


ABOUT THE COVER 

The cover is from a painting by grand juror Thomas Ranch. 

Rosedale School opened on March 16,1892. It served the local ranching and farming community children 
until 1965. When the school opened, it had 12 students and over the years the numbers varied fmm a high 
of 19 to a low of three. The last graduation class was in 1965. Rosedale remains the only one-room 
schoolhouse still standing in Stanislaus County. The schoolhouse is now a private residence. 
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The Honorable Donald E. Shaver 
Presiding Judge 
Superior Court of California 
P. 0 Box 3488 
Modesto, CA 95353 

Judge Shaver: 

We are pleased to submit to you the 2006-2007 Stanislaus County Civil 
Grand Jury Final Report. Albeit somewhat small this year, the final report 
represents many hours of work. Numerous interviews, several 
investigations, and many miles traveled brought us this Final Report. 
Through all of this, we have found many people working very hard, and 
often with limited funds and resources. The citizens of Stanislaus County 
need to be proud ofthe job that is being done for them. 

We would like to thank Presiding Judges Marie Sovey Silveira and Donald 
Shaver, and the Superior Court administration staff for their cooperation 
and support. It has been truly an honor for us to serve on the Civil Grand 
Jury. 

Foreperson 

Attachments 
c: Judge Marie Sovey Siiveira 



Superior Coirrt of toe State of Eatifonria 
COUNTY OF  STANISLAUS 

P.0 BOX 3188 
MODESTO. CALIFORNIA 95353 

DONALD E. SHAVER, JUDGE 

TELEPHONE 
(2091 525-7794 

June 27,2007 

Mr. William A. laqocs. Foreperson 
Stanislaus County Civil Grand July 
P.O. Box 3387 
Modesto, CA 95353 

Dcar Mr. Jaques: 

The task and charge of the Civil Grand Jury is both clear and complicated. Clear in that 
your task is to investigate and repon on complaints brought to you hy the citizens of our county; 
and, complicated because the process of investigating, interviewing, researching, meeting and 
writing reports is so much easier said than done. Each year 19 dedicated and commiLed citizens 
from all walks of life pull it together and respond to the charge given to the Civil Grand Jury. All 
of you have accepted that charge and have done your very best in the Iinal reports to assist our 
government a ~ d  its many special districts with sound reco.menda?ions. 

To all of you our sincere thanks for your dme, dedication and a job well done. 

Donald E. Shaver 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court 

DESidmd 

cc: Micl~ael Tozzi, Executive Officer 
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STANISLAUS COUNTY OFFICE OF PUBLIC GUARDLAN 
CNIL GRAND JURY CASE # 07-38 

2006 -2007 

SUMMARY 

The 2006-zoo7 Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury conducted a review and assessment 
of the Stanislaus County Office of Public Guardian to determine the office's ability to 
meet community needs. 

Through sworn testimony and document reviem: the Grand Jury has determined that 
the Public Guardian is unable to perform the duties legally required by the state and is 
in noncompliance with court mandates. Furthermore, it  has been determined that lack 
of staff prevents collection of senice revenue owed to the Public Guardian Office. Public 
funds and client funds are intermingled without an ongoing financial revie\&, by county 
or independent sources. Interest from client accounts is used to offset Public Guardian 
administrative expenses. 

Because of these and other deficiencies, it is the Grand Jury's recommendation that a 
performance audit and a financial audit of the Office of Public Guardian be conducted 
by an independent firm. 

BACKGROUND 

The Office of Public Guardian functions as a division of Stanislaus County Behavioral 
Health and Recovery Services (BHRS). The Public Guardian sen-es persons who cannot 
provide basic senices for themselves and do not have family members, friends or others 
who are willing or able to initiate conservatorship proceedings on their behalf or, 
ultimately, to sen7e as conservators upon determination by the court that a 
consenlatorship is required. The Public Guardian provides senices to Lanterman- 
Petris-Short (LPS) Consen~atorships, Probate Consenratorships, Representative Payee 
and Guardian ad litem cases. LPS consenratees are severely mentally ill and/or gravely 
disabled. Probate consenratees have been found by the Superior Court to be unable to 
care for themselves or their finances and/or cannot resist undue influence or fraud. 
Representative Payees are BHRS clients who need to have a representative lvho ensures 
that food, clothing and shelter needs are met. The court appoints the Public Guardian to 
safeguard monies for Guardian ad litem clients until they reach the age of 18. 

Although many of the persons served by the Public Guardian are destitute, some have 
estates that must be managed. The Public Guardian is allowed to bill clients with estates 
for senices at a fixed or hourly rate. This revenue offsets a significant portion of Public 
Guardian administratiye expense. The Public Guardian provides comprehensive 
fiduciav management to the LPS consen7atees, probate conservatees, representative 
payee and guardian ad litem cases. The Public Guardian also proxides comprehensive 
personal case management to their probate consenlatees. With the probate 
consenlatees, the Public Guardian sewes as the "substitute decision-maker" for mental 
health and medical treatment as well as for the provision of food, clothing and shelter. 
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METHOD OF INVESTIGATION 

The Grand Jury interviewed four county employees and re\-iewed several docun~ents. 

Documents reliewed 

Introduetor) letter dated October 17,2006 from BFIRS Chief, Forensics 
SeniceslPublic Guardian 
California Probate Code Section 1880 ct seq. 
Welfare and Institutions Code 5350 et seq. 
Stanislaus County Public Guardian Statement of Expenditures, Encumbrances 
and Relenues for April 2007, Fiscal Year 2005/2006, 2004/2005, 2003/2004 
Stanislaus Count) Public Guardian Budget Unit Financing Use Detail for 2001- 
2002 

Agreed-Upon Procedures on the Office of Public Guardian report for the period 
ending June 30 ,2006  conducted b) Bartig, Basler and Ray 
Agreed-Upon Procedures on the Office of Public Guardian report for the period 
ending October 28 ,2003  conducted b) Bartig, Basler and Ra) 
Office of Public Guardian New File Checklist 

FINDINGS 

I. In Maj- 2007, the Public Guardian has a caseload of 165 clients. 

82 - LPS Consen atorship 
59 - Probate Consenatorship 
23 - Representative Payee 

1 - Guardian ad litem 

2. 2006-2007 Ofice of Pnblic Guardian Personnel: 

l'rogram Manager I1 
Depuh Public Guardian 11 
Behavioral Health Specialist I1 
Account Clerk 111 (2) 
Stock Deli\-ery Clerk 11 (3) 
Stock Delivery Clerk I 
Account Clerli I1 (extra help) 
Chief, BHRS Forensics Ser\-ices/Public Guardian (39% assignment) 

3. The duties and legal responsibilities of the Public Guardian are listed in the 
California Probate Code and the California Welfare and Institutions Code. 

4. Limited Agreed-Upon Procedures reports 011 the Office of Public Guardian vere 
performed b) Certified Public Accountants and Management Consultants Bartig. 
Basler and Ral- in 2003 and 2006. 
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Staffing for the Public Guardian has decreased from 17 fulltime employees ( lTE) 
in 2002/2003 to nine PrEs in 2006/2007. 

Office of Public Guardian estimates indicate that up to S ~ ; ~ , O O O  in court 
accounting fees has gone uncollected due to lack of staff. Also undone or not 
done timely are the follo~ving Public Guardian duties: 

Fee summaries for court acco~intings 
1111 enton and appraisals 
Letters to consei~atees'  creditors 
Filing 
Tracking of outside client bank accounts and investments 
Client medical bills and the research involxed i n  matching xz hat insurance has 
paid and \+hat is outstanding 
Warehouse audits 
Releasing and/or disposing of deceased conserx atees' proper5 
clean in^ of clients' houses so that thej ma\ be sold on a t i~nelt  basis - 
Correspondence xvith IRS to assure that censer\-atees‘ taxes are current 

E~idence  suggests that eligible persons \vho have been referred for appraisal to 
the Public Guardian have not been accepted into the program because of staff 
limitations. 

The 2006 Omnibus Consen7atorship and Guardian Reform Act imposes new 
duties to the California probate system. As a result, additional Public Guardian 
staff nil1 be needed to accomplish the increased administratixe time and effort 
this ne\v la~r\\i11 require. 

The 2ooh/2007 Public Guardian budget is S965,o30 and is funded from three 
sources: 
* Count! match funds 

Senice relenue from Public Guardian clients 
Senice re\ enue from Medi-Cnl 

The Public Guardian budget decreased from S1,185,310 in 2003/2004 to 
$1,095,391 in 2005/2006. 11 then decreased to S965,030 in 2006/2007. 

Sen ice re\ enue from Medi-Cal funds haxe declined from S 182,020 in 
2005/2006 to S71,ooo in 2006/2007. Limited staffing to bill Medi-Cal and a 
lolver reimbursement rate are ttso reasons for this decline. 

Client funds and Public Guardian funds are commingled in one fund. Sofbvare 
allox\s tracking of each client's indix-dual funds. 

When the Public Guardian bills a client for a senice, the transferred funds are 
placed in the Public Guardian portion of the cominingled fund. These 



tra~lsactions are not recorded in the monthly couniy budget until these funds are 
transferred to the counh- treasury each .June. 

13. Exidellce suggests that some client interest revenue is used to offset Public 
Guardian administratixe program costs and not added to indixidual client 
accounts. 

14. Interest percentage paid to indiTidual Public Guardian client accounts varies 
according to the amount in the indi~idual client fund account - the larger the 
amount, the higher the interest percentage paid. It should be noted that Public 
Guardian clients 11.110 have less than $2,000 are paid no interest due to 
administrative cost offsets. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Grand Jury recommends that the Stanislaus Count). Eeha\ioral Health and 
Recox-e~y Senices take immediate steps to: 

I) Schedule a full pclformance audit bl an independent firin to assure 
compliance ~ r i t h  federal, state and court requirements. 

2) Schedule an in-devth finallcia1 audit bv an indevendent firm to assure that 
the handling and kvestments of count) and cliellt funds by the Office of 
Public Guardian are appropriate. 

RESPONSE REOUIRED p c ~  Section 933(c) urzd 933.05 ofthe Cclliforniu Penul Code 

Stanislaus Count? Board of Supen isors 
Stanislaus Couiio Rehal ioral Health and Rcco;eiy Senices 
Stanislaus County Office of Public Guardian 



STANISMUS c o r n  FIRE AND LIFE SAVING SERVICES 
D JURY CASE #07-34 

2006-2007 

SUM 

The 2006-2007 Stanislaus County Civil Grand ,Juiy authorized a re\-iew and assessment 
of the fire and life saving senices \vhicll are provided to the citizens of Stailislaus 
Count).. 

Through intenie~vs and document revicw, the Civil Grand ,Tun determined that the 
current fire senice deliver)- system is inefficient and inadequate to meet the  needs of a 
grow-ing county population. The Cixil Grand ,July belie\-es that strong leadership from 
the County Board of Super\isors, in coordination with the various fire districts and the 
Stanislaus County Fire Chiefs Association, is needed to increase the effectix-eness of this 
important public sen-ice. 

BACKGROUND 

Fire and life saving s e n  ices in Stanislaus Cou~ity are provided b) IS separate and 
autonomous fire safe3 organizations. Each organization has its o\\ n go1 ernance and 
financial base. 

There are six illunicipal fire departments. They include: Ceres; Modcsto; Newman; 
Oalcdale; Patterson; and Turlock. Municipal fire departments are funded through 
general fund re\ enues. 

In addition, there are fourteen special districts in Stanislaus Counh-. They include: 
Burbanlc-Paradise Fire Protection District; Ceres Fire Protection Ih t r ic t ;  Denair Fire 
Protectioil District; liughson Fire Protection District; Industrial Fire Protection District; 
Iceyes Fire Protection District; Mountain View Fire Protectioil District; Oakdale Rural 
Fire Protection District; Salida Fire Protection District; Stailislaus Consolidated Fire 
Protection District; Turloclc Rural Fire Protection District; Westport Fire Protection 
District; West Stanislaus Fire Protection District; and Woodland Fire Protection 
District. It should be noted that two of these districts (Indust~.ial ];ire Protection District 
and Ceres Fire Protection District) have their fire service provided entire1)- by another 
contracted senice prolider. Special Districts are funded from their ol \n tax base. 

METHODS OF INVESTIGATION 

The Cixil Grand ,Tun intenie~ved a majoriv of the 18 fire chiefs, from the largest to the 
smallest organization, and re\-ie~,ved "White Paper Stanislaus Count)- Fire Chiefs 
Associatioil Strategic Visioning Meeting Summary Report Jol!- 30,2004" and also the 
March 2007 Stallislaus LAFCO Count)mide Fire Senices Municipal Sen-ice Relielt- 
Final Report. 



FINDINGS 

Based on the inteniews and document review the Civil Grand ,Jury found that among 
the 18 fire districts: 

I. There is variation in the quality of training provided to staff. 

2. There are varying response times and professional capabilities. Minimal 
standards cannot always be met. 

3 .  Increasing population, new technology, legal mandates, rising equipment costs 
and unnecessary administrative staff duplication add to the financial burden. 

4. New disaster planning requirements have expanded responsibilities and 
liabilities requiring closer coordination in the areas of planning and 
performance. 

5. City expansion by annexation has markedly weakened the financial base of 
some rural fire districts making it increasingly difficult for these districts to 
meet their responsibilities. 

6 .  State training mandates have made recruitment and retention of voluntary 
firefighters more difficult. Costly full time staff must be used to fill the formerly 
volunteer positions. 

7. The merger of several smaller districts into fewer but larger areas ~vould offer 
several benefits. Among them: 

Lower administrative costs. The merger of many boards wrould lower 
total salary costs of both administrative and professional staff. 

More efficient deplovment of expensive equipment. Some pieces of 
equipment would become unnecessary. 

More efficient location of fire stations. Given larger areas to protect, 
stations could be more efficiently placed. 

Standardized recruitment and trainine of personnel. All staff \vould 
be held to the same standards of training and competence. 

Better use of specialized staff. Specialists in such areas as hazardous 
materials and fire investigation could be more efficiently deployed. 

8. There is need for an unbiased outside facilitator/mediator to work with all 
districts to change the current delivery system. 



9. No go\-ernment body has fully accepted the o\*erall responsibility of addressing 
the need .for change in fire and life saxing s e ~ ~ i c e s  available to the citizens of 
Stanislaus County. 

10. The Cixil Grand .JUIX belieles that an\ coilsolidation should occur onl\ after full 
consideration of financial impact, proper planning and consultation/ 
im;olvement from all concerned parties including the public. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Ci\.il Grand Jury is fully a\vare that the provision of fi re and life saving ser\-ices is a 
complicated process and that no  Ci\il Grand ,Fur?. member has the expeitise to second 
guess the professionals who provide these essential se~-sices. The Civil Grand J u n  has 
no desire to recommend specific changes be>-ond its expertise. IIo\z-ever, a ~ n a j  ority of 
Civil Grand ,Jury members believes that the present delivery system is inadequate and 
unable to fully meet the present and future needs of the citizens of Stanislaus Counw. 

TIie Ci\il Grand .Jury recommends that: 

I. The Count). Board of Supelvisors assume the leadership role of solving the 
multiple problems in fire and life sa\.ing sen-ices. 

2. The County Board of S u p e ~ i s o r s  work with the Stanislaus County Fire Chiefs 
Association and various district boards to achiex-e appropriate consolidation of 
present districts consistent \\ith the most effective and efficient use of manpower 
and resources. 

3. The County Board of Supcnisors share equally the cost of outside expert 
consultation and/or mediation uith the various districts. 

RESPONSE REQUIRED pclr Section 933(c) u17d 933.05 (Ifthe Culifofor-nicr Pentrl Code 

Stanislaris Count?. Board of Supervisors 



STANISLAUS COUNl'V STATE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT 
D JURY CASE #07-35/07-44 

2006-2007 

The Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury Criminal Justice Committee read the Stanislaus 
County Crime Report for 2005-2006 and did a rc\ie\v of media reports on la\\; 
enforcement and criminal justice. As a result, the Com~nittce inleniewed law 
enforcement and criminal justice officials in the County to determine their xiex\: of what 
the state ofla\venforcement is. 

Inteniew questions \\.auld seek the follo\\ing information: 
Recruitment of police officers 
Retention of police officers and other law enforcement and criminal justice staff 
Detention facilities and their capacities and co~idition 
General crime issues 

BACKGROUND 

The Cixil Grand .July is mandated by Penal Code $glg(b) to inspect all detention 
facilities in the Count?., which illcludes .Tux-enilc Hall, the Men's .Tail, the Honor Farm, 
and the Public Safety Facility. As result of \isiting these facilities, the Crilni~ial .Justice 
Committee wanted to hear responses from lax\- enforce~nent and criminal justice officials 
as to their vie\\-s of these facilities; recruitment of officers: retention of police officers 
and criminal justice staff; and general crime issues. 

METHOD OF INVESTIGA'TION 

The Ci\il Grand . l n i ~  toured all of the detention facilities in the Counh and had 
qucstions of interest and concern that it asked the Criminal Justice Committee to 
address. The Criminal Justice Comn~ittee set appointments I\-ith each lax\- enforcement 
and criminal juskice entity and asked them all the same qucstions concerning 
recruitment, retention, detention facilities and general crime issues. 

FINDINGS 

1. Recruitment of police officers is a concern of all law enforcement agencies. It 
\zould appear that recruitment of qualified candidates is a concern locall), 
statewide, and nationall). 

2. Retention because of retirement; officers lea\ ing for better norking conditions, 
i.e., pa), education; and officers finding other emplo) imei~t opportunities is an 
issue of concern for departments where recruitment is alrcad) an issue. 



3. The follox\ing was found about detention facilities: 
The Honor Farm was spacious, well kept and full. 

0 ,Juvenile Hall is  well run and seems  ell organized. Bed space, however, is 
limited and there is real danger of overcro\vding. 
The Public Safety Facility is fairly new, spacious, well organized, clean. 

r The Men's Faciliw (Downto\+li Jail) is old; smelly; overcrowded; out of 
date (building codes from the 1950's govern this faciliw); lacking in space 
for both staff and inmates. 

4. The consensus of la\\ enforcement and cl.iminal justice officials is that 
collaboration betiteen agencies through various task forces has contributed to 
rcducing crime such as car thefts, home iinasion, drugs, and gang in\olvement. 
The collaboration has been extremely important in all crime nithin the Count!. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

I. It is recommended that law enforcement pool their resources to recruit nexv la\\ 
enforcement officers in Stanislaus County. 

2. It is recomrnendcd that the Stanislaus Count) Board of Supci~isors male  tl-ic 
condition of the Men's Jail a priorit). for replacement. 

3. It is recommended that the Stanislaus Count) Board of Supenisors extend the 
capacity of the Public Safety Center to include more bed space to accornmodate 
additional inmates. 

NO KESPONSE REOUIRED 



SI'ANISUUS COUNTY DISASTER PM<PARZ<DNESS 
CIVII, G D JURY CASE #07-40 

2006 - 2007 

SUM 

The 2006-2007 Stanislaus County Cixil Grand ,July conducted a revietv and assessment 
of the Stanislaus County Emergencj- Operations Plan (EOP). The purpose \vas to 
determine the scope and readiness of the Counh's plan to meet the  needs of its citizens 
if and xvhe11 a disaster occurs, such as flood, fire, earthquake, civil disorder, terrorism, 
agricultural terrorism, hazardous materials, et al. A County ofticial stated, "This 
program is not about terrorists. This program is about the realities of life." 

BACKGROUND 

The most recent edition of the Stanislaus County Emergency Operations Plan was 
published i112002. The plan was developed in conjunction with the National Incideut 
Management System and the California Standardized Emergencj- Management System 
guidelines. Even five !-ears the plan, which is reviewed a~lnually and after emergency 
events, is modified, republished and redistributed. The plan is available at the 
Stanislaus County Library and online at uww.schsa.org. 

METHODS OF INVESTIGATION 

The Grand .Jury conducted its investigation through intewielvs \tit11 county public 
officials who have o\.crsight responsibilities, through site xisits and by rexietving the 
Stanislaus County Emergency Operations Plan. 

Sites xisited included: 

0 Emergencq- S e ~ i c e s  Disaster Preparedness Executive Office 
Coroiier's FaciliQ- 

r National E~nergenc). Rescuc liesponse Trailling Center 
Volunteer Center of Stailislaus Counh (United Way) 

FINDINGS 

I. The Counh Office of Emergency Sen-ices coordinates citizen/communih/Count)- 
disaster preparedness. 

2. The Emergency Operations Plan is an all-risk docuincnt that addresses natural 
and man-made disasters. It addresses four phases of emergency management: 
mitigation, preparation, response and recoveiT. 

3. The Emergencj Operations Plan does not address hoxt to s e n e  the needs of those 
relocated to the Count) after a disaster in their region of residence. 



4. The Approval AuthoritJ for Homeland Securit) Grant Administration Commiil~e 
is responsible for administrative oversight of Homeland Securitj grants. which 
total about Si,ooo,ooo annuall). The committee consists of: 

County Public I-Iealth Officer 
r Assistant Director of the Office of Emergency Se~~ices lF i re  Warden 

Stanislaus County Sheriff 
City of Modesto Police Chief 
City of Modesto Fire Chief 

5. Each of the County's nine incorporated cities is responsible for its own emergency 
plan. City representatives serve on the County Operational Area Council. A 
designee from the County Office of Emergent); Senices chairs the committee. 

6. There is a lack of centralized coordination and iinplementation of sei-vices 
provided b! \ oluntccr organizations. 

7. The County Department of Public Health publishes year11 results of disaster 
preparedness and public health monitoring of reportable diseases and biological 
incidents. The results are a\-ailablc onlinc at  \\~\~s.schsa.org. 

8. The Coroner's Facilit) has inadequate space for autopsies, storage of corpses and 
supplies and for meetings with staff and greeting families. The lentilation s)stcnl 
is inadequate. The data processing, record keeping, computer equipmcut and 
communication slstems are inadequate. 

Despitc these limitations, the Coroner's Facility personnel are meeting guidelines 
of thc Emergency Operations Plan. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
It is recommended that thc Office of Emergency Senices: 

I. Scek methods to improve the level of collaboration mith T-olunteer 
organizations. 

2. De\-elop a plan to meet the needs of evacuees coming from surrounding 
regions \then a state of emergency arises. 

3. Update the data processing, record keeping, computer equipinent and 
co~nmunication s!.stems in the coroner's office. 

It also is recommended that the master plan for an upgrade of the Coroner's Facilih 
become a high priority. 

RESPONSE KEOUIRED per sections 933(c) and 933.05 of the California Penal Code 

Stanislaus County Office of Emergency Senices 
Sranislaus CounQ Departmenr of Health 
Stanislaus Count\. Sheriff's Department 
Stanislaus Countj Board of Supenisors 
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WHAT IS THE CIVIL GRAND JURY? 

The Civil Grand Jury is empowered to investigate complaints from 
citizens, cixic groups, government employees and others about the operations of 
county and tit\; governments and the conduct of their officers and employees. 
The C i ~ i l  Grand Jury may also inl~estigate complaints about special districts and 
school districts. 

* The Grand Jury is the guardian of public trust in local gorernmcnt. 
This is Itno\vn as the "Cixil Watchdog" function. The Grand Jug- exists to assure 
honest and efficient government. 

Certain functions of the Grand Jury are mandated by law, such as 
examining the condition of the detention facilities within the count>. The Grand 
.JUT? is mandated to audit the books, records and accounts of county offices and 
to contract for an outside auditor to conduct such audits. 

Committees are formed to study citizen complaints. The Grand J u q  
itself also selects additional areas that it vishes to study/investigate. The Grand 
,Jur). publishes its findings, conclusions and recommendations in a single report 
for each in\ estigation. 

Final Reports and Responses. The complete set of all reports released in a 
given fiscal year constitutes the Final Report of the Ci\ il Grand ,Tun. Each 
individual report is labeled as Part One, Part Two, etc. as each is a single part of 
the Final Report. Each separate report, and in turn the Final Report, is 
distributed to the public officials, libraries. and the press. 

Agencies or departments, ithich are the subjects of in\estigations, are required to 
respond to the findings and recommenciations nithill 60 d a ~ s ,  aiici go d a ~ s  in 
certain cases, from the date of the receipt of the report. All rcuorts and rrsi)onses 
are a\.ailab!e for vielving on the Grand .Jury xvebsite: 
liitp:/l~~~mv.stanct.or~courts~grandjui~/inde~.11tml 

6 Grand Jury Con~plaint Forms may be obtained from the office. Complaints 
presented in the form of a letter \\ i l l  be accepted, but it is desirous to use the forin 
xvhenever possible. A complaint form is also available from the website. 

Grand Jury Confidentiality. I11 all Grand .Tun proceedings and 
investigations members and staff are sworn to maintain secrec! . All coinplaints 
are handled n i th  the utinost confidentialit). . The complainant's name is neler 
dixvlged or used in a ~tri tten report. 

While the Grand Jury is a part of the judicial system, it is an entirely 
independent body. Whereas the State Attorney General, the Presiding ,Judge of 
the Superior Court, the District Attorney, and the County Counsel, ma>- act as its 
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advisors, the! cannot colltrol the actions of the Grand .Jury except to ensure 
legality. The Grand . l u ~  is an instituiion not answerable to an! administration, 
politician, or legislator. It is the oxerseer of the public interest. 

* The selection of  the Civil Grand Jury is a process directed by the 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court and involx-es names which have been 
randomly selected from the master jury pool, names which have been submitted 
by community leaders, and those citizens requesting an application. l<ve~y 
person who responds (that meets initial requirements) in the affirmative that he 
or she \<ants to  sen.e is afforded an inten-ie\v\\-itl~ the Presiding Judge. The 
court seeks to select a cross section of the community based on geographical 
location, skills, age, sex and ethnic background. Out of those intenlewed, the 
Judge selects 30 names. On July I", 19 names or  fe1,ver if there are "holdovers" 
from the prior term's panel, and four alternates are drawn to become the new 
Civil Grand Jun- .  Civil Grand ,Jurors \;olunteer to s e n e  for one fiscal year, or 
longer, as applicable for holdover jurors. 



2006-2007 CIVIL GRAND JURY 
SELECTION PROCESS 

PHASE I: INITIAL SELECTION PROCESS 

Letters mailed to: 

400 names were randomly selected from the Master Jury Pool of A. - 
180,823 names. . 6 responded interested (1.5%) 

e 12 responded interested but (3.0%) 
were disqualified or withdrew 

e 185 responded not interested (46.25%) 
s 165 did not respond (41.25%) 
e 32 were returned as undeliver- (8.0%) 

able 

B. =Community Leaders were asked t o  submit names. . 13 responded wi th  names (9.0%) . 132 did not respond (91 .O%) 

C.  2 names were submitted by 145 CommunityIUnion Leaders. . 12 responded interested (52.2%) 
* 1 had already been contacted (4.3%) 

and responded interested 
rn 5 responded not interested (21.7%) 
C 2 were disqualified or withdrew (8.7%) 
e 2 did not respond (8.7%) 
s 1 was undeliverable (4.4%) 

D. ft8 persons asked for an application t o  serve. 
e 26 responded interested (54.2%) 

16 responded interested, but (33.3%) 
later withdrew 

* 5 did not respond (10.4%) . 1 disqualified (2.1%) 

E. a persons from last years' selection process were contacted. . 8 responded interested (25.8%) . 5 responded not interested (16.1?&) . 17 did not respond (54.9%) 
a 1 was undeliverable (3.2%) 



F. Persons from 15 cities received questionnaires via random selection. 

Ceres 
Crows Landing 
Denair 
Hickrnan 
Hughson 
Keyes 
La Grange 
Modesto 
Newman 
Oakdale 
Patterson 
Riverbank 
Salida 
Turlock 
Waterford 
Total 

Number Percentage 

32 (8.0%) 
0 1 (.25%) 
03 (.75%) 
06 (1.5%) 
04 (1 .O%) 
02 (. 5%) 
02 (.5%) 
202 (50.5%) 
10 (2.5%) 
24 (6.0%) 
15 (3.75%) 
14 (3.5%) 
18 (4.5%) 
57 (14.25%) 
10 (2.5%) 
400 random names 

G. Persons from 3 cities received questionnaires after having their names 
submitted by Community Leaders. 

Citv Number Percentaee 

Modesto 17 (73.9%) 
Patterson 04 (17.4%) 
Turlock 02 (8.7%) 
Total 23 submitted names 

H. Persons from 2 cities requested an application: 

c& 

Ceres 
Denair 
Hughson 
Keyes 
Modesto 
Oakdaie 
Riverbank 
Salida 
Turlock 
Total 

Number Percentage 

02 (4.27;) 
0 1 (2.1%) 
0 1 (2.1%) 
0 1 (2.1%) 
31 (64.6%) 
04 (8.3%) 
03 (6.2%) 
0 1 (2.1%) 
04 (8.3%) 
48 requested an application 



PHASE II: 

A. 

PHASE Ill: 

A. 

Persons from I cities were contacted from last years' applicants: 

Number Percentaqe 

Ceres 
Hughson 
Modesto 
Oakdale 
Riverbank 
Turlock 
Waterford 
Total 

02 (6.5%) 
01 (3.2%) 
22 (70.9%) 
02 (6.5%) 
0 1 (3.2%) 
02 (6.5%) 
0 1 (3.2%) 
31 were contacted from last years' applicants 

INTERVIEWS: 

There were 64 prospective jurors scheduled for interviews. Fiftv-one 
completed the interview process; 13 persons withdrew or did not 
appear. 

Of the 30 persons selected 21 were male and 9 were female. 

Of the 30 persons selected; fl requested an application, 5 responded to 
a letter sent to last years' applicants for reapplication, f! had their 
names submitted, and 4 names came from the random selection process. 

THE FINAL NINETEEN: 

Eiqhteen names were drawn at  random. One person was appointed 
Foreperson by the Presiding Judge. Four additionai names were drawn 
as alternate members. 

persons or (52.6%) requested an application, 3 persons (or 15.8?6) 
from last year's selection process were contacted, 3 persons or (15.876) 
were submitted by Community Leaders, and 3 persons or (15.8%) were 
from the random selection. 



C. The fi members of the Civil Grand Jury for 2006-2007 come from the 
following cities and communities: 

City Number Percentage 

Denair 0 1 (5.3%) 
Hickman 0 1 (5.3%) 
Modesto 11 (57.9%) 
Oakdale 03 ( I  5.7%) 
Salida 01 (5.3%) 
Turlock 02 (10.5%) 
Total 19 members 

D. 11 (57.9'36) are male, 8 (42.1%) are female. 

E. Occupations include the followinq: Homemaker, Retired 
PhysicianIPhysician Administrator, US Marine Officer-State Education 
System, USDA employee, Retired School Psycholo~ist/School Counselor, 
Retired Policeman, Retired School Counselor/Administrator, Retired 
worker of a Confectionery Corporation, General Manager of Poultry 
Grower and Processor, Accounts Receivable Supervisor, Business owner-- 
mailing service, Registered Nurse, Field Representative, Retired 
Investigator, Insurance BrokerIAgent, Deputy SheriffICustodial Serzeant, 
Construction Worker, Retired Sales Executive of Insurance Company, 
Retired Manager of County Agency 



STANISLAUS COUNTY CIVIL GRAND JURY 
CITIZEN COMPLAINT FORM 

Post Ofticc Box 3387. I\fodesio, Califbrnia 95353.  (209) 558-7ih6.  liar (209)  558-8170 

THIS COhfPI.AIVT IS AGAINST: 

Organizntian 

Address 

G ~ : & ~ ~ ~ E . ~ ~ E o N L ~  , ,.. . .  . ,,..,. . 
! 
! 
! DATE RECEIVED: 

! 
Cit?, State, Zip Code ! 

; GRAND JURY CASE NUMBER: 

! 

/ COMMITTEE ASSIGKSIEKT: 
! 

Telephone 

MY COMPLAINT AGAINST THE ABOVE IS: 

OTHER PERSONS OR AGENCIES CONTACTED: 

DESCRIBE THE ACTION YOU \I'.ANT THE GL1KD JURY TO TAKE: 
- - 

Address: 
Cit)/State Zip Code 

Homc Phone Nutnbcr \%'ark Phone Numbcr 

The inlormrtion in this fonn is true, correct and cornplete to the best o f  my knowledge 

Signature Date 

ALL COMMUNICATIONS TO TtlE GR.&ND JURY I R E  CONFIDENTIAL 
(Sce back for instructions) 



MISSION STATEMENT: 

I h e  priiiiaiy function ol.thc civil grand jury is to provide i~nhiascd o\,ersigl~t and to in\,cstigatc complaints lioni 
citizens about the operations ofcounty and city govcrnrncnt, school districts and special districts. as required hy l a x  
Ihc grandjury assul-cs citizcns tliat gavel-nmcnt is operating efficiently and in an ctliical. iioncst ~iianner. 'I'lic grand 

jui-y in\:cstigates policies arid proccdui-cs and inakcs I-cconhmciidations lo iniprove local go\cnimcnlal opei-atioiis. 

m hlandatory in\,estigations--tlic~sc tlrat the Calilol-nia Penal Code reqilil-cs the grand jury to undeitahc 

a 1)iscretioenry it~vestigatiuns--tliose over wliicli the lcgiclatui-c lhas givcii the 51-andjuryjui-isdiction. hut 
has stated i t  is not required. 

e Citizen complaiuts--1hosc co~irplaints \vitliin thcjuiistlictioii of thc gmndj i~ iy  rccciwd ikon1 a citizc~i. 
slatutcs preclude t l ~ e  .rand iurv ii-0111 considcrin~ corn~,laints on matters cui-rcntlv b c f w d  court. niattcrs 
tliat a r r  the suh&:Df litiration. n i a t t ~ ~ I ~ . i n ~ a c c ~ i c i c s  located outside !he cc~uiit\~. n l a u s  iiivol\inc 
pi-iuatclv held corni>anics and innaci-s involvinc the fiscal and ad~ihinistlatise uoel-ations oStlre Sut~crioi- 
C0ul.i. 

Anyonc may ask llhe #and jury to investigate. Whether the juiy clhooscs to investigate such a coniplaii~t is cntil-ely in 
its disc]-ction. I)cciding factors include such things as dctcrn~ining il.tIic conhplaiiit falls within tlic julisdiction of 
tlic grandfur);. iftliu facts ~vai-rant an investigation. \vIhctha- thejury lies suficicnt time to conduct a proper 
investigation. and i1.a previous ~ l - a n d j u i ; ~  has already I-cvicwcd tlic topic of lhe colnplaint. 

FIN.ZI, IZEI'OKI'S: 

Llic li~idings and recomniciidations oTthose complaints and issues tlie jul-y chooses to study arc piiblishcd in a final 
report. Kcpol-1s a]-c distributed lo piiblic oflicials and to the community at la,-ge througli the media. public libraries 
and thc Internet. Statutes ~rcquii-e the entities repoi-tcd on to I-cspund. 

in all its 131-occcdings and inicstigations tlic grand jury i i  woi-n to maintain cornplctc sccrccy. '1-lic members oftlic 
gi-aiiilfui-y apply tlie same ~b.fcctii-c standard o1~111idi1ct and I-cspi~isihility to all pel-sons aiid entities. and ax-c not 
inllucnccd by scntiiiiciit. conjecliii-e. synipatlry. puhlic ii.clingr. passion. 01- p~-ejudicc. 

Slrc gmnd jury's tcr111 of scrsicc begins .luly 1st arid elids Juiie 30th of the li>lloii.ing year 

PROCESS: 

I h c  gi-andjui-y will acknowlcdgc receipt of your complaint. Mail tlic form lo: Stanislaus <:oatit? (;!-and .Iutl\, 
l'osl Ol'lice Uon 3387. \lodesto, Chlifornia 95353. 

Plcaic identify the ipecilic pi-oblcm and desci-ihc tlir cii-cumsiances. Present your complaint i l i i l i  all a\ailahlc 
csidciicc and submit copies ~ f r c l c s a ~ i t  (I~~cu~iicnts,  Auach i~dditional p a y s  if nccr\sav. 



HOW THE GRAND JURY PROCESSES A COMPLAINT 

e All complaints should be submitted in isriting and signed. There is a complaint form 
axailable for citizen use. Complaints are the propert) of the full grand jury. (See 
sample complaint form.) 

The grand july may choose to examine or to disregard anonymous complai~lts. 

As soon as possible after a complaint is recei\cd, the foreperson izill determine if the 
complaint is ~ l i t h i ~ l  the jurisdiction of the grand j u g .  If deemed acceptable, the 
complaint \ti11 be entered into the computer database and an office file and a case- 
tracking sheet prepared. The foreperson \\ill then assign it to the appropriate 
committee. Each member of the  grand j u g  \\ill recei\.e a s l~lopsis  of the new case 
printed from the  database that \sill be distributed at the next full panel meeting. All 
members of the committee \\ill receive a complete copy of the complaint. 

tZll co~nplaints will be assigned a file number. The computer database and the office 
file will both reflect the same number. To keep track of the complaints for a 
particular fiscal year, the follo\\ing numbering system ivas devised. 

Example: 07-01-C. All complaints for the fiscal year 2006-zoo7 xzould be given an 
07  number. The llumbers follo\zing the J ear signifq the sequential order in xrhich 
that complaint izas received. The letter(s) folloizing the numbers designate the 
folloning: 

C Citizen 
GJ Grand ju13- initiated investigation 
C.C. Case closed 

Example: 07-14-C. Fiscal year 2006-2007,1~th case receixed, from a citizen. 
Example: 07-12-C.C. Fiscal year ~006-z007,12th case received, case closed. 

All coinplaints are acltnoi\ledged in ~zriting. The letter is signed by the foreperson 
and ackno\\ledges receipt of the complaint. Each j u ~ y  can prepare its oun  letter. 

The jurors to Mhom the case has been assigned investigate the complaint more 
thoroughly to determine \\-hether it is legitimate, has substance, and is within the 
jurisdiction of the grand ju13-. During this preliminar). in\-estigation, the case is in 
PHASE o. If all three concerns are ans~vered affirmatil-ell-, the conlmittee \\ill  
recommend to the full panel to accept the case. If not, the case \\ill be presented to 
the grand j u ~ y  for a x-ote to reject it. 

If the case is closed due to lack of validity or jurisdiction then no report is  itten ten. 
PHASE I. 



Once the complaint has been judged worthy of investigation, the committee to \I hom 
it has been assigned i\i l l  meet to determine 1 1 0 ~  to conduct their investigation. The 
case has been accepted and is now in PHASE 2. 

The assigned committee \\ill conduct all proceedings in the handling of the 
complaint. No other j u g  member should engage in activih regarding the co~nplaiilt 
unless requested by the committee chairperson. Any jury member having 
information regarding aspects of the complaint or complainant should inform the  
chairperson. The committee chairperson i\<II adlise the foreperson of ongoing 
activities and revie\\ progress with the full panel at the regular meeting. 

The committee should consider inteniening the complainant(s) first. By 
inteniening the complainant, the committee can receive a more detailed 
explanation of the complaint and it allo\vs the co~nplainant to bring in additional 
docu~nents supporting the allegations. The subject of the complaint should also be 
inteniewed during the investigation. All witnesses intenieived bill be sworn to tell 
the whole truth and \\ill be admonished not to rev-eal to anyone what he or she or the 
grand juiy said during the intervie\\-. 

Pait of the investigation ma) in\olve reading or reliewing documents. Examples are 
minutes of meetings, agendas, certificates, licenses and court orders. Jurors are 
cncouraged to Tisit the office, site or facilih being investigated. The committee call 
make an appointment, or s h o ~ s  u p  unannounced as long as there are a t  least trio 
panel members. .Jurors must \sear their grand j u q  identification badge mhen 
making a site xisit. 

At the conclusion of the investigation, those most intimately inlolved uith the case 
\\ill \\rite the final report. 

During the u ~ i t i n g  of the report, the case is in PHASE 3. 

Once the in\ cstigatiitg coininittee has \I rittrn the filial report, it uill be distributed to 
the Editorial Cominittee. PEIASE 4. 

The report is put 011 the Full Panel Agenda and read and approved by the full grand 
jury. PWASE 5.  

The Presiding Judge reads and approves the report for accurate legal content. 
PHASE 6. 

Once the report has been approved and signed off bl- the Presiding .Judge, the case is 
closed--PHASE 7. The grand j u q  publishes its findings, conclusions and 
recommendations in a single report for each investigation. The complete set of all 
reports released in a given fiscal year is the Final Report of the civil grand j u i ~ .  Each 
inhixidual report is labeled as Part One, Part TISO, etc. as each is a single part of the 
Final Report. The approved report is released to the e n t i 5  in question t\vo xsorking 
days prior to i t  being released to the public and the press. The bound final report 
released at  the end of the fiscal )-ear mill include all those reports released separatell-. 



* A closing letter nil1 be written informing the coinplainant that the investigation is 
completed. The complainant receixes a cop? of the Final Report once it becomes 
public. 

The entitj ~ h o  is aslted to respond to the findings and recommendations hale 90 
days to submit a response. Elected officials have 60 days to respond. 

0 All Final Iieports \+ill be alailable for public relieu on the cix-il grand j u n  i\ebsite 
located at: http:jl\\~zw.sianct.or~/cou~-t~/~randj~~r~/index.ht~nl. 

Response received from the entiv--PHASE 8. Response added to the response 
book in the grand jury libraq and added to the nebsite. The [act that the response 
Iias been received is noted in the database. 

The response is also given to the Follo\v Up Coininittee for re\.iew and discussion at a 
full panel meeting. The response is also mailed to members of the outgoing grand 
j u g  if that panel conducted the inxestigation. 

Summary of investigation Process 

Phase 

Phase o 

Phase 1 

Phase 2 

Phase 3 

Phase 4 

Phase 5 

Phase 6 

Phase 7 

Phase 8 

Definition 

Prelimina13- investigation to establish 1-alidity and proper jurisdiction 

Case closed due to laelt of validib or jurisdiction. No report ivritten. 

Case accepted. Committee investigating complaint. 

Coininittee is xvriting the Final Kepot-t. 

Editorial is editing the Final Report 

Grand ,Jury reads and approves the Final Report 

Presiding ,Judge reads and approve the Final Report 

Grand .Jurj- votes to close the case. The Final Report is released to the 
entity two jvorking days prior to i t  being released to the public. 

Response received from the entity. 



HOW TO RESPOND TO RECOMMENDATIONS 

Responses 

The California Penal Code 9933(c) specifics both the deadliiic hy which rcsponscs shall hc made 
to thc Civil Grand .JLI~) .  Filial Report recommendations, and the required content crf those 
responses. 

Deadline for Kesnonses 

All agencies to \\hich recommcndatio~ls arc made are directed to ~espond  to thc Presiding Judge 
of the Stanislaus Count) Superior Court, 

i Not latcr than 90 days after the Civil Grand .Ju~.y submits a final rcport on the 
operalions of a public agency, the governing body of that agency shall respond to the 
findings and reconnnendations pcrtaining to the operations of that agcncy. 

I Not latcr ihan 60 days after the Civil Gra~id.Ju~y suh~ni ts  a final rcport on the operation 
of a County agency, the clectcd hcad governing that agcncy shall respond to the findings 
and recommendations pewaini~ig to the operations of their agency. 

r Infomation copies of responses pertaining to matters under the control of a county 
officcr o r  agcncy arc to be sent t o  the Board of S u p c ~ ~ i s o r s .  

I A copy of all responses to the Civil Grand Jur). reports shall hc placed o n  file \\.it11 the 
clerk of the public agency and tlic Office o f  the County Clerk, or the city clerk \%,hen 
applicable. 

I One copy shall he placed o 11 file \%-it11 the applicahlc C i\il Grand ,July by: and in Lhe 
control of, thc current1)- impaneled Grand J n ~ y ,  tvhcrc it shall hc in aintainc!d for a 
miilirnum of t i ~ e  )-cars. 

Content of Resnonses 

For each Civil Grand . Jun  rccomrnendation, the rcspolidi~ig person of enlily shall rcport 
one of the follolving actio~is: 

I- The r c c o ~ ~ i ~ n c ~ ~ d a L i o n  has heen iinpleincnted, 1%-ith a sutil mar? regarding t l ~ e  
iniplcmented action. 

I The recommendation has not been implcmciited, hut nil1 he imple~nented in the 
future, \\-it11 a tim c frame for irnplemc~~tation. 

I The recommendation requires further anal!.sis, ni th an cxplanatio n and the scope 
and parameters of an analysis or stud>-, and a time kame il it is to be i~nplcrncllted 
later. 

The rccommendation \\ill not be implemented bccausc it is um\-arranted i r  r 
unreasonable, uith suppori i~  c explanation. 



RESPONSES TO THE FINAL REP0 RT 
RECOMMENDATIONS SENT 4 N THE FQRnf OF 

AN OREGIN& AND THREE (q .7) C O P m  TO: 

Superior Court - Stanislaus County 
Presiding Judge Donald E. Shaver 

PO Box 3488 
Modesto, CA 95353 




