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Recommendation #4: Consider how Community Service Officers and Investigative Aides might be
used in the future in San Jose and meet and confer with the STPOA regarding this provision. (Priority

3)

'The Department agrees with this recommendation.

In order to implement this recommendation, the City Council would need to provide direction to the
City Manager on labor negotiations and strategy, with a “meet and confer” obligation on the below
MOA provision. The Municipal Employee Relations Officer will be commending negotiations with
the San Jose Police Officers’ Association in the next several weeks and, if approved by the City
Council, this recommendation would be included in those negotiations.

As background, the current POA MOA specifically addresses the positions of Community Service
Officers and Investigative Aides and states:

Article 51 of the POA MOA states:
51.2.2 The work is not normally associated with sworn Peace Officer status and does not
require a P.O.ST. certificate. Examples of duties which are normally associated with
Peace Officer status include the following:
- criminal investigations
- patrol-related functions
- emergency services
- community policing ‘
- training of sworn personnel on public safety-related issues
- processing of prisoners, and
5123, The City conducts a meeting with the POA to discuss operational impact prior to
making a final decision.
51.3  Itis understood by the parties that Investigative Aides and Community Service Officers
are applicable to subsection 51.2.2 of this provision,

Recommendation #5: The Police Department should ﬁropose removing positions that could be
civilianized from the Exempt Officer’s Program when the consent decree is reviewed. (Priority 3}

The Department agrees with this recommendation. The Consent Decree Committee is currently
working on reviewing all exempt officer positions in preparation for the June 2010 review with a
federal judge. The purpose of this review is to determine the recommendations the SIPD will make
to reduce the number of Exempt Officer positions and/or to substitute the positions.

Recommendation #6: The Police Department should analyze its employment and assignment
options regarding Brady officers and then develop a policy accordingly, based on the International
Chiefs of Police policy and other best practices identified by the Police Department. The Police
Department should also consider whether to retain those officers and whether the work they perform,
if administrative, could instead be performed by civilians. (Priority 3)
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The Department agrees with this recommendation. It should be noted that Due Process rights and
Civil Service Commission rulings or arbitration decision must be taken into consideration anytime
there is discussion regarding “Brady” officers. As previously discussed in this report, the
Department has a limited ability with assignment options for some “Brady” officers.

Recommendation #7: The Police Department should work with the Human Resources Department
to update or create job descriptions to accurately reflect job duties of non-Patrol sworn positions.
(Priority 3)

The Department agrees with this recommendation. The Department will work with individual units
to update job descriptions of non-Patrol sworn positions as resources allow.

Recommendation #8: The Police Department should work with the Human Resources Department
to develop a plan for creating a civilian job classification system that provides opportunities for
variety to civilians within the Police Department. (Priority 3)

The Department agrees with this recommendation. Implementation of this recommendation requires
Human Resources involvement and the timing of implementation may be impacted by other
workforce priorities driven by the City’s fiscal condition.

Recommendation #9: The Police Departmé_nt should develop short, medium and long-term plans to
civilianize the positions in this audit and/or other positions identified by the Police Department.

(Priority 3)

The Department agrees with this recommendation. The Department has identified civilian positions
not in conflict with the POA MOA, which could be immediately incorporated as part of the budget
process.

Recommendation #10: Identify partial administrative roles filled by sworn and consider options for
civilianization. (Priority 3)

The Department agrees with this recommendation and will consider it as the long-term plan is
developed.

Recommendation #11: Consider outsourcing the helicopter pilot duties as well as the fixed-wing
airplane assignments on an hourly basis. (Priority 3)

The Department agrees with this recommendation and will work with the City Manager’s Office to
develop a work plan to implement the above recommendation.
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Recommendation #12: The Police Department should work with the PAL to determine the most
effective and efficient mix of sworn and civilian staff. The Police Department should also
reconsider how the Department should support the work of the Police Activities League in the
future. (Priority 3)

The Department agrees with this recommendation. As acknowledged by the Auditor, the Department
feels strongly that a sworn component is essential to PAL’s stated mission, which is to provide
positive interaction between the City’s youth and its police officers; however, opportunities exist to
address efficiencies and effectiveness.

Recommendation #13: The Police Department should work with the Airport Department to
determine the most effective and efficient mix of sworn (SJIPD) and civilian (Airport) security

required to maintain the Airport’s security program, in accordance with TSA regulations. (Priority 3)

The Department agrees with this recommendation. As construction continues on the Airport, the
Department and Airport will continue to work with the TSA to identify proper staffing levels which
meet Airport security needs.

CONCLUSION

The City appreciates the efforts of the Auditor’s Office in preparing this report. The City has
benefited from its collaboration with members of the Auditor’s Office on a variety of issues and
recommendations. These collaborative efforts have resulted in improvements in day-to-day
operations and efficiencies.

DEBRA FIGONE
City Manager

Attachment: STPD Organizational Chart
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APPENDIX A

DEFINITIONS OF PRIORITY 1, 2, AND 3
AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS

The City of San Jose’s City Policy Manual (6.1.2) defines the classification scheme

applicable to audit recommendations and the appropriate corrective actions as follows:

Priority Implementation | Implementation
Class! Description Category Action3
1 Fraud or serious violations are Priority Immediate
being committed, significant fiscal
or equivalent non-fiscal losses are
occurring.?
2 A potential for incurring Priority Within 60 days
significant fiscal or equivalent
fiscal or equivalent non-fiscal
losses exists.?
3 Operation or administrative General 60 days to one
process will be improved. year

1 The City Auditor is responsible for assigning audit recommendation priority class numbers. A
recommendation which clearly fits the description for more than one priority class shall be assigned the
higher number.

2 For an audit recommendation to be considered related to a significant fiscal loss, it will usually be
necessary for an actual loss of $50,000 or more to be involved or for a potential loss (including
unrealized revenue increases) of $100,000 to be involved. Equivalent non-fiscal losses would include,
but not be limited to, omission or commission of acts by or on behalf of the City which would be likely
to expose the City to adverse criticism in the eyes of its citizens.

3 The implementation time frame indicated for each priority class is intended as a guideline for

establishing implementation target dates. While prioritizing recommendations is the responsibility of
the City Auditor, determining implementation dates is the responsibility of the City Administration.

A-1












APPENDIX F

This project was supported by Grant No. 2006-DG-BX-K004 awarded by the
Bureau of Juslice Assistance, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Deparlmenl of Justice.
The Assistant Attomey General, Office of Justice Programs, coordinates the activi-
tes of the following program offices and bureaus: the Bureau of Justice Assistance,
the Bureau of Justica Statistics, National Institute of Justice, Office of Juvenile justice
and Delinquency Prevention, and the Office of Victims of Crime. Points of view or
opinlons In this document are those of the author and o not represent the officlal
position or policies of the United States Department of Justice or the IACP.

© Copyright 2009. International Association of Chiefs of Police, Alexandria,
Virginia U.S.A. All rights reserved under both international and Pan-American
copyright conventions. No reproduction of any part of this material may be made
without prior written consent of the copyright holder.
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