
COUNCIL AGENDA: 09-25-12 
ITEM: 5.1 

CITY OF ~ 

SAN JOSE
 
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY 

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND FROM: 
CITY COUNCIL City Clerk 

SUBJECT: SEE BELOW DATE: 9-20-12 

SUBJECT: ANTI-GRAFFITI AND LITTER PROGRAM SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT 

RECOMMENDATION 

As recommended by the Neighborhood Services and Education Committee and outlined in the 
attached memo previously submitted to the Neighborhood Services and Education Committee, 
accept the Anti-Graffiti and Litter program Semi-Annual Report. 



NSE AGENDA: 09/13/12 
ITEM: d (2) 

CITY OF ~ 

SAN JOSE	 Memorandum
 
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY 

TO:	 NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES AND FROM: Julie Edmonds-Mares 
EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

SUBJECT: ANTI-GRAFFITI AND LITTER DATE: 08-27-12 
PROGRAM SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT 

Date 

COUNCIL DISTRICT: Ci .tywide 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the Neighborhood Services and Education (NSE) Committee accept this 
¯ Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program Semi-Annual Report and recommend this item for f~l Council 
consideration at the September 25, 2012 Council meeting. 

OUTCOME 

The NSE Committee will be provided with a response to Council Refen’al number 1507 (Item 5.1,
 
dated February 28, 2012) and advised of the current performance of the Anti-Graffiti and Litter
 
Program for Fiscal Year 2011-2012.
 

BACKGROUND 

On June 29, 2011, the City Council approved staff’s recommendation to move forward with the new 
contracted services model in the Anti-Graffiti and Litter (AGL) Program. In making that decision, 
Council directed the Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services (PRNS) staff to 
provide updates on the program’s progress to be reviewed by the NSE Committee and advanced to 
the City Council for acceptance on a semi-annual basis. 

At the February 28, 2012, City Council lneeting, the City Council accepted the most recent Anti-
Graffiti and Litter Program Semi-Annual Report and referred several questions to staff for 
discussion at the NSE Committee in September 2012. Those specific refen’al items are included as 
an addendum to this semi-annual report (see Attachment A). The AGL Program’s summm’y of the 
new model’s overall progress is provided in the Analysis section, below. 
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ANALYSIS 

PRNS manages the Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program to maintain the beauty and overall livability of 
San Jos~ through various efforts. In addition, the program continues to provide training and 
education to the commjanity at neighborhood meetings, school campuses, and community service 
events in order to establish greater public awareness of the effects of graffiti vandalism and litter 
blight on the City’s overall economic, social, and cultural vitality. The following analysis 
highlights the program’s most recent and planned efforts in addressing graffiti and litter issues in 
the community. 

GRAFFITI UPDATES 

PRNS implemented a new contracted services model for graffiti eradication in Fiscal Year 2011-2012, 
when the City Council approved the selection of Graffiti Protective Coatings, Inc. (GPC) on June 29, 
2011. With GPC, the City is taking a new approach to graffiti eradication that focuses on addressing 
areas with high rates of vandalism first, followed by areas with lesser graffiti vandalism rates. In doing 
this, the City is advancing a long-term strategy that has been proven in other munidpalities and which 
is now starting to see positive returns in San Jose. Specifically, the City is beginning to see progress in 
the advancement of three primary objectives, including: 1) realizing the $600,000 in cost-savings 
projected under the new model; 2) ensuring improved service perfolrnanceand community 
satisfaction; and, 3) promoting community engagement and partnerships. 

Realizing Projected Cost Savings 
On May 2, 2012, staff presented a report to City Council titled Anti-Graffiti Program Contracted 
Services Cost Report. This report was submitted in response to previous City Council direction in 
which staff was directed to report back on any contracted graffiti eradication expenses that 
exceeded $633,300 for the fiscal year. In that report, staffnoted that it was projecting a total of 
$800,000 in year-end vendor expenses, constituting a variance of $166,700 for that portion of the 
Anti-Graffiti.budget. In the repol~, staff cormnitted to absorbing the overage within the PRNS 
annual budget. The total actual vendor expense paid by the City of San Jose for the year was 
$ 800,000 within the AGL Program’s $1.2 million annual budget. In support ot~ eitywide fiscal 
constraints, GPC donated $12,000 worth of additional services in the month of June to ensure 
graffiti continued to be swiftly removed within city limits. The final $166,700 vendor cost variance 
to purchase additional graffiti abatement services was in fact offset by savings in other areas, such 
as materials, resulting in no additional impact on the General Fund. 

While it is true that this first-year cost spike resulted from increases in graffiti vandalism, staff 
ndted in its May 2, 2012, report that it expected graffiti volume to steadily fall over time as property 
restorations continued, regular maintenance services became the norm, and timely responses to 
graffiti reports began to deter repeat taggers. Staff predicted that this would translate into an overall 
cost decrease, which is now beginning to occur. 

Looldng at the chart below, GPC’s month-over-month eradication volumes are decreasing as they 
addressed the graffiti bacldog. Staff is predicting that the corresponding cost for graffiti eradication 
will continue to decrease in 2012-13, as well. 
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Improved Performance and Community Satisfaction 
As alluded to above, the success of the new "restoration" model is predicated on the idea that prompt 
graffiti eradication and propel~:y restoration discourages repeat taggers. The premise is that taggers will 
see a decrease in their notoriety when tags are removed promptly. The lack of prolonged exposure 
results in "less bang for their buck" and taggers are less inclined to cormnit future acts of vandalism 
because the effot~,.cost, and risks outweigh the benefits. GPC has experienced this result at other cities 
and public agencies and the City is now starting to see similar benefits in our community. 

In particular, over the last year, the City has begun to see significant progress in target Zones 1 and 2 
(see Attachment B). These zones include portions of Council Districts 3, 5, 7, and 8, where graffiti 
vandalism rates have been historically higher than in other areas of the City. It is in these zones, or 
"assigned areas," that the City has focused GPC’s initial restoration efforts. In taldng this approach, 
eradication vohune spikes as the graffiti backlog is first addressed and then gradually moves do .wnward 
as GPC transitions from restoration to maintenance and as graffiti recun’ence rates are brought under 
control. ’ .... 
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Under the current contract, GPC is required to respond to reports in assigned areas (at present, Zones 1 
& 2) within 24 hours after notification. It is reasonable to conclude that there is a strong correlation 
between the overall decreases in the City’s graffiti volume and the promptness with which GPC is 
responding to graffiti vandalism reports. 

GPC Turnaround Metrics 
"Assigned Areas" (Zones I - 2) 

7/1/2011 - 6/30/2012 
Work Orders Completed Zone 1 Zone 2 

Within 24 Hours 6,345 (98.0%) 3,951 (98.2%) 
1 - 2 Days 98 (1.5%) 60 (1.5%) 
3 - 5 Days 4. (0.0%) 5(0.1%)
6+ Days To~al 34 (0.5%) 8 (0.2%) 

6,481 (100%) 4,024 (100%) 

For Zones 3 and 4, which m’e just starting to be addressed, and in other "unassigned areas" throughout 
the City, GPC supports staff efforts to eradicate tags within 48 hours of notification. Overall, GPC 
completed 33,375 work orders in 2011-12, with 91% of those completed within 48 hours. 

Tracldng with this progress and success, the City is beginning to see an increase in overall community 
satisfaction, as well. With the addition of GPC’s 24/7 Call Center and the new San Jose Clean smart 
phone application, the City has seen.0verwhelmingly positive feedback (see Attachment C) from the 
community regarding GPC’s quality of work and timeliness: 

2011-t2 San Jose Clean App Survey 20tt-12 San Jose Clean App Survey 
Quality of Work Ratings (289) Response Time Ratings (291) 
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As the AGL Program. strives to realize 100% customer satisfaction, staff will continue to work 
jointly with the Graffiti Services Review Committee, established with the Pat’ks and Recreation 
Commission in October 2011, to monitor the effectiveness of the new service delivery model and 
recommend program improvements, as needed. So far, the committee has met on multiple occasions, 
spending time touringthe City, observing GPC’s performance, reviewing performance metrics, 
conducting reference checlcs with other GPC customers, and providing feedback to staff and GPC on 
performance. To date, the committee has observed that GPC is providing the City with quality graffti 
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eradication services (as illustrated above) and expects to provide a one-year summary of its findings 
following its fn’st-year anniversary in October 2012. 

Promoting Community Engagement and Partnerships 
In addition to working with GPC and the Graffiti Selwices Review Committee, the Cfly is talcing strides 
~o preselwe support from other departments, including San Jose Police Department (SJPD) and . 
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement (PBCE), other stalceholder agencies and businesses, and the 
community to eliminate and prevent graffiti vandalism and obtain restitution for abatement costs. 

Enforcement and Restitution - The Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program and SJPD have a standing item on 
the Mayor’s Gang Prevention Task Force Policy Team’s Interagency Collaboration Subcommittee. 
This committee meets monthly to report out on current graffiti activities, suppression, and enforcement 
efforts to ensure that.the City is talcing a unified approach in tracldng and addressing gang-related 
graffiti activity. 

For the 2011-12 fiscal year, the Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program’s partnerships with the MGPTF and 
S JPD’s Graffiti Enforcement Unit have resulted in the arrest of a number of vandalism suspects ­
including tagging crews and individuals with monikers such as "HYSU," "Felix the Cat," "SHOEN," 
and "SKW" - who were responsible for an estimated $150,000 in damage to freeways, downtown 
building fronts, and propel~es throughout the City. In malting these attests, graffiti investigators 
report that the team’s success has caused a slow down in tagging crew activity in San Jose. 

While this is an encouraging sign of progress, the Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program sthffis concerned 
about the pending redeployment of the two positions assigned to the Graffiti Enforcement Unit to 
patrol. While the highest priority of SJPD is to ensure the availability of offlcers to provide appropriate 
response and investigation of criminal activity, performance in the area of graffiti enforcement could be 
impacted. At risk will be potentially highel~ rates of graffiti recurrence and lower rates of restitution, 
which totaled $14,316 in Fiscal Year 2011-12 due to the Graffiti Enforcement Unit’s efforts. 

Stalceholder Agencies and Businesses - It is inaportantto recognize that in addition to City staff’ s 
internal partnerships, many private businesses and public agencies are integral pat~s of the City’s 
abatement and suppression efforts. These organizations own significant areas of very visible public 
and private prope~V within San Jos6 (for exmnple, highways and overpasses and other locations 
usually outside of the City’s jurisdiction), making their properties susceptible to large volumes of 
tagging. In this context, the City is highly dependent on these partners to eradicate a significant 
volume of visible graffiti within the City’s limits in order to meet community expectations. This is 
illustrated by the work order request volume data, below. 
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Work Order Requests Addressed by Private & Public Partners
(July 1, 2011 - June 30, 20!2) 

Work Order % of Work OrderService Provider Requests Requests 
Graffiti Protective Coatings, Inc. (GPC) 33,375 89% 
Sentencing Alternative Program (SAP) 2,32t 6% 
Partner Agencies:. Caltrans (626); Valley Transportation Authority (136); CSJ t,006 3% 
Department of Transportation (50); County of Santa Clara (45); Santa Clara Valley Water 
Dis~ct (32); Clear Channel Billboards (27); Union Pacific Railroad (22); Us Postal Service 
(21);, Pacific Gas & Electric (19); Caltrain (17); CBS Billboards (9); AT&T (2). 

Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program (AGLP) Staff 543 1,4% 
Santa Clara County Juvenile Probation Department 243 0.6% 

Total 37,488 100% 

Understanding that these partners are also experiencing fiscal challenges and have limited resources to 
support abatement and prevention activities that they do not consider part of their core missions, the 
Anti-Graffiti staffhas been working to develop closer ties to encourage and support their active 
involvement in graffiti eradication efforts. In pat~dcular, staff is pleased that a number of agencies, 
including AT&T and Caltrans, have provided direct access to their private internal graffiti reporting 
systems, which has improved our collective responses to the community. In addition, staff continues to 
work with organizations such as Union Pacific Raih’oad to .encourage greater engagement and 
responsiveness to graffiti on their properties along the Monterey Corridor, which community members 
frequently cite as a concern to Anti-Graffiti staff, though these properties are outside of the City’s 
abatement jurisdiction. 

Similarly, staff is equipping other private property owners to abate graffiti on their properties as well, 
as required of them by the San Jos6 Municipal Code. In doing so, the program supported property 
owners in 2011-12 by conducting site visits at which GPC services and anti-graffiti supplies and 
materials were provided. Of the 748 private property holders that received site visits last year, 95% 
complied with the City’s eradication requirements once they were advised of the City’s code 
requirements. The remaining 5% (39 property owners) were referred to the Departrnent of Planning, 
Building and Code Enforcement for Municipal Code violations after staff’s initial site visits and 
advisories failed. 

Communi .ty Volunteers - In addition to developing and maintaining effective public .and private 
partnerships, the Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program has effectively maintained and re-trained an 
expansive network of over 3,600 volunteers, while malting efforts to recruit new volunteers to augment 
the new set-vice delivery model. In palticular, staffhas attended 26 community and neighborhood 
association meetings to provide information about new reporting tools, color-matching services, artd 
the proper access and use of graffiti abatement equipment and supplies. 

In recognition of the amazing work that City volumeers have done to keep San Jose safe and beautiful, 
PRNS will be hosting a volunteer recognition ceremony on September 22, 2012, at Lake Curmingham 
Regional Park, where volunteers from various PRNS programs, including Adopt-A-Park, community 
centers, and the Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program will be recognized for their efforts in helping to make 
San Jos6 a great place to live and work. 
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In addition, it is well worth recognizing.the creative solutions being advanced by the community-based 
Art Box Program. This organization is led by San Jose resident and community activist Tina Mol~:ill, 
who is connecting sponsoring artisks with utility box owners to decorate what are essentially blank 
utility box "canvases." The Art Box Program’s first art box was "born" on September 2011, inthe 
Shasta Hanchett area (the Alameda at Julian Street). Today, there are 27 "art boxes" throughout the 
City (including in Council Districts 3, 4, 6, 8, and 10) with 10 more in development. Like with GPC’s 

restoration model, this program has been successful in deterring utility box graffiti by talcing away the 
"blank. canvases" that are so attractive to taggers. To date, only five incidents of art box vandalism 
have been reported. 

LITTER UPDATES 

PRNS’ Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program also coordinates a number of litter clean-up activities 
throughout the City. While graffiti eradication, suppression, and restitution comprise a majority of 
the program’s efforts, it is also important to recognize the activities that complement these efforts: 

PickUp San Jos4 - The Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program manages Pick Up San Jos4, which 
supported 656 volunteers and 31 community groups that removed 1,245 bags of.trash and litter 
from City streets, parks, creeks, and neighborhoods. The volunteers worked a total 4,251 hours of 
selwice. 

National Night Out- On August 7, 2012, Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program staff participated in 
National Night Out. AGLP staff hosted information tables at various sites throughout the event. 

National River Clean Up Day - On May 19, 2012, the Anti-Graffiti.and Litter Program participated 
in National River Clean Up. Within the City of San Jos4, volunteers and staff collected over 18,301 
pounds of trash froln local creeks. 

Great American Pick Up Day - On March 17, 2012, the Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program coordinated 
the Great American Pick Up. 2,121 volunteers collected 1,226 bags of trash. 

Coastal Clean Up Day - On September 15, 2011, the Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program participated in 
the 28th Annual Coastal Clean Up Event. The combination of staff and 87 volunteers removed 
approximately 2,045 pounds of debris. 

Upcoming Activities - On September 22, 2012, the Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program will be hosting 
the Volunteer Recognition Event, followed by the City’s Annual Citywide Oraffiti Survey in 
January 2013, and coordinating the City’s part in the Great American Litter Pick Up Day on March 
16, 2013. 

/s/ 

JULIE EDMONDS-MARES 
Acting Director of Parks, Recreation and 
Neighborhood Services 

For questions please contact Mike Will, PRNS Parks Manager,. at 408-535-3582. 



ATTACHMENT A 

Staff Response to City Council Referral No. 1507 

In response to the Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services Department (PRNS) Anti-Graffiti and 
Litter Program Semi-Annual Report presentation on Februm3, 28, 2012, the City Council requested that 
staff provide specific information related to the performance of the program. The following infon’nation 
details the responses to the Council Referral Number 1507. 

Item 1 - Staff was directed to provide information showing the highest, lowest, and average processing 
times between initial intakes to the work order completion process for both gang graffiti and non-gang 
graffiti reporting. 

Response to Item 1 - The following chart shows the highest, lowest, and average processing times that it 
takes the Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program to in-take graffiti reports and distribute the work orders to 
responsible parties (including Graffiti Protective Coatings, Inc. (GPC), partner agencies (such as PG&E, 
Caltrans, etc.), or private property owners): 

2011-12 Graffiti Report Intake-to-Distribution 
Turnaround Time Ranges 

156 hours* 156 hours* 
1 hours 2 hours 

13 hours 27 hours 

* Occasionally, in-take turnaround times are lengthy in situations involving jurisdictional issues, unclear pm~er agency 
contacts, abandoned properties, and other situations where adequate property ownership records are not available. 

Item 2 -Staff was directed to provide information showing the number of monthly in-takes (phone and 
mobile applications) received from reporting period June 29, 2011 to June 30, 2012. 

Response to Item 2. The following chat"~ shows the number of monthly in-takes (phone.and mobile 
applications) received from June 29, 2011, thru June 30, 2012: 

Monthly Intake Volume 
San Jose Clean and Phone Requests 

(June 29, 2011 - June 30, 2012) 

0 88 88 
0 544 544 
0 851 851 
O 174 t74 
0 324 324 
0 147 147 

11 150 16t 
142 167 309 
419 109 528 
514 113 627 
487 94 581 

1,159 99 1,258 
1,370 129 1,499 
4,102 2,989 7,091 



Item 3 - Staff was directed to provide Council with the procedure on how GPC and/or staff determines and 
reports gang-related graffiti activity. 

Response to Item 3 - The Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program and GPC staffreceived training on gang-related 
graffiti identification from Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services’ Youth Intervention Services 
Program staff. Supported by the Police Department and the Mayor’s Gang Prevention Task Force 
(MGPTF), the Youth Intervention Services Program monitors and intervenes in gang activity throughout 
San Josd. Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program and GPC staffhave been provided with the latest information 
on monikers associated with regional gangs, and use this inforrnation to analyze each incoming service 
request for graffiti eradication. In addition, graffiti identified by credible sources (such as Council Offices, 
Police Officers, and Youth Intervention staff referrals) is sent directly to GPC for eradication and the report 
is entered as a service request. In most cases, these reported tags are eradicated by GPC between one to 24 
hours. 

In some cases, gang-related graffiti may take longer because it is located in inaccessible areas or on private 
property, not in the right of way. In these cases, program staffmake every effort to contact the property 
owner (including site visits) to abate the graffiti. When property owners .are non-compliant, program staff 
refers the cases to the Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement for follow up. 

In all cases, the Anti-Graffiti and Litter Program monitors and tracks gang graffiti service requests through 
the GPC database. When GPC staff eradicates a tag, their staff enters the tag letters or symbol into the data 
base for later reference, tracking, and restitution .analysis. 

Item 4-Staff was directed to provide infonnati0n showing GPC’s current staffing structure.versus the 
City’s previous employee staffing model and to include hours of operations. 

Response to Item 4 - In Fiscal Year 2010-2011, the Anti-Graffiti eradication services were provided by 
one full-time Senior Maintenance Worker, three full-tinae Maintenance Worker II’s, five full-time 
Maintenance Worker I’s, and 1.5 FTE of Part Time Maintenance Assistants. 

In Fiscal Year 2011-2012, GPC provided fee for service where the vendor flexibly provided an average of 
3-4 trucks dependent on graffiti volume. GPC staffed three technicians/trucks per month from the 
beginning of the contract through December and again in February and March 2012. In January 2012, and 
then fi’om April thru June 2012, GPC provided four technicians/trucks per month in response to peaks in 
graffiti. 

Bent 5 ~ Staffwas also directed to return to Council for a policy discussion if and when staffprojected that 
the GPC contract costs.may exceed $633,300 before the end of the fiscal year. 

Response to Item S - Staff returned to Council on May 1, 2012 and presented the report entitled, Anti-
Graffiti Program ConO"aeted Services Cost Report (Rein 5.2). Staff advised Council at that time that the 
cost for the GPC conta’act was expected to reach a fiscal year total of $800,000. The total cost for the GPC 
contract in Fiscal year 2011-2012 was $800,000, which was $.166,700 higher than the 2011-12 General 
Fund allocation for contract services. This cost difference was absorbed within the existing $1.2 Million 
Anti-Graffiti Program budget at year-end with no additional impact on the General Fund. 



ATTACHMENT B
 

City of San Jose Council Districts and GPC Zones (a.k.a., "Assigned Areas")
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