.2: Community Ambassador Program: Services Rendered

TOTAL CAP INTERACTIONS (D6 & D10 TEAMS)

ALL
YEAR 1: YEAR 2: YEAR 3: ;i?iRAM
FY 10-11 FY11-12 FY 12-13 THRU FY
2012-13
Number of Interactions by Category
Public Assistance & Social
Services 11,756 17,516 36,007 65,279
Education & Outreach 8,102 18,7265 18,525 44,892
Clean Streets & Communities n/a 201 483 684
safety & Crime 699 2,163 3,856 6,718
Other 1,025 2,747 1,266 5,038
TOTAL

21,582 40,892 60,137 122,611

Source: City Administrator
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Chart A.2: District 10 Survey Results of Community Ambassador Program Impact:
Percent of Respondents
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Source: City Administrator
Funding

Table A.3 below summarizes the budget for the Community Ambassador Program.
All funds are from the San Francisco General Fund.

Table A.3: Funding for the Community Ambassador Program

Year FY10-11  FY11-12 FY12-13 FY13-14 FY14-15
GF Amount $50,000 $550,000  $496,385  $583,409  $719,684

Source: City Administrator

Funding for the Community Ambassador Program increased by 23.3 percent in FY
2014-15 compared to FY 2013-14 due to increased service area coverage.
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Map A.2: Community Ambassador Work Zones in District 10

Source: City Administrator
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Map A.3: Community Ambassador Work Zone in District 6

Source: City Administrator
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Children, Youth, and Their Families and Juvenile Probation

Framework and Summary of Programming

The Department of Children, Youth and Their Families (DCYF) and the Juvenile
Probation Department together fund 67 violence prevention programs that are
operated by community-based organizations, serving at-risk youth aged 10 to 25.
This includes youth that are in custody or on probation. As discussed above, this
programming is guided by the 2011 Local Action Plan, formulated by DCYF, Public
Health, and Juvenile Probation under the auspices of the Juvenile Justice
Coordinating Council. DCYF funds six program areas along the “Circle of Care”: (1)
Secondary Prevention, (2) Alternative Education, (3) Diversion, (4) Detention
Alternatives, (5) Detention-based Services, and (6) Aftercare/Re-entry. Decisions
about how to allocate funding among these six program areas and specific
programs rely on the expertise of DCYF staff. The Local Action Plan will be revised
in 2015.

Funding

Table A.4 below shows the budget for DCYF’s violence prevention programming. In
the current fiscal year, $8,359,103 or 57.2 percent comes from San Francisco City
and County Funds (primarily the General Fund, the Children’s Fund, and recovery
from the Juvenile Probation Department) and $6,260,630 or 42.8 percent is state
or federally funded.

Table A.4: Budget for DCYF/JUV Violence Prevention Programming

Source FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15
SF $9,566,619 $10,006,309 $8,598,359 $9,793,960 $8,359,103
State/Fed  $8,122,138 $6,280,030 $7,403,873 $5,923,738 $6,260,630
Total $17,688,757 $16,286,339 $16,002,232 $15,717,698 $14,619,733

Source: DCYF

DCYF and Juvenile Probation funding for violence prevention programs decreased
by 17.3 percent from FY 2010-11 to FY 2014-15 due to the transfer of funds to
Public Health for violence prevention services.
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Map A.4: Location of DCYF/JUV Violence Prevention Programming

Source: DCYF
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Map A.5: Location of DCYF/JUV Violence Prevention Program Clients
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District Attorney

Framework

The District Attorney (DA) takes a broad approach to violence prevention. For
planning purposes, the District Attorney’s Office conducts an ongoing gap analysis
of San Francisco’s adult and juvenile justice systems and crime data, and then uses
a combination of innovative strategies and proven or promising practices in the
field to address those gaps. The District Attorney incorporates the following in its
approach:

e A broad view of the role of prosecutors in public safety

e Parallel justice for victims and offenders

e Expansion of alternative justice models (including alternative sentencing,
restorative justice, and problem-solving courts)

e Actively engaging community members in public safety strategies

e Expanded use of data in investigation, prosecution and deployment of
resources

Funding

Table A.5 below summarizes the budget for the District Attorney’s violence
prevention programming. In FY 2014-15, $1,383,602 or 70.6 percent of the funding
comes from the San Francisco General Fund and other City funds and $76,666 or
29.4 percent is state or federally funded.

Table A.5: Funding for District Attorney Violence Prevention Programming

Source FY 10-11 FYy 11-12 FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15
GF $216,340 $576,947 $1,037,924 $1,253,822 $1,383,602
State/Fed $125,830 $197,131 $262,685 $548,042 $576,666
Total $342,170 $774,078 $1,300,609 $1,801,864 $1,960,268

Source: District Attorney

The five-fold increase in funding for the DA’s violence prevention programs from FY
2010-11 to FY 2014-15 due to the expansion of the Neighborhood Prosecution
Program and implementation by the DA of new violence prevention programs.

Summary of programming

While the District Attorney’s core operations (investigation, prosecution and victim
services) are inherently designed to prevent violence, the District Attorney also has
eight violence prevention programs, two of which are contracted out to
community-based organizations, four of which are focused on connecting
offenders with the services they need to reduce recidivism, three of which are
focused on identifying and supporting crime victims, and one of which employs a
range of both traditional and nontraditional public safety strategies to improve
public safety at the community level. Offender-focused programs include the
Alternative Sentencing Program (in which a social worker develops individualized
sentencing plans which reduce reliance on incarceration and connect adult
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offenders to the supports they need to reduce recidivism); Make it Right (a
restorative justice —based alternative to prosecution for juveniles facing felony
charges); Truancy Court (which helps students and families to reengage and
succeed in school); and SF STRONG (a supportive living environment for men
reentering the community after incarceration). Make it Right and SF STRONG are
operated by community-based organizations through grants from the District
Attorney. The victim-centered programs provide outreach and assistance to
victims of elder abuse and domestic violence, as well as training to the public
agencies that serve them. In addition the District Attorney operates a
Neighborhood Prosecution program. A Neighborhood Prosecutor is assigned to
each police district to (a) analyze crime data and work with the police to inform
public safety resource allocation, (b) engage the community in both prosecution
and non-prosecutorial public safety strategies. With the exception of the two
contracted programs, most violence prevention work is carried out in the San
Francisco Hall of Justice and in San Francisco Superior Court in Supervisor District 6.
The Neighborhood Prosecutors Program occurs throughout the City with the
majority of their time spent within police stations. Map A.6 below shows the police
districts to which Neighborhood Prosecutors are assigned.
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Map A.6: Police Districts to which Neighborhood Prosecutors are Assigned

Source: Police Department

The District Attorney uses recidivism as a performance metric for its offender-
oriented programs. For the victim-oriented programs, the DA tracks the number of
clients served and trainings provided. The DA is currently planning an impact
assessment of its Neighborhood Prosecution program.
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Human Services Agency

Framework

The Human Services agency carries out a variety of programming that may be
considered violence prevention, including funding community-based organizations
that serve vulnerable populations, child protective services, and adult protective
services. There is no single framework underlying these programs. Child Protective
Services and Adult Protective Services are state-mandated functions. While these
programs are administered by the Human Services Agency, the policy framework
and program requirements are Policy for those two programs is established in state
statute, and are therefore largely outside of local control. For this reason, the
Agency felt that its community-based operations were most responsive to the
Budget and Legislative Analyst’s request regarding violence prevention
programming.

Funding

Table A.6 below summarizes the budget for Human Services Agency violence
prevention programming. In the current fiscal year, $1,671,826 or 82.4 percent
comes from the San Francisco General Fund and $357,245 or 17.6 percent is state
or federally funded.

Table A.6: Funding for the Human Services Agency Violence Prevention
Programming

Source FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15
SF $96,972 $96,972 $360,310 $1,934,867 $1,671,826
State/Fed $419,277 $411,801 $293,822 $373,521 $357,245
Total $516,249 $508,773 $654,131 $2,308,388 $2,029,071

Source: Human Services Agency

The increase in HSA’s violence prevention budget is primarily due to the roll out of
the Mayor’s Interrupt, Predict, and Organize youth employment program.

Summary of Programming

The Human Services Agency funds five violence prevention programs, all of which
are contracted out fully or in part to community-based organizations. The Agency
funds two domestic violence programs, one program for homeless women leaving
prostitution, and provides training on elder abuse for service providers. The Agency
also funds an employment program as part of the Interrupt, Predict and Organize
(IPO) program. The IPO employment program is a collaborative effort of HSA, the
Mayor’s Office, the Department of Public Works and several community-based
service providers. It provides selected at-risk youth ages 18 to 25 with vocational
training and public sector subsidized employment experience. The location of the
Human Services Agency violence prevention programs is shown in Map A.7 below.
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Map A.7: Location of Human Services Violence Prevention Programming

Source: Human Services Agency
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Public Defender

Framework

The Public Defender refers to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services’
(HHS) Child Welfare individualized strength-based approach to design its violence
prevention programs. According to the HHS, “strengths-based practice involves a
shift from a deficit approach, which emphasizes problems and pathology, to a
positive partnership with the family and community.”*

Funding

Table A.7 below summarizes the budget for the Public Defender’s violence
prevention programming. Of the total $655,638 for the current fiscal year, 94.3
percent or $618,019 comes from the San Francisco General Fund and 5.7 percent
or $37,619 is state or federally funded.

Table A.7: Funding for the Public Defender Violence Prevention Programming

Source FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15
GF $501,368 $505,823 $524,804 $582,993 $618,019
State/Fed $20,888 $34,525 $65,209 $60,077 $37,619
Total $522,256 $540,348 $590,013 $643,070 $655,638

Source: Public Defender
Summary of Programming

The Public Defender funds social workers to develop individualized re-entry plans
for its juvenile and adults clients, located at the San Francisco Juvenile Justice
Center and main office of the Public Defender, respectively. The social workers
assess each client’s need for social services, including employment and housing,
and provide case-management services. The Public Defender tracks the recidivism
rates of these clients and surveys their wellbeing before and after the program.

In addition, the Public Defender funds two community-based organizations,
BMAGIC, and Mo’MAGIC that develop and coordinate over sixty community-based
organizations, city agencies, and faith-based organizations to provide mental health
services, job skills training, and family intervention in the Western Addition and
Bayview / Hunters Point neighborhood. BMAGIC and Mo’MAGIC do not serve
clients directly and measure their impact by the number and scale of programming
they organize.

! Department of Health and Human Services, Child Welfare and Information Gateway, A Closer Look: An
Individualized, Strengths-Based Approach in Public Child Welfare Drive Systems of Care, March 2008. See:
http://tinyurl.com/Is3tb46, accessed December 13, 2014.
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Map A.8: Locations of Public Defender Violence Preventing Programming

Source: Public Defender
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Public Health
Framework

The Department of Public Health offers an array of violence prevention and
intervention services for children, youth, adults and families across its Systems of
Care. In addition, DPH recognizes the early impact of violence and trauma on
development and health across the lifespan. The Child, Youth, and Families System
of Care in partnership with DCYF and JPD follow the Local Action Plan and use the
Circle of Care framework described above to inform its violence prevention
programming. Furthermore, DPH is committed to building a Trauma-Informed
System that strengthens its workforce with a framework that emphasizes
recognizing and treating trauma among patients and staff. Public Health is
currently training its entire workforce within the Trauma-Informed framework.

Funding

Table A.8 below summarizes the funding for Public Health’s violence prevention
programming.

Table A.8: Funding for Public Health Violence Prevention Programs

Public Health FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15
SF $2,233,868 $2,294,150 $2,469,680 $3,240,294 $4,665,765
SF/State/Fed $10,033,958 $10,504,156  $10,731,491  $10,708,844  $11,411,399
State/Fed $1,433,321 $1,594,529 $1,643,881 $2,737,655 $3,545,721
Unknown $61,600 $36,500 $44,100 $576,953 $533,942
Total $13,762,747  $14,429,335 $14,889,152 $17,263,746  $20,156,828

Source: Department of Public Health

The increase in the Department of Public Health’s budget is driven by the increases
to the budget for the Crisis Response Team, the San Francisco AlIM? program and
the roll-out of the Mobile Crisis Team. The AlIM program targets juvenile justice
involved youth and the two crisis teams are mental health services for victims and
witnesses of violent crime.

Summary of Programming

The Budget and Legislative Analyst identified nineteen violence prevention
programs at the Department of Public Health during the reporting period,
seventeen of which are currently active. Of these, ten are contracted out to
community-based organizations and seven conducted within Public Health facilities
by civil service staff. Seven of the programs mitigate the impact of trauma and
include mental health and case management services for victims of violent crime,
including victims and families at San Francisco General Hospital. Similarly, four of
the programs fund mental health professionals to assist juveniles reentering after
serving time in Juvenile Hall. Two programs target former gang members and offer
tattoo removal and support groups. The remaining four programs target the

2 AlIM stands for: Assess, Identify needs, Integrate Information, Match to services.
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following: (1) young drug-users, (2) safe visiting spaces for families plagued by
domestic violence, and (3) training for domestic violence mitigation service
providers, and (4) a community outreach team that connects victims and witnesses
of violent crime to public services.

Map A.9 below shows the location of Public Health’s violence prevention
programming. Note some programs are mobile and therefore locations are
approximate. The Budget and Legislative Analyst was unable to determine the
exact location of eleven programs. The Department served at least 2,940 in FY
2013-14 with its violence prevention programming.

Map A.9: Location of Public Health Violence Prevention Programming
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Sheriff
Framework and Summary of Programming

The Sheriff Department has two clusters of violence prevention programming: (1)
Resolve to Stop the Violence (RSVP) and (2) the No Violence Alliance (NoVA). RSVP
is a restorative justice program that incorporates offender accountability, victim
impact, and community involvement. Within this framework, RSVP provides
gender-specific programming to give offenders the tools to change the beliefs and
behaviors associated with general and domestic violence. NoVA is a set of re-entry
programs that targets offenders re-entering the high crime neighborhoods of
Bayview, Hunter’s Point, Western Addition, and the Mission District. Programming
occurs during detention and continues afterwards in Supervisor Districts 5, 6, 9,
and 10, as shown in Map A.10 below.

Funding

Table A9 below summarizes the Sheriff’'s Department budget for violence
prevention programming. The total $2,161,390 for the current fiscal year is entirely
funded by the San Francisco General Fund.

Table A.9: Funding for the Sheriff’s Violence Prevention Programming

Source FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15
GF $2,255,272  $1,731,296  $2,163,278 $1,608,180 $2,161,390
State/Fed $423,141  $423,141  $484,870  $652,938 $0.00
Total $2,678,413 $2,154,437 $2,648,148 $2,261,118 $2,161,390

Source: Sheriff Department
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Map A.10 Location of Sheriff Department’s Violence Prevention Programming

Source: Sheriff Department
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Status of Women

Framework

The Department on the Status of Women has a Violence Against Women Grants
Program to fund community-based organizations that provide services to women
and girl to prevent and mitigate gender-based violence, sexual assault, and human
trafficking. The Department prioritizes underserved communities, including
veterans, limited English speakers, immigrants, sex workers, homeless women,
and LGBTQ youth.

Funding

Table A.10 below summarizes the budget for the Status of Women Violence
Against Women Grants Program. This budget is taken from the total budget of the
Department, which is entirely funded by San Francisco City and County funds
except for a federal grant that composed 6.6 percent, 3.8 percent, and 1.7 percent
of the department’s budget in FY 2012-13, 2013-14, and 2014-15, respectively.

Table A.10: Funding for WOM Violence Prevention Programming

Source FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15

Total $3,036,343  $2,791,158 $3,434,722 $4,403,988 $4,969,207

Source: Department on the Status of Women

The increased budget for the Department on the Status of Women is primarily due
a $750,000 supplemental appropriation in FY 2012-13 to provide additional
funding for legal services for victims of domestic violence and training for City staff
and an increase in funding to shelters for victims of domestic violence.

Summary of programming

The Department on the Status of Women funds 33 community-based programs
that provide the following services:

e Domestic violence emergency shelters

e Domestic violence and sexual assault crisis lines
e Legal assistance

e Transitional housing

e Intervention and advocacy

e Prevention and education

Of these, 21 help survivors of domestic violence, 5 help survivors of sexual
trafficking and sexual assault, and 7 provide trainings to individuals and
community-based service providers.

Map A.11 below shows the location of the Department’s violence prevention
programs. The location of nine crisis intervention, shelter, and advocacy programs
were not disclosed to protect survivors.

Budget and Legislative Analyst



Map A.11: Locations of the Department on the Status of Women’s Violence

Prevention Programming
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The Department on the Status of Women does not currently collect information
on the clients regarding their location. Many of the services that the Department
provides are confidential and seek to help women transition to new living
situations. Despite these difficulties, the Department is currently reviewing its
data collection practices to examine the feasibility of collecting zip code
information from clients. To ensure it is reaching its target population, the
Department currently collects demographic data on clients served, including

€l

ethnicity, age, languages spoken, sexual preference, and disability.
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The Police Department’s Violence Prevention Program

Data Limitations

The Police Department views all of its work as violence prevention, and referred
the Budget and Legislative Analyst to its total budget to assess the scope of its
violence prevention programming. The Police Department provided current
information on grant-funded violence prevention programs, totaling $1,021,298 in
FY 2013-14.

The Police Department does not document its violence prevention programs
beyond their general descriptions in the department’s annual report. The Chief of
Police estimates that approximately 1,600 sworn officers regularly engage in
community- and youth-outreach and other violence prevention activities.

Police Policies Relating to Violence Prevention

According to the Deputy Chief of Police, violence prevention is a core function of
the Department. Violence prevention is embedded within the Police Department’s
Mission Statement. According to the Statement of Values:

We Believe that while Crime Prevention is our Principal Goal, We should
Vigorously Pursue those who Commit Serious Crimes. The Department's
primary focus must be crime prevention. However, when crimes do occur,
the Department must react with vigorous law enforcement, moving
aggressively toward arrest and prosecution of the perpetrator. Vigorous
law enforcement is an important deterrent to serious crime” [Emphasis in
original].

The primary focus of the Police Department’s violence prevention strategy is to
effectively deploy police officers to anticipate and deter violent crime. As
discussed below, the Police Department utilizes crime data and community
feedback to inform its resource deployment.

The Police Department conducts enforcement operations and community
outreach simultaneously to prevent violence. The Police Department does not
have a special unit or bureau dedicated to violence prevention.®> Rather, the
Mission Statement guides the behavior of all personnel and is extended in general
orders that relate to community outreach.

The motivation for community outreach is to expand the points of contact
between the police and the public beyond enforcement in order to build trust that
facilitates information sharing. General Order 1.08 spells out the Police
Department’s approach to Community Policing. The Department defines
Community Policing as the following:

“..a philosophy and organizational strategy in which the police work
collaboratively with community members, community-based organizations,
other city agencies, and others, in order to reduce violence crime, create

* See: Police Department General Order 1.01.
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communities, and enhance the health and vibrancy of neighborhoods in
San Francisco.”

General Order 1.08 directs police officers to engage the community within their
assigned area, with a special emphasis on participating in activities with youth and
youth groups. The purpose of the engagement is so that the police can have a
better understanding problems facing the community and to provide
opportunities for the police to educate the public about police practices, criminal
investigations, and prevention efforts. The Order directs officers to hold regular®
meetings within their assigned areas and to regularly staff foot beat assignments.

Deployment of Police Resources

According to the Deputy Chief of Police, the Police Department allocates
resources based on monthly crime data from CompStat and information gleaned
from the Department’s community engagement efforts. The Department allocates
additional resources to five “Hot Spot” zones in which crime is concentrated.’
Resources directed to Hot Spots include additional staffing, youth/community
outreach, and special intervention programs that target gun violence, gangs, drug
users, and victims of human trafficking.

CompStat

CompStat refers to a data collection, crime mapping, and information sharing
practice pioneering by the New York City Police Department. In San Francisco, the
CompStat unit compiles crime data from each police station and prepares reports
for use in Department-wide CompStat meetings. District captains and the Chief of
Police meet once every month to discuss trends in crime, share best practices
regarding enforcement and prevention, and to allocate police resources to areas
experiencing high crime.

Real-time Crime Data

In addition to review of CompStat data, which occurs monthly, the Police
Department collects crime data on a daily basis. Such data is then disseminated to
Station Captains so that they have a real-time awareness of crime in their area
and can resource appropriately. This real-time crime database is also available to
officers via a mobile phone application. This allows the officers to understand the
most recent crime trends in their area as well as the prior justice-system contact
of those they arrest or are investigating.

* “Regular” is not defined within General Order 1.08.
> The Hot Spots are: (1) Bayview / Hunters Point, (2) Mission / Outer Mission, (3) Ocean View / Merced Heights /
Ingleside, (4) Visitacion Valley, and (5) Western Addition / Tenderloin.
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Community Police Advisory Board

Each police district works with a Community Police Advisory Board, composed of
volunteer residents and business owners from that police district. The Station
Captain appoints members of the Advisory Board. The Advisory Boards provide a
forum for community feedback to police activity and organizes events to facilitate
interaction between the police and the community to which they are assigned.
Information from Advisory Board meetings and events in turn informs the
Department’s understanding of crime patterns and resource needs at the district
and city level.

Shotspotter

The shotspotter is technology that listens for gun shots, approximates location of
shots fired, and alerts police.

Summary of Police Programs

The Budget and Legislative Analyst has identified 13 violence prevention programs
in the Police Department (excluding enforcement, which the Police Department
considers violence prevention). Of these, 11 focus on engaging youth in outdoors,
sports, and/or educational activities. The other two violence prevention programs
are the Community Police Advisory Boards, discussed above, and the Gun Buyback
Program, discussed below.

According to the Chief of Police, approximately 1,600 or 70% of its sworn officers
engage in violence prevention through Community Police Advisory Boards, youth
programs, and gun buybacks.

Gun Buy Backs

The Police Department has hosted five gun buybacks since December 2012,
including three in District 10, one in District 9, and one in District 3. The buybacks
are coordinated with appropriate District Supervisor, Police Station Commander,
and the Mayor’s Office of Violence Prevention. The statistics are shown below in
Table A.11

Table A.11: Gun Buybacks: 2012-2014

Date Location Supervisor | Total Guns
District Collected

December 13, 2012 Omega Boys Club 10 74

December 15,2012 | Omega Boys Club 10 296

22nd Street and Capp

August 8, 2013 Street 9 152

April 5, 2014 Visitacion Valley 10 188

December 13,2014 | United Playaz 3 TBA

Source: Mayor’s Office of Violence Prevention
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Appendix Il: City of Oakland’s Planning Process

As shown in Chart 1 in the main report, the City and County of San Francisco funds
at least $23.5 million or 51.4 percent of the City’s total violence prevention
budget. As described above, the City has three intergovernmental entities to plan
and make recommendations regarding the juvenile justice and probation- related
portions of the violence prevention budget, the funding process is fundamentally
decentralized. Individual City department vie for money from the General Fund
and Children’s Fund, which are then augmented by special state or federal grants
to fund each department’s violence prevention programming.

The City of Oakland has an alternative funding model that generates mandatory
spending on violence prevention through Measure Y, a voter-approved initiative in
2004, amended in 2010 and renewed in 2014. Measure Y establishes a parcel tax
and a parking tax surcharge on commercial lots of 8.5 percent. The tax generated
$23,533,530 in FY 13-14. After the Fire Department allocation, a group of
community-based violence prevention programs, Oakland Unite, receive 40% of
the funding, one to three percent of which must be dedicated to program
evaluation, including its impact on reducing violence. As shown in Table A.12
below, violence prevention programs received over $6.6 million in FY 13-14,

Table A.12: Revenue from Oakland’s Public Safety Act, FY 13-14

Service Amount Allocation

(FY 13-14)
Fire Safety Services | $4,000,000 $4,000,000 (flx.ed falmount; changed to 2,000,000 in

2014 reauthorization)

Violence
Prevention o - a0, a0 .
Programs (Oakland 6,624,934 40% of remaining, with 1% - 3% for program evaluation
Unite)
Police Services 12,378,643 60% of remaining, with 1% - 3% for program
Oversight 529,953 To cover revenue collection, oversight, and audits
Total $23,533,530 See above

Source: Oakland City Council

Legislative history and summary of programming

The Public Safety Act (Measure Y) originally passed with 70 percent voter approval
in 2004, amended with 71 percent voter approval in 2010 (Measure BB), and most
recently in 2014 Measure Z was passed by 77.5 percent of voters, reauthorizing
the Public Safety Measure for ten years. The legislation aims to stabilize the FTE
count of the Oakland Fire Department and the Police Department and also
mandates that 40% of the funds remaining after the Fire Department allocation
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must be used on community-based violence prevention programming.
Emphasizing youth and children, the legislation originally prioritized the following
types of services:

e Youth outreach counselors

e After- and in-school programs

e Domestic violence and child abuse counselors

e Employment training for offenders/parolees

The 2014 re-authorization re-prioritized the funding of violence prevention
programs to target high risk-youth and now emphasizes trauma mitigation:

e Street outreach and case management to youth and young adults at high-
risk of involvement in violence in order to connect individuals in need of
employment, mental health, or educational services

e (Crisis response, advocacy and case management for victims of crime
(including domestic violence victims, commercially sexually exploited
children, and victims of shootings and homicides) with a strategic focus on
reducing likelihood of being re-victimized

e Reentry programs for youth and vyoung adults, including case
management, school support, job training and placement in order to
reduce recidivism rates and improve educational and employment
outcomes

e Young children exposed to trauma or domestic and/or community
violence

Discussion

A summary of the strengths and weaknesses of the Oakland approach to funding
violence prevention is shown below in Table A.13. As noted above, the measure
includes funding for regular program evaluation, which must measure each
program’s impact on violence reduction. This allows for standardized performance
measurement at regular intervals. This in contrast to San Francisco, where no such
requirement exists, resulting in disparate measure and frequency of program
performance that are often not publicly accessible.
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Table A.13: Strengths and Weaknesses of Oakland’s Public Safety Act

Strengths Weaknesses
- No exemptions for strong
Performance - Standardized metrics and performers
Measurement evaluation intervals

- Requires 2/3 voter approval
Mandatory - Regularizes planning and au! /3v pprov

Spending budgeting - Creates unrealistic voter
expectations

. - Easier service coordination
Single source of

funding - Facilitates cross-sector meeting
of CBO grantees

- Politicizes strategic planning

- Focuses on high-risk youth

Programming - Narrow definition of violence - Does not address housing
prevention eases performance

evaluation

Source: Budget and Legislative Analyst Analysis; External evaluation of Oakland Unite

Oakland’s single funding source helps service coordination and redirection,
particularly in regard to identifying and filling service gaps by public entities. The
collaboration is facilitated by required cross-sector monthly meetings of
community-based organizations that receive funding. This in contrast to San
Francisco, where City agencies meet regularly but no formal mechanism exists to
facilitate meetings of grantees except during the revision of the Local Action Plan.

There are disadvantages to relying on a single source of funding for violence
prevention. Because the Oakland Unite is funded through a parcel tax, the
measures required 2/3 voter approval, creating planning uncertainty. This
uncertainty is mitigated by the fact that the measure is authorized for ten-year
intervals. According to interviews with stakeholders, having the funding subject to
voter-approval created high, and perhaps unrealistic, expectations of violence
reduction. This in turn politicized strategic planning and caused tensions between
elected officials and program managers.

- Funding still not tied to performance

Budget and Legislative Analyst



