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SUBJECT:

Consideration and Approval of Response to the 2013-2014 Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury Final
Report

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Accept the responses to the Grand Jury Final Report with any modifications made after
consideration by the Board of Supervisors and authorize the Chairman of the Board to forward the
response to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court by September 22, 2014.

2. Direct the Chief Executive Officer to ensure that the recommended actions by the Board of

Supervisors be followed and completed by the subject County Departments and report back to the
Board as appropriate.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is no direct fiscal impact associated with this response. The Civil Grand Jury is not required to
address the funding issues associated with their recommendations; however, the Board of Supervisors
and County Departments recognize the broader constraints of implementing recommendations that are
beyond the financial resources available to County government.
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DISCUSSION:

The Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors received from the 2013-2014 Stanislaus
County Grand Jury Reports regarding: 14-03C — Housing Authority of Stanislaus
County; 14-04C - Stanislaus County Sheriff's Department Helicopter; and, 14-21GJ -
Stanislaus County Jail Facilities Inspection.

The Grand Jury has requested that the Board of Supervisors respond to the Findings
and Recommendations made by the Grand Jury in these reports. The Sheriff-Coroner
and Chief Probation Officer have responded to the Grand Jury and their responses are
attached to this report. The responses to the Findings and Recommendations from the
Board of Supervisors are as follows:

Civil Grand Jury 2013-14 Case #14-03C — Housing Authority of Stanislaus County

The Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury finds the following:

Finding 1. The car allowance in not income, therefore does not increase the Director’s
retirement account. Regarding the issue of overpayment, the US Department of
Housing and Urban Development has a cap on how much a Director can make. The
Director’s salary is below the cap. The Director is in charge of seven other counties, as
well. This compliant was found to be unsubstantiated.

Response: No response.

Finding 2. Although the union did not have a contract, they were given a 2 % pay
increase, which was half a percent less than they had been seeking. The pay increases
that managers received were due to an added work load after a fourth manager left and
that position wasn't filled. The three remaining mangers were given additional duties to
make up for the loss of the fourth manager. This complaint was found to be
unsubstantiated.

Response: The County is not the employer of record and therefore would not have
oversight or involvement in labor negotiations between the Authority and the Labor
Association representing employees of the Housing Authority.

Finding 3. The HA’s Attorney negotiated on behalf of the HA with regards to the
Director's employment contract. The attorney represented the HA, not the Director. This
complaint was found to be unsubstantiated.

Response: The Board of Supervisors has no involvement in the negotiations for the
HA Director’'s employment contract.
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Finding 4. The trips and events in question are training conventions that various HA

sanctioned associations host for the national housing authorities. The conventions are
designed to give commissioners and directors useful information that should be taken
back to the local HA divisions. This complaint was found to be unsubstantiated.

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees that attending training conventions is
beneficial for the commissioners of the HA.

Finding 5. Evidence supports that the HA did in fact violate the Brown Act. At a
rescheduled meeting, this SCCGJ committee witnessed firsthand the HA's process for
such an event. The HA had posted the notice to reschedule the public meeting on their
website and inside the lobby of the HA building. This posting was not visible to those
arriving to the meeting, which was scheduled for after business hours.

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees that the HA must adhere to the
requirements of the Brown Act.

Finding 6. The use of temporary employees is governed by the US Department of
HUD and the union contracts in place at the HA. Although the HA does use temporary
employees to its advantage, there was no evidence that the HA had violated any laws.
This complaint was found to be unsubstantiated.

Response: The County is not the employer of record and therefore would not have
oversight or involvement of labor contracts between the Authority and the Labor
Association representing employees of the Housing Authority.

Finding 7. It was confirmed through several sources, and the Director, that there was a
manager who did bring a pet to work.

Response: The Board of Supervisors has no direct knowledge of this matter and
therefore cannot respond.

Finding 8. The HA has now assigned a manager to make the deposits. Both the
Director and the Financial Manager made the change as a result of safety concerns.

Response: The Board agrees that appropriate financial practices should be
implemented and followed.

Finding 9. Although the HA building was secure and employee files were locked each
night, the client files were not. Anyone with access into the building could steal personal
information found in the files. File storage rooms also did not have a keyed lock for
access.



Consideration and Approval of Response to the 2013-2014 Stanislaus County Civil
Grand Jury Final Report
Page 4

Response: The Board agrees that appropriate security for client file storage should be
implemented.

Civil Grand Jury 2013-14 Case #14-03C — Housing Authority of Stanislaus County

The Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury recommends the following:
Recommendation 1. None.
Recommendation 2. None.
Recommendation 3. None.
Recommendation 4. None.

Recommendation 5. The HA should post all notices required by the Brown Act on the
outside window of the HA lobby. This will allow the public to see any changes.

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with this recommendation.
Recommendation 6. None.

Recommendation 7. The HA should change its policy to not allow pets in the HA
building.

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with this recommendation.
Recommendation 8. None.

)

Recommendation 9. The HA should change its policy about the handling of clients
personal information to include the requirement that clients’ files be kept in a locked
vault or locked filing cabinets at all times.

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with this recommendation.

Stanislaus County Sheriff’'s Department Helicopter — Case #14-04C

The Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury finds the following:

Finding 1: The SCCGJ finds that there have been numerous activities over
several years, occurring repeatedly, regarding the use of Sheriff Department
vehicles, particularly helicopters, for non-law enforcement activities.

Response: The Board of Supervisors has not reviewed the flight logs of the
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Sheriff's helicopters, nor do they have direct knowledge regarding the use of all
Sheriff Department vehicles. While the use of the helicopter as a silent auction
item for a local Hospice organization is clearly not a direct law enforcement
activity, it arguably could be construed as an indirect law enforcement activity,
similar to the use of a fire engine for a “Fill the Boot” campaign. These indirect
law enforcement activities can provide a variety of positive benefits for the law
enforcement community.

Finding 2: The SCCGJ finds that there is no written policy or approved
procedure within the County or the Sheriff's Department directly supporting the
use of County-owned vehicles for any activity other than specific law
enforcement actions.

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees with this finding. The County
adopted a policy on September 13, 2005 regulating the Use of County Vehicles,
Aircraft and Other Transportation Equipment. In addition to law enforcement
activities, this policy provides provisions for “emergency-related purposes or
County governmental purposes with the prior approval from the Chief Executive
Officer or his/her designee”.

Stanislaus County Sheriff's Department Helicopter — Case #14-04C

The Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury recommends the following:

Recommendation 1: The SCCGJ recommends that the Sheriff, in consultation
with the County Chief Executive Officer (CEQO), establish a specific written policy
defining the use of Sheriff Department resources, such as helicopters, for “non-
law enforcement” activities.

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees with this recommendation. A
written policy regulating the Use of County Vehicles, Aircraft and Other
Transportation Equipment was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on
September 13, 2005. Certain activities, which may not be considered a direct
law enforcement activity, could be considered a non-direct law enforcement
activity in that they further the mission of the Sheriff's Department and create a
variety of positive benefits for the law enforcement community. The Board of
Supervisors allows some limited flexibility to the elected Sheriff in determining
what are proper law enforcement activities.



Consideration and Approval of Response to the 2013-2014 Stanislaus County Civil
Grand Jury Final Report
Page 6

Recommendation 2: The SCCGJ recommends the policy allowing the use of
the Sheriffs Department helicopter for non-law enforcement activities must
include written approval that requires the concurrence of two senior members
within the Sheriff s Department, or one member of the Sheriff's Department and
the CEO’s office. Such approval should be processed in advance of the non-law
enforcement activity.

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees with this recommendation.
While the review and concurrence of other senior members of the organization
could provide guidance to the Sheriff, the elected Sheriff is ultimately directly
accountable to the Public and the Board of Supervisors regarding the
performance of the activities of his department.

Stanisiaus County Jail Facilities Inspection Case # 14-21GJ

The Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury finds the following:
Overall Findings:

Findings 1: The Policy and Procedures Manual for the Men’s jail is hard to read and
redundant to the Public Safety Manual.

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with the Sheriff's response. The Policy
and Procedures for the Adult Detention Division are reviewed annually and are
reviewed bi-annually by the Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC). The
Policies are also reviewed by various other code and regulatory agencies. We support
the Sheriffs response that at the next scheduled review, the Commander of the Men’s
Jail will assess the need to revise the language to make it more user friendly.

Findings (Specific to Facilities):

Men’s Jail:

Findings 2: Regarding the 2013 BSCC report, some single occupancy cells have been
converted to double occupancy, but lack the appropriate square footage required by
Title 24 Section 470A.2.6.

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding.

Findings 3: Regarding local inspection reports, the fire inspection report found some
exit sign lights were not working. The health inspection and building grounds
inspections reports found that the Downtown Jail is old but well maintained. Water leak
damage was found in certain areas.
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Response: The Board of Supervisor’s disagrees with the finding and agrees with the
Sheriff's response. The Sheriff's response disagreed with the finding regarding exit
signs because there are no lighted exit signs in the jail. The Sheriff noted in his
response that all water leaks had been repaired and that recent inspections by various
State and local agencies did not detect any current water leaks.

Findings 4: Although the Men’s Jail was designed for short terms (less than one year),
it is being used for long term incarceration (greater than one year).

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with this finding and agrees with the
Sheriff's response. Even before the landmark Public Safety Realignment (AB 109) the
types of offenders in local County jails has been dramatically changing with more and
more serious offenders being held in local detention facilities. The AB 109 realignment
accelerated this change wherein offenders are being sentenced to local jail time instead
of State prison. The Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors, Sheriff and County Staff
have aggressively pursued the construction of additional jail beds through the
successful award of $80 million in State Lease Revenue Bond Funding to construct 480
additional maximum security beds, a 72 bed Medical/Mental Health Facilities and a
companion County project to construct an Intake, Release and Transportation Facility.
This is the first AB 900 Phase |l project in the State of California to proceed to actual
construction. On August 15, 2014, the Board of Supervisors and Sheriff Christianson
hosted the groundbreaking for this historic expansion of public safety facilities in
Stanislaus County. In addition, Stanislaus County was recently awarded on appeal $40
million additional state lease revenue bond funds to construct the County’'s REACT
Center, the'Re-entry and Enhanced Alternatives to Custody Training Project pursuant to
SB 1022 funding. These facilities are in direct response to the AB 109 Public Safety
Realignment and will provide for evidence based programs to be provided to offenders
for re-entry into the community at the end of their sentences focused on breaking the
cycle of recidivism.

Findings 5: The Men'’s Jail was found to be over the BSCC capacity of 342. At the time
of the Inspection, the MJ was housing 351 inmates. While this is out of compliance with
the State of California regulations, it is compliant with the Federal regulations which set
the capacity at 396.

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding.

Findings 6: At the time of the inspection, the facility was short of personnel by 42 staff
persons.

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees with the finding and agrees with the
Sheriff's response on number of positions allocated for the Men’s Jail. As of this writing
there are 42 vacant positions in the entire Sheriffs Department.
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Public Safety Center:

Finding 7: The PSC was clean and well maintained at the time of the inspection.
Staffing was at a reasonable level.

Response: The Board of Supervisors Agrees with the finding.

Units 1, Unit 2

Finding 8: Both units are fairly new and well maintained.
Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding.

Probation Department/Juvenile Institutions:

Finding 9: The current staffing levels at the time of inspection were short twenty
percent for Deputy Probation Officers and six percent for Probation Corrections Officers.

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with the response of the Chief Probation
Officer.

Finding 10: The facility is clean and well maintained, and staffed with personnel who
are highly motivated to help juvenile inmates. The SCCGJ was very impressed with the
current staff.

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding and appreciates the
Grand Jury recognition of the facility and outstanding staff.

Finding 11: Current vocational programs are outstanding and very educational.

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding.

Stanislaus County Jail Facilities Inspection Case # 14-21GJ

The Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury recommendations the following:

Recommendations Overall:

Recommendation 1: Consider combining the PSC and MJ Policy Manuals into one
manual and issue to each site as policy for both facilities.

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with the Sheriff's response as noted
earlier regarding future updates of the Policy Manuals.
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Recommendations (Specific to Facilities):

Men’s Jail:

Recommendation 2: Upon completion of AB 900 Phase Il Project, move the second
inmate from each cell to resolve overcrowding.

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees with the finding. In addition to the
response from the Sheriff, it is important to know the tremendous focus the County has
placed on modernization of public safety detention facilities. The AB 900 Phase Il
Project, now under construction will add significant additional capacity to the adult
detention system. In addition, the State Public Works Board has recently approved the
first SB 1022 Project to proceed to design in the State of California, the Stanislaus
County REACT Center Project which will construct 288 transitional beds with a focus on
rehabilitation and successful community re-entry.

Recommendation 3: Replace burned out bulbs in exit signs and repair leaks and water
damage.

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with the Sheriff's response. The Board
supports maintenance of County facilities and allocates funds for these purposes to
ensure that aging facilities are well maintained and operational.

Recommendation 4: Recommend that new plans for a combined downtown
jail/courthouse facility be designed for longer term housing.

Response: The Board of Supervisors does not support this finding. The State of
California has moved forward with location selection and design of a new courthouse
without new or expanded jail facilities. Thus, the County then made significant plans to
expand the County’s Public Safety Center with nhew and replacement adult detention
facilities. The County is not responsible for the design and construction of a new
Courthouse.

Recommendation 5: Recommend that housing of inmates be in compliance with the
capacity set by the State pursuant to BSCC standards.

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding with recognition of the
Consent Decree for the Stanislaus County total jail capacity.

Recommendation 6: Recommend to increase recruiting efforts to fill present and future
staff positions.

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding.
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Public Safety Center:

Recommendation 7: None.

Units 1, Unit 2

Recommendation 8: None.

Probation Department/Juvenile Institutions:

Recommendation 9: Increase recruiting efforts to fill present and future staff positions.
Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding.
Recommendation 10: None.

Recommendation 11: None.

POLICY ISSUE:

Pursuant to California law, the Board of Supervisors must respond to the Presiding
Judge of the Superior Court no later than 90 days after submittal of the Final Report of
the Civil Grand Jury. Adoption of this response meets this requirement.

STAFFING IMPACTS:

County Departments that are subjects of the Grand Jury Reports are required to
prepare a response to the findings and recommendations of the Grand Jury. Existing
staff has prepared the recommended response.

CONTACT PERSON:

Stan Risen, Chief Executive Officer » Telephone: (209) 525-6333.
Patricia Hill Thomas, Chief Operations Officer ~ Telephone: (209) 525-6333.
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Honorable Loretta Murphy Begen, Presiding Judge
Stanislaus County Superior Court

of the County of Stanislaus
{209) 557-2000
P.0O. Box 581918

1701 Robertson Rd.

Modesto, CA 95358-0033

P.O. Box 3488 _
Modesto, California 95353 September 18, 2014

Re: Response to Grand Jury Report, #C14-03C

Dear Honorable Judge Begen:

~ The Housing Authority of the County of Stanislaus Grand Jury Report#C14-03C relating to the
Authority’s operations. Pursuant to Penal Code Sections 933(c) and 933.05(f) the Authority
submits it response:

Findings:

E5

"Evidence suppoits that the IIA did in fact violate the Brown Act. At arescheduled
meeting this SCCGJ committee witnessed first hand the HA’s process for such an event.
The HA had posted the notice to reschedule the public meeting on their website and inside
the lobby of the HA building. This posting was not visible to those arriving to the
meeting, which was scheduled for after business hours".

Response: Respondent does not agree with the finding. Though the Brown Act
prescribes notice and posting requirements for agendas of regular and special meetings, it
does not appear to specifically address notice and posting requirements under the
circumstances presented, namely, notice to re-schedule a public meeting for which there
has been no finding that the notice and posting requirements for the meeting as originally
scheduled were not met.

No California court opinion appears fo have interpreted the Brown Act in a manner which .
would support the finding of a violation under the circumstances described and there is no

finding that the Brown Act was violated by the HA in not timely posting the agenda for the
rescheduled meeting. In any event the circumstance described was an isolated event,
inadvertent, and not intended in any manner to deprive the public of information to which it
is entitled.

RECEIVED

0CT 01 2014
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F7

F9

It is the Authority’s practice to post the Board's agenda seven calendar days prior to the
Board's regularly scheduled meeting, however, in no event later than seventy two hours
before the scheduled meeting. The Agenda is posted in a display case located on the
Authority premises located at 1701 Robertson Road, Modesto, in an area which is fully
accessible to the public and available for inspection on a twenty four hour basis.

The Authority also posts the agenda on the Authority's internet website. This is done at
the same time as the physical posting of the agenda made reference above, that is, one week
before the regularly scheduled board meeting and no later than seventy two hours prior to
the meeting. :

"It was confirmed through several sources and the Director that there was a manager who
did bring a pet to work".

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding that there was a manager who brought a
pet to work.  The manager was approached and the incident was discussed. There have
been no occurrences since.

"Although the HA building was secure and employee files were locked each night, the
client files were not. Anyone with access into the building could steal personal
information found in the files. File storage room also did not have a keyed lock for

access”.

Response: Respondent agrees with the finding.

Recommenduations:

RS

R7

R9

The HA should post all notices required by the Brown Act on the outside window of the
HA lobby. This will allow the public to see any changes.

Response: The HA will not implement the recommendation for the reason that it
currently uses a locked case wherein all notices required by the Brown Act are posted.
The display case is located on the Authority premises in an area which is fully accessible to
the public and available for public inspection on a twenty four hour basis. This display
case adequately addresses the concemn raised by the SCGJ.

The HA should change its policy not o allow pets in the HA building.

Response: The HA agrees as a matter of practice that pets should not be allowed in the
HA building unless authorized by law. The HA has adopted a Visitors Policy which
addresses the restriction of pets in all areas of the buildings. It has communicated same to
all of its employees.

The HA should change its policy about the handling of clients’ personal infoirmation to
include the requirement that client files be kept in a locked vault or locked filing cabinets
at all times.




Response:  The Authority agrees with the recommendation and is in the process of
ordering custom locking cabinets which will be installed at each employee workstation.
At the end of an employees’ shift, employees will be required to secure each file in their
cabinet until the next work day. The employee and Department Director, or designee, will
be the only employees who have access to these secured files.

Thank you for your attention to this matter,

4

illilam A. Fagan
Executive Director;
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June 25, 2014

The Honorable Loretta Murphy Begen, Presiding Judge
Stanislaus County Superior Court

P.O. Box 3488

Modesto, CA 95353

Re: Response to Civil Grand Jury Report #14-04C
Dear Judge Begen;

The Sheriff’s Office is in receipt of the Stanistaus County Civil Grand Jury’s (SCCGJ)
completed “Case # 14-04C Policy and Compliance Report on the Stanislaus County Sheriif’s
Department Helicopter” report dated June 23, 2014,

Pursuant to Penal Code Sections 933(c) and 933.05 (f), the following is our response as it
pertains to the Sheriff’s Office use of aircraft:

The Civil Grand Jury included narrative sections in the report that reaffirms our commitment
to protecting and serving the community pursuvant to our Mission Statement which reads:

We, the members of the Stanislaus County Sheriff's Department are dedicafed to serve and
protect the community through the highest standards of professionalisn and ethical
conduct by ENFORCEMENT, PREVENTION and EDUCATION in partnership with the

COmMUNity.

The report also reaffirms that the Sheriff’s Office “is committed to a number of community-
supporled activities that create a variety of positive benefits for the law enforcement
community. These include such activities as the support of programs helping at-risk youth
and charitable organizations that provide a positive impression of the Sheriff’s Department
and law enforcement within Stanislaus County.”

Finally, and most importantly, this report states: “As an outgrowth of this SCCGJ
investigation, it appears that there is no illegal or unlawful activity, or intent to misuse public
funds, by the Sheriff’s Department in the use of County vehicles for non-law enforcement
activities.”

-

” 250 East Hackett Rd. ¢« Modesto, CA 95358
i1
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FINDINGS:

F1.  The SCCGI finds that there have been numerous activities over several years,
occurring repeatedly, regarding the use of Sheriff Department vehicles, particularly
helicopters, for non-law enforcement activities.

Response: The respondent disagrees with the finding. Our work throughout the
community, everything we do, is a law enforcement activity as defined in our Mission
Statement. There is nothing in policy, practice, procedure, written or otherwise,
including any type of service we provide, that could specitically be defined as a “non-
law enforcement activity.”

F2.  The SCCGIJ finds that there is no written policy or approved procedure within the
County or the Sheriff’s Department directly supporting the use of County-owned
vehicles for any activity other than specific law enforcement actions.

Response: The respondent disagrees with the finding.

The Sheriff’s Office does have a policy that directs the use of our resowrces for
“official business.” Our work throughout the community, everythiing we do, is official
business as defined in our Mission Statement.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

R1.  The SCCGJ recommends that the Sheriff, in consultation with the County Chief
Executive Officer (CEO), establish a specific written policy defining the use of Sheriff
Department resources, such as helicopters, for “non-law enforcement” activities.

Response: The respondent disagrees with the recommencdation.

Additional policies and/or procedures supporting our work in the community are
unnecessary. ‘We are cuently operating lawfully, legally and in compliance with all
Federal Aviation Regulations. This report specifically states: “there is no illegal or
unlawful activity or intent to misuse public funds, by the Sheriff’s Department.”

R2.  The SCCGJ recommends the policy allowing the use of the Sheriff’s Department
helicopter for non-law enforcement activities must include writien approval that
requires the concurrence of two senior members within the Sheriff’s Depariment, or
one member of the Sheriff’s Department and the CEO’s office. Such approval should
be processed in advance of the non-law enforcement activity.

Response: The respondent disagrees with the recommendation.
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Additional policies and/or procedures supporting our work in the community are
unnecessary. There is no reason to obtain authorization from anyone other than the
Sheriff, who is elected by and directly accountable to the people.

Sincerel

ADAM CHRISTIANSON
Sheriff-Coroner
Stanislaus County

cc: Supervisor Jim DeMartini, Chairman
Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors

Judy Navarro, Foreperson Pro Tempore
Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury 2013-2014

Stan Risen, Chief Executive Officer
Stanislaus County
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Telephone: 209.525.5400 « Facsimile: 209.525.4588 [
Vara

JILL SILVA
Chief Probation Officer

July 23, 2014

The Honorable Loretta Murphy Begen
Presiding Judge

Superior Court — Stanislaus County
PO Box 3488

Modesto, CA 95353

Dear Judge Begen:

On June 23, 2014, the Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury forwarded their report on Case #
14-21 GJ detailing their findings and recommendations following the annual inspection of
custodial facilities in the county as mandated by California Penal Code Section 919(b). Thank
you for the opportunity to respond to the comments and recommendations of the 2013-2014
Civil Grand Jury. We value the opinion of the Grand Jury and recognize the need to have
others from outside of our organization review the conditions and practices of our facility.

RESPONSE TO FINDINGS

1. Finding: The current staffing levels at the time of inspection were short twenty percent
for Deputy Probation Officers and six percent for Probation Corrections Officers.

Response: The department partially agrees with the finding.

Clarification is needed regarding this finding. The Stanislaus County Civil Grand Jury
completed their site visit to both the Juvenile Hall and the Juvenile Commitment Facility
on January 13, 2014. Although the department agrees that staffing shortages exist and
acknowledges having difficulty finding qualified candidates to fill vacant positions, the
vacancy rates reported by the Grand Jury were not accurate. At the time of the
inspection, the vacancy rate for Deputy Probation Officers I/Il/Ill was 11% and not the
20% as indicated in their findings. The vacancy rate for Probation Corrections Officer
/1111 was 9% and not 6% as noted in their findings. The department continues going
through the recruitment process for both positions in order to fill the necessary

positions.
0O  Adminislration 0O Adult Division 3 Juvenile Division O  Juvenile Institution
2215 Blue Gum Avenue 861 11th Street, Suite B100 2215 Blue Gum Avenue 2215 Blue Gum Avenue
Modesto, CA 95358-1097 Modeslo, CA 95354 Modesto, CA 95358-1097 Modeslo, CA 95358-1097
Telephone: 209.525.4598 Telephone: 209.567.4120 Telephone: 209.525.5400 Telephone: 209.525. 4580

Facsimile: 209.525,5486 Facsimile: 209.567.4188 Facsimile: 209.525.4588 Facsimile; 209.525.5469




The Honorable Loretta Murphy Begen
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2. Finding: The facilily is clean and well maintained, and staffed with personnel who
are highly motivated to help juvenile inmates. The SCCGJ was very impressed with
the current staff.

Response: The department agrees with this finding.
3. Finding: Current vocational programs are outstanding and very educational.
Response: The department agrees with this finding.
RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Recommendation: /ncrease recruiting efforts to fill present and future staff
positions,

Response: The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding
the implemented action.

The department has consistently made efforts to reach qualified candidates by
attending job fairs, meeting with criminal justice students at local college campuses
and providing volunteer/internship opportunities. We are committed to bringing in
highly qualified candidates and are always looking for different ways to broaden our
prospective pool of candidates. We recently hired a new Human Resources Manager
for the department who has a vast array of experience in recruiting and hiring peace
officers from his previous employment. His knowledge and new ideas in recruiting
qualified officers will benefit both this department and the county in the future.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the comments and recommendations of
the 2013-2014 Civil Grand Jury. Please extend my appreciation to the members for
their time and efforts in conducting a thorough site visit.

Sincerely,

BvA ke

Jill Silva
Chief Probation Officer
Stanislaus County Probation Department

cc:  Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors
Stan Risen, Chief Executive Officer
John P. Doering, County Counsel




