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I COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICE

JOHN F. JOHNSTON
- County Executive Officer

September 28, 2004

Board of Supervisors

County of Ventura

800 South Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009

2003-2004 VENTURA COUNTY GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT RESPONSES

Recommendation:

That your Board approve the responses to be submined to the Presiding Judge of the

Superior Court in accordance with State statute.

Discussion:

Penal Code 0933.05 requires that your Board comment on the findings and

recommendations of the Grand Jury pertaining to county government under your

I
authority. Elected officials file their responses directly with the Presiding Judge within

60 days after issuance of the initial report. Elected official responses are included in

this compilation for your information. Responses from appointed Agency and

dep~irtment heads have been coordinated through the County Executive Office and are

submitted for your review. For your reference, the report titles and respondents are

summarized on the aftached schedule. The Grand Jury has indicated that nine

responses are due from the Board of Supervisors. Responses to each issue were

prepared on your behalf by CEO staff and are included in the compilation.

If your Board elects to amend these comments or add additional comments, staff, at

your direction, can make such changes and additions prior to submifting the responses

to the Presiding Judge. The compilation of responses will serve as your Board's

response to the 2003-2004 Grand Jury Final Report and will be filed as indicated in the

above-recommended action along with any additional comments your Board may wish

to make. Should you have any questions or require additional information regarding this

item, please contact Tom Womack at 654-3656 or Kathleen Van Norman at 654-2566.

1\\
HN F. J NSTON

County ecutive Officer

c: Auditor-Controller Fire Protection District

Human Services Agency Health Care Agency

Sheriff's Department County Clerk

District Attorney Probation Agency

Area Agency on Aging Drug and Alcohol Advisory Board

Hall of Administration L # 1940

800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93009,(805) 654-2680. FAX (805) 654-5106



RESPONSES TO THE 2003-2004 VENTURA COUNTY

GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

REPORT TITLE RESPONDENTS

REPORT NO. 01

Anatomy of an Audit Auditor-Controller

Board of Supervisors

Human Services Agency (requested)

REPORT NO. 02

City of Oxnard River Ridge Revisit No County Response Required

REPORT NO. 03

County Jail Inmate Health Care Sheriff

REPORT 110. 04

Elder Abuse in Ventura County Board of Supervisors

District Attorney

Human Services Agency (requested)
Area Agency on Aging (requested)

REPORT NO. OS

Elections and Local Appointment Lists Board of Supervisors

REPORT NO. 06

Emergency Preparedness Plans Fire Protection District

REPORT N0. 07

Moorpark Excessively Aggressive Code No County Response Required

Enforcement and Development Process

REPORT NO. 08

Oxnard Community Redevelopment No County Response Required



REPORT N0. 09

Public Records Act Implementation Board of Supervisors

Auditar-Controller

Sherrff additional

Santa Paula Firefighter Utilization Fire Protection District, Chief (requested)

REPORT NO. 11

Underserved Children in Ventura County Board of Supervisors

District Attorney

Human Services A enc re uested

REPORT NO. 12

Urgent Care in Ventura County Board of Supervisors

Health Care Agency (requested)

REPORT NO. 13
I

Ventura County Contracting Practices Board of Supervisors

REPORT NO. 14

Ventura County Emergency Operations SheriN

Center Board of Supervisors

Fire Protection District, Chief re uested

REPORT NO. 15

Voter Registration Safeguards County Clerk

REPORT NO. 16

Weed Abatement Works! No Response Required

REPORT NO. 17

Proposition 36 lmplementation Board of Supervisors

District Attorney
I Sheriff

Health Care Agency (requested)
Probation Agency (requested)

i Drug & Alcohol Advisory Board

additional

1

I



1 RESPONSE_ TO

THE 2003-2004 VENTURA

COUNTY GRAND JURY

FINAL REPORT

II



1

FY 2003-04 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

I

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

Report NumberReport Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 01.

I

Title:Anatomy of an Audit

Required

R?spondents: Auditor-Controller

1 Board of Supervisors

I
Requested

Respondent:Human Services Agency

i

I I
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4s, `CHRISTINE L. COHEN ftl> i CHIEF DEPUFES

AUDITOR-CONTROLLER 1=1= JAMES M. TAMEKAZU0,
O
O
,//$,r''4,

County of Ventura
i

LOUISE WEBSTER
1. "f

800 South Victoria Avenue i t~t`,4----

O
b SANDRA BICKFORDi

4\\ Ac-
Ventura, Ca 93009-1540 \\t\\\\ttt\\>>> MERCY GmECO

May 12, 2004

R
Honotable Bmce A Clark = r-

Pnesiding Judge

ISuperbrCeurt of Cahhmia, Ventura County
MAY 1 q2004

VENTURA COUNTY
GRANO JURYVenhira County Hall of Justiee

800 S. Vehria Avenue

Venhm,CA 93009

Dear Judge Qark:

In acoordarne wlth Pertal Code Section 933 05, the Auditor-Controlle(s OFF=e pmvides the followmg response to the

Ventura Coun 2003-2004 Grand Jury Report, entiUed Anatomy ofan Audd

Findinas F-01 throuah F-09 We cor=ur with Oie Grand Jury's findmgs
I

Recommendabon R42. "Audll Division should perhdically revbw and also enforce the correchve actnns

miiated by HSA "

I

Response- In accoRlance wRh tte County's AdminktnOve Manual, the Gounty Execubve Office is

I
resporeibk for and dkl mon0or the conective acOons inrtiated by HSA. Six months ier eorreceve

acOons have been repo0ed as coniplete, the Audit Division will schedule a follow ts audrt to veify

that correcthe actions have been implemented Acoomplishment of the folbw up audrt will be

deper&nt on the availatil of audit msources and olher audft prionties.

Recommendabon R-03 "Audit Division and HSA should develop more effechve conbngency ptans to oover

key personrel changes "

I

Resoonse Althot$h we agree wih the spmt and mtent, vm will not be abk to rmplement Uie

recommendaOon CurrenOy, the Audit Divisbn has seven and h scheduled to lose two authonzed

audR staff posibons by July 1, 2004, because of budgetary reducbons. Of the seven auOnonzed

Ipos~ons, foiir are vamnt because of budgetary constmints and also the hinl heeze We do not

have suHkent audit aesources to establish a meamngful audrt program for the County let alone

audit resources to clevebp more effectve contirgerny plans to cover key personnel changes

We appreciate the opporiunfty to respond to this Grand Jury Report If you have any queshons or need addihonai

mformaOon, please cidl me at (805) 654-3113.

I

I Smcereiy,

CHRISTINE L COHEN
I

Auditor-Controller

v/
oc Grand Jury

I

Phone (805) 654-3151 Fax (80S) 654-5081 auditor countyofventura.org chnstme cohen@mail co ventura ca us

I I
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11 OFtCounty of Ventura
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a COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICEa C41?
MEMORANDUMyf&i

iiIFOVtt

DATE:August 30, 2004

TO:Thomas W. Womack, Chief Deputy Executive Officer

FROM:Jim Becker, CEO Management Analyst

SUBJECT:Response to 2003-04 Ventura County Grand Jury Report NO. 01 entitled

"Anatomy of An Audit" on behalf of the Board of Supervisors

R-01: HSA should continue to employ and maintain corrective actions that were
recommended by the Audit Division.

Response: Concur. The CEO should veri completion of the corrective actions and

the Audit Division of the Auditor-Controller's Office should conduct a follow-up audit six

months from the June 30, 2004 date that HSA reported to have implemented the

corrective actions.

R-02: Audit Division and HSA should develop more effective contingency plans
to cover key personnel changes.

Response: Concur. Contingency plans developed by HSA and the Auditor-Controller's

Office to cover key personnel changes would contribute toward expediting audit

completions; however other departmental operational factors, such as staffing

resources and audit and workload priorities, may extend the time required to complete
particular audits.

I

I I
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i. Ted Myers
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,iHuman Services Agency
Direcior*. t"tf,t
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June26,2004 E $ $SIPEOPCO
VENTUAAC uN

T

Honorable Brucc A. Clark JUL 1 2004
Presiding Judgc

Supcrior Court of Califomia, Vcntura County

Ventura County Hall ofJustice
OFFICE OF THE

SOO South Victoria
AvcnuePRESIDINGJUDGE

Ventura, CA 93009

I

Dcar Honorable Judge Bruce A. Clark:

This ietter, in duplica(e, is in response to your lctter dated April 2S, 2004, regarding Grand Jury

report entitlcd, Ana(omy of an Audit. A response is rcquircd within 90 days of issuance of the

Grand Jury report. We will provide an appropriale rcsponsc to each finding and

rccommendation.

Finding f-01 through F-09. Wc concur with thc findings.

We arc rcquircd to raipond to Recommcndations R-01 and R-03. We are not required to respond
to Rccommcndalion \\-02

R-01. HSA will implement by June 30, 2004, thc necessary correclive action as recommended

by thc Audit Division.

R-03. iiSA has implementcd cross training in many of our Fiscal areas to cover kcy personncl
changes. V\\rc wili continuc to cvaluatc kcy Fiscal arcas rcquiringcontingency plannin should

pcrsonnel changes occur.

If you liave any questions or shoulci you require further assistance, please contact Barry

Zimiaerman, Director of Administration, at 652-7525.

Sincerely, 9
aw

?,
Ts

i

-

"-.

pl/
%

lu
QI Itli

\\,&liltip
coullll G

HUMAN SERVICESibGEHCY

505 Poli Slreet. Ventura, CA 93001 (805) 652-7601 Fax (80S) 652-7571

Integrity *1. Compasslon % Empowerment
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FY 2003-04 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

Report Section Report Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 02.
I

Title: City of Oxnard River Ridge Revisted

Required

Respondents: No response required from County of Ventura

I

H



FY 2003-04 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

Report Number Report Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 03.

I

Title: County Jail lnmate Health Gare

I

I
Requlred

Respondents: Sheriff's Department

I

I

I



1-%x VENTURA COUNW BOBBROOKS
SHERIFF

44
-

\\ SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT ' CRAIGHUSBAND
I UNDERSHERnWi:,

800SOUTII VICTORIA AVENUE, VENTURA, CA 93009 PHOHE (805) 684-2380 FAX (80S) 645-1391

I REGEIVEO
June 14, 2004

JUH 162884E E e EI%o&o&T
I

I VENTURA COUNTY SUPE

Honorable Bruce A.
aEaffWB&g$Vsmsp0ANDJURY

JUN 15 2no4
Superior Court of California, Ventura County

Ventura County Hall of Justice
OFFICE OF THE

800 SO. Victoria Avenue
PRESIDING JUDGE

I

Ventura, CA 93009

Dear Judge Clark:

I

Re: Response to the 2003-04 Ventura County Grand Jury Report enttled

County Jail Inmate Health Care

In accordance with California Penal Code secton 933(c) this letter is a response

to the findings and recommendations of the 2003-04 Ventura County Grand

Jur,s Report entitled Counfy Jail Ir mate Health Care. The following is my

response.

Recommendation:

R-01: CurrenUy the East Valley jail operates only from 9:00 p.m. to 4:00 a.m.

daily and has no medical staff because of btidget constraints. Should the

neid arise to operate this facility again on a 24-hour basis, the contract

I
between CFMG and the VCSD should be modified in order to provide the

needed medical staff as found at the main jail and at the Todd Road (ail.

I
Resoonse to R-01:I

We accept your recommendation that should the Easl County Jail reopen as a

24-hour booking operation that the medical contrad should be modified to ensure

the same Slate Trtle XV minimum medicai standard as is maintained at the other

detention facilities.

Deputy Sheriffs screen inmates before booking at the East County Jail with the
I

knowledge and understanding that onsite medical care is not avaiiable. The

standard for acceptance for these arrestees is elevated due to this fact. AJI

O SPECIALSERVICESa FATROL SERVICES O DETEWON SERVICES i3 SUPPORT SERVICES

6401 Tcltpbonc Roa,L Suitc 200 2101 E~st Olsen Ro~d 800 South Vrtoria Avtnue 800 South Vicloii Aven uc
Vcrtlura, CA 93003 Thonu nd Oaks, CA 91362 VeAlura, CA 930D9 Vcnutn, CA930D9
(S05) 4/7 7011 FAX (805) 411-70iO (80S) 494-S261 FAX (80S) 4%4-8295 i8OS) 654-2305 FAX (805) 634-3SOO (805) 684-3926 FAX (80S) 654-Z109

I1



Jail Inmate Health Care

June 14, 2004

Page 2 of 2

arrestees with medical/psychological concerns are diverted from the East County

Jail to the Pre Trial Facility whire there are full-time medical staff and resources

avaiiable.

We agree with the ooncept that adding full-time medical staff to the East County

Jail would enhance our ability to provide the State minimum medical care in all

our facilities and allow us to accept those inmates that would have been diverted

to the Pre-Trial facility due to medical concems. However, we have determined

through evaluation, that it is not reasonable or cost-effective to do so considering

the limited amount of inmates processed at that facility. It is more reasonable to

exercise due caution and concern by diverting these arrestees to the PreTrial

facility where these resources are available.

In conclusion, I thank the Grand Jury for its recommendation, and their ongoing
constructive input relating to public safety issues.

Sincerel

BOB
BROOK

Ventttra County Sheriff

I

I

I

I

I I



FY 2003-04 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

I Report Number Report Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 04.

Title:Elder Abuse in Ventura County

I

Required

Respondents: Board of Supervisors

District Attorney

Requested

Respondents: Human Services Agency

Area Agency on Aging

I

I

I

i

I I



41 OF vt4,

a Cii COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICE
wr MEMORANDUM
4tJrort

DATE: July 29, 2004

TO: Thomas W. Womack, Chief Deputy Executive Officer

FROM: David Stoll, CEO Program Management Analyst

SUBJECT: Response to 2003-04 Ventura County Grand Jury Report NO. 04 entitled

"Elder Abuse in Ventura County" on behalf of the Board of Supervisers

R-2: The increasing elder population within Ventura County requires that

additional funding be sought to adequately serve elder abuse victims either

through federal grant funding or appropriations from the county's general fund

when adequate funding reserves are available.

Response: The Board will consider elder abuse along with other county funding

priorities. Given the funding shortOall in the current gener;,l fund budget not all county

needs can be met. When grants become available, they will certainly be considered

and utilized if the matching funds are available.

If you have additional questions, please contact David Stoll at 654-3838.

C: Paul Derse

I I
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iii16'tb

tl ;$tii 1,\\
.-

i*

County of Vcntura, State of California-,1
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MICHAEL K. FRAWLEY, Chief Dq)uty

GREGORY D. TOTTEN VENTURA COUNTY su
Crimin~il Prosecutions

District Attorney JEFFREY G. BENNETY, Ctiiei Dcputy

JUL 15 2004 spc cial Proseauait~ni

PATRICIA M. MURPHY R. THOlAS HARRIS

Chief Assistant District Attorney OFFICE OF T1-iE si)etial Assistint District j\\llorney

PRESIDING JUDGF GARY G. AUER, Chia(

Bureau of InveSliiation

.lt'iy i4. 2004 O
?Q

fas

*
v.

li
&l hc tlonorable Brtice 1\\. Clark

Presiding Judge oi` the Superior Court
w 1%%i

lCona venut

Ite: llcsponsc to the Vcntu ra Count, 2003-2004 Grand Jury

hklaf\\3alp
Go\\iltll

Vcntura,Califurnia 93009

t entitled, Elder Abiise

i,, Ve~ll~lrn Col,llli?

Dcar Judgc Clftrk:

As reqnired by Caiifornia Penai Code section 933.05, this letter is a response to the findin&s and

recommendations of thc Veniura County 2003-2004 Grand Jury rcport entitled, Efiler /lhuse in

1"i Jluru t"oi~n,), (hercinafter "Grand Jury Rcport").

lany of the lindin&s oi` thc Cirand Jnry invulve processes oceurring in departmenls other than

lhc Oi lice of ihe District Attorney. ! havc no knowledge that an), of the iindinils are in error and

1 concur with the findings 16 and 17, which reference the Office of the Distrtct Attorney.

Itcsounte to Recommendation:

In relercncc to the Grand Jt'ry Report's recommendation R-O I:

1\\-01: ,l.here \\s a nced for an increased lcvel of outreach with the Ventura County

District Attorncy's Oflice Victini Assistance Unit, and thc Vcntura Couniy

l:inancial Abuse Specialist Tcam (`Li:AST?') to immediately address the critical

necds identilicd in thc eldcr abuse problcm within Ventura County.

1 concur lhai an incrcascd le\\:cl of,outreach io thc elder population of Vcntnra County is ncedcd.

In 2003, ncarl)' threc htindrcd victims of elder iibusc rcceived services through our Crime

Victims l\\ssistancc Program. Thc population of older adults is rapidly rising. l~ht increascd

numbcrs uf eldcrly who havc homc equity, stocks and retirement savings continues io be an

Hall of luStiCc, 000 South Vicla~ril Ave.. Va tirl. (1,\\`).300q t\\,ww.vcntura.org /vcda/ (l10SJ (,5il-2;()0 Fax (nOS) 654-38SO e

I I



. I'hc lli'noriiblc 13nice A. Clark

Jtll\\' i4 2004

Pi1('c 2
C

a\\traclive target llor financial abuse. Elders who aren't physically capable of caring for

themsclves arc at risk oi`physical abtise, neglcct and scsual eiploitation.

Yet. as the population oi` oldcr adults is on the rise, resources are being reduced. The OIYice of

thc District Attorney has experienced a loss of 20 attorney positions, 12 investigator positions
and 16 support staff positions sincc February 2002. Moreover, our Crime Victims Assistance

Program stal~i- has been reduced from 25 to 17 positions due to budget constraints during the

same time period. One of the ways we ;lre dealing with thc lack of budgetary resources is

throtigh voltinieer assistance. On average, len to lii.tccn volunteers provide between 200 and 500

hotirs of service per month in assisting victim advocatcs.

Prcsentl,'. District Attorney staff reviews reports that are received by our office daily from each

law enforcemcnt agenc)' In clder cases, a victim advocale will make contact with the victim

within 72 hot\\rs. EIder victims are offered
a
comprehensive range of services, including

crisis

intervention. emcrgenc}' iin;mcial assistance. oricntalion to the criminal justice syslem.

rcstitution assistance. and ;ipplication io the State Victim oii Crime Compensation Proa~ram.
"

13istrict /\\tlorney staiif provides clder victims snpport dnring court appearances and interviews

with law enforccmcnt. District Altorney st;iff physically accompanies the elder to the courtroom

and remain during ihc court ;ippcarance.

District Atlorney strifi, promotes public awareness of services for elder victims throuth the use of

puhlications. public media and presentations to cammunity gronps, service clubs. and senior

housing projccts. In addition, District Attorney staff attends regular meetings of the Interagcncy

Eldcr l\\blise Council, Ventum (ount)' Partncrship for Sai`e Fainilics. and FAST.

Elder abtisc is
often the rcsult of the samc power and control issues that mark othcr acts of l~amily

violence. Eider abnse thrives in silencc. Its \\;ielims are often too ill, too afraid. or loo

einbarrassed to ask for help. District Atiorney staff operates a Family Violence Prevention

i

(.enter. The objective of thc Center is to provide a range of intervcniions and services for

\\'tctims of dOITLOStiC violcnce, including elders. Elder victims receive i*rce assistance in obtaining

protcctive orders.

rhcrc is a nccd i'or resources to allow otitreach to adult only communities, homcbound elders,

mobile homc parks and senior Itving housing fcilities in order to educate elders who arc less

active in the ct)mmnnity and thns more vuincrable tO VICtilTII2SliOn. foward this goai? lhis oft`ice

has committcd to \\l?orking with Aduli Protective Services to develop a joint presentation to

I t



-i'hc I ianorabic Brucc A. Clark

Jtll)' 14 2004

p. 1dge,

educate thc community on
elder abusc and crime prevcntion. This will allow the two agcncies toI

sharc resourccs. fhe elder communitv will dircctly bcnefit if more rcsuurces become available

to do grcaler outreach.

Verrt y yours?

I

GREC; Y L). TOT~fEN

District Attorney

GD1*/dm

pc: John F. Johnston. Countv Esecutive Ofliccr

David l?ricdlander, Vemura (ount); Partnership for Safe Families

Joan Virginia Allen, l;inancial Abusc Specialist Team

K tlt,,ich tici ",la\\thr,lnoO00411.2Jt~dsrt iark _lildcr abusc t;J Itirtniscl,7i)

I

I

I

I
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July 21,2004

I VENTURA COUNTY SUPERIO

The Honorable Bruce A. Clark JUL 2 6 2B04
Presiding Judge

Superior Court of California, Ventura County
OFFICE OF THE

Ventura County Hall of Justice

Llii\\r
Gtl\\ilti9

Ll?tflogVentura, CA 93009

Dear Judge Clark,
lil 6 1\\

\\i\\t

.'4t

.

1.: V
,, 1* " .q.I,i L li\\

This is in response to t e letter ate ay 4 requlring r itothi htura

County 2003-2004 Grand Jury report, ElderAbuse in Ventura
..

;itman Services

Agency is appreciative of the positive findings of APS and the acknowledgement of the

hard work and the passionate dedication of our APS staff. We are proud of the program
and the difference it makes in the quality of life for elders and dependent adults oO

Ventura County.

Grand Jurv Conclusions:

C-01. The incidence of elder abuse is on the rise within Ventura County. The APS is

actively involved in a public education program to increase the general public

awareness, concerning the necessity of assisting individuals who are involved

I
with elders so that they are less at risk. APS educates them in how to report
incidences of abuse affecting seniors.

I

C-02. The APS staff has developed a comprehensive plan to address the incidence of

elder abuse through the established network with the District Attorney's Office,

FAST and other agencies within Ventura County.

C-03. The APS has developed a comprehensive training program for its social worker

staff and the mandated reporters to address the elder abuse problem

HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY

505 Poli Street, Ventura, CA 93001 (805) 652-7601 Far (805) 652-7571 1

Integrify *i Compasslon *1* Empowerment

I I
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Grand Jurv Recommendations:

I

R-01. There is a need for an increased level of outreach with the Ventura County

District attorney's Office Victim Assistance U nit, and FAST to immediately

address the critical needs identified in the elder abuse problem wUhin Ventura

County.

R-02. The increasing elder population within Ventura County requires that additional

funding be sought to adequately serve elder abuse victims either through federal

grant funding or appropriations from the County's general fund when adequate

funding reserves are available.

R-03. The Ventura County Area Agency on Aging should assume a more active role on

the issue of elder abuse either through its Advisory Council Meetings or staff

involvement with the APS.

Human Services Agency Resoonses:

1. Ventura County District Attorney's Office Victim Assistance Unit and Human

Services Agency support increased outreach. FAST has been an excellent

partner and forum. The Ventura County Partnership for Safe Families, working

with Elder Abuse Prevention Council, that serves as a sub-committee to the

Partnership, and FAST presented a one-day seminar on recognition of the

warning signs of inancial abuse of elders and dependent adults, how to prevent
abuse, and if it has already occurred how to help APS, law enforcement and the

DA's office to prosei;is 9erpetrators. Approximately 100 professionals attended4

the seminar, including: law enforcement, CPAs, Financial Planners, a0orneys

practicing elder law and estate planning, APS social workers, Senior

Ombudsmen, bankers, and other professionals that work with elders and

dependent adults. In addhion to APS having active membership in the

Partnership, APS coordinates mandated reporter training presentations with the

Partnership that also does mandated reporter training. APS has had a good
working relationship with the District Attorney's office to coordinate prosecutions,
but has also contacted the District Attorney's Victim's Unit to partner in providing
outreach to elder communities and organizations. Outreach has also be

provided through the State Attorney General's office elder abuse awareness

campaign. In Ventura County, cable TV commercials, radio ads, newspaper ads,

and bus-stop signs were purchased, as well as free public service

announcements ran from April 2003=April 2004. Human Services Agency will

continue to participate Jn outreach efforts, to the level that our current budget will

allow.

2. The Human Services Agency has developed a grant writing comminee to look at

grant opportunities. For grants that are not available to County government, HSA
will help assist local non-profits to apply for these funds. As for increased

I !



appropriations, federal legislation, SB 333
-

Elder Justice Act, if passed may

provide federal funding to states and counties. This funding may provide the

means to hire staff for outreach, and to provide direct services. In addition to

support directed at passing this federal legislation from County Welfare Directors

Association and its lobbyists, support and letters and phone calls have been

made by members of the Partnership for Safe Families in an effort to get this bill

moved forward. Due to the reduction in the County budget, t,,o APS social

workers were laid off effective June 30, 2004.

3. APS is open to a closer relationship with AAA and working together in providing
seamless services between programs. Like the recent APS budget reductions,

AAA is slated for a 5% budget reduction of state funds. During the last two years
legislation has been passed that would pilot service integration of AAA, APS,

IHSSIPCSP, Public Conservator, and institutional care under a single
administraton to provide better and more seamless services to the clients, but at

present neither of these bills has passed with any appropriations. The concept of

better service integration would provide for improved services, but may be

delayed due to implementation costs during tight budget times, but is likely to

eventually be implemented through legislation. It would result in all these

services falling under one State agency rather than Califomia Department of

Aging, California Department of Social Services, and California Department of

Health Services as things are currently operated.

Sincerely,

/

Ted Myers

Director

Human Services Agency

I

3
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county of ventura
Area Agency on Aging

ViCOoriaA thJmp

Dtedor

August 11, 2004

Honorable Bruce A. Clark

Superbr Caurt af Catiomia, Ventura County

Venttira County Hall of Justice

800 S. Vidoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009

RE: Elder Abuw in Ventura County

Dear Judge Clark;

The Ventura County Area Agency on Aging (VC) agrees with the findings of

the 2003-04 Grand Jury report erttmed "Elder Abuse in Ventira County.b Eider

Abusa has been and will oontinue to be a cormm in Ventun Couoty.

AddNionally,VC# anmiallyr a srnail arrmiartd rrwBy under OieO

Americans Act to pro\\fide grants for Elder Abuso. Past grantees have induded

the District AnomeJs ofOne and the Eider and Depsadmt Aduft ,`tbuse Caind

(fomer the VenhJra County Elder Abuse Council). Furthemtore,.n FY 200243,

theVC Advbory Cauncil provided a grant to One Eklerand Dcparfrrt AduR

&buse Courbdl to fbrm ee FJnar~al Abuse Spechlkt Team (FASI In Ventura

County. Our Heatth insunnce Counseling and Advocacy Program (HICAP)

manager is a aurrsnt rrmber a~f FA%r.

In FY 2003-04, the Advhoq, Council tasM`oroe held a poe6er oontest far

emeotary schooLaged ahildren. Tha thwne of the ccriiast was \\,hat my
grandparents mean to ffB." TtE winntrg posters have been prtnted orio pla
mats and will be distributed at the oongregak rrnal s0es in ciy. Ttrm

place mats will be induded as part d a packet of ehkr abiaa` bdbarnatlon bebg

sent to each county senior oerier and meal site. Additionally, lheVC has
I

abo established a lendiaig lbrary of ener abuse vkhota ttwt wRI be made
avaiiable to oommunbased oaganizatbos, oounty agencies and senbr

centers.

Lastly, our case rrtanagcmer# proyaaru, MtiRipurposeS Servbe Prograrn
(MSSP) and Lnkages regular interaci wfth Adun Protecih~e Serv (APS).
Our case managers make repor4 to and aflan reOeryals frm &PS.

Tarefore, irt ouropinion, recornmendatbn R-03 has alrmdyb npbmen4d.

`"Wc hav'tforyotiert tht'neaninf of, =pecf )ps'ur dderT."

646 Cotm~'Squnc Otive, Siiib 100, Vattun, CA 93003-9086 TaL (S05) 477*7300 PAX (803) 477-73 11

I f
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Plaase do not ties&te to mrrtad me at (aos) 4n-7soo w you rd any

addruonal irrhrrnation.

Sincerely,

I

VICTORIAJUMP

Direl4or

TOTAL P.03

II
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FY 2003-04 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS
I

Report NumberReport Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 05.

Title:ELECTIONS AND LOCAL APPOINTMENT LISTS

Required

Respondents: Board of Supervisors

I
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DATE: September 8, 2004

TO: Thomas W. Womack, Chief Deputy Executive Officer

FROM: Jim Becker, CEO Management Analyst

SUBJECT: Response to 2003-04 Ventura Counti Grand Jury Report NO. 05 entitled

"Eiections and Local Appointment Lists" on behalf of the Board of

Supervisors

R-01: The board of supervisors should review its current local appointment list
I

generation procedures and content for compliance with existing statutory

requirements and make changes where necessary to bring its list into

compliance.

Response: Concur. The CEO-Clerk of the Board is currently reviewing its local

appointment list generation procedures to ensure statutory compliance. The Clerk of the

Board is also expanding the database containing comprehensive information of all

Board-appointed boards and commissions that it developed and maintains on its

website. The public can access this database via their own personal computers or by

personal computers available at all Ventura County libraries.

R-02: The board of supervisors shouid review current policy regarding the

ratation of purchase orders for publication of legal notices among the several

recognized newspapers of general circulation to determine whether rotation is
I appropriate, given the differing publicity needs of different types of "legal

notices" including notices of local elections.

Response: Concur. The policy of publication of legal notices by rotation was

addressed by the Board of Supervisors at their June 22, 2004 meeting. The CEO-Clerk

of the Board will publish legal notices via The Daily Journal in one of three ways unless

required by statute to publish in a specific manner. First, legal notices requiring
publication in a newspaper of general circulation wil! be published in an adjudicated

newspaper in Ventura County that has countywide readership. Second, legal notices

having specific local interest will be published in an adjudicated newspaper in Ventura

County that is read by residents of that local geographic area. Third, legal notices

neither required to be published in a newspaper of general circulation nor having a



Response to Grand Jury Report NO. 13

"Elections and Local Appointment Lists"

September 8, 2004

Page 2 of 2

specific local interest will be published in an adjudicated newspaper in Ventura County

on a rotation basis.

The Elections Division of the County Clerk and Recorder's Office will publish all notices

of appointments in-lieu-of elections via The Daily Journal in an adjudicated newspaper
of general circulation within Ventura County that has countywide readership without

regard to publication rotation schedules.

R-03: The board of supervisors should take whatever policy action is necessary
to insure that, when the Elections Division is servicing a district election, useless

election publication decisions such as described in the complaint do not occur

again.

Response: Concur. The Elections Division policy of publishing election notices in an

adjudicated newspaper of general circulation within Ventura County that has countywide

readership should prevent such an incident from recurring.

JB

H r



FY 2003-04 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

I

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

Report Number Report Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 06.

I

Title:Emergency Preparedness Plans

Required

Respondents: Ventura County Fire Protection District

I I



VENTURA CVUNI Y

BOB ROPERFIRE PROFECTION DISFRICF
County Fire Chief

4,t~ rir,165 Durfey Avenue
i,% %. Camarillo, CA 930104586 E E e E p% GO&

3 (805) 389-9710
VEMTURA COUNTY S O T

FAX (805) 388-4$64

I 4t4
Rt JUN 11 2004

OFFIGE OF THE

PRESIDING JUDGE
I

June 9, 2004

I

Honorable Bruce A. Clark

Presiding Judge,

Superior Court af California, Ventura Caunty

Ventura (unty Hall ofJustice

800 South Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009

Subject: 03104 Grand Jury Report-Emergency Preparedness Plans

In response to the above Grand Jury Report
-

Emergency Preparedness Plans, the Fire

District is agreement with the report.
I

The Fire District has imolemented new procedures as referenced in Recommendation#2

to improve communications between fire and law enforcement agencies during

eilrgeraies.

Thank you for the Grand Jury's time and effort toward improving emergency services in

Vmtura County. I rruy be contacted at 389-9700 ifthere are any fiirther comments.

Sincerely,

Q
` iY

BOB ROPER

Fke Chief

Cammifted to Excellence... Oeiivered with Pride

Provlding protection and preservation of iife, property and environment lo: The Cfties of Camarillo, Moorpark, Ojai, Port Hoeneme,
Simi Vailey, Thousand Oaks, and the unincorporated areas of Ventura County.

II



FY 2003-04 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

Report Number Report Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 07
I

Title: Moorpark Code Enforcement and Development Process

Required

Respondents: No Response Required from County of Ventura

I

I

I

I I



FY 2003-04 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONSI

Report Number Report Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 08.

Title: Oxnard Community Redevelopment

I

Required

Respondents: No Response Required from County of Ventura

I

I

I

I I



1

FY 2003-04 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

Report NumberReport Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 09.

Title:Public Records Act Implementation

Required

Respondents: Board of Supervisors

Auditor-Controller

Additional

Respondent:Sheri f

I

1 f
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DATE: August 30, 2004

TO: John F. Johnston, County Executive Officer

FROM: Thomas W. Woma
,

Chief Deputy Executive Officer

SUBJECT: Response to 2003-04 Ventura County Grand Jury Report NO. 09 ent0led
I

"Public Records Act Implementation" on behalf of the Board of

Supervisors

I
R-1: The Board of Supervisors and the County Executive Officer should develop

and publish a written county-wide policy regardlng implementation of the Public

Records Act, with particular emphasis on proper fee charging, timely responses

to requests, record keeping for future audit, and prbper grounds for denial.

Response: The County, through the CEO will look into clarifying the county's public
records access procedures and statutory fees.

E-2: The Board of Supervisors and the County Executive Officer should consider

the development and publication of fee schedules by County resolution that are

designed to recover the total cost of responding to Public Records Act requests
that are practical and aliowable as "statutory fees" under current law.

Response: See response to R-l above.

R-3: The Board of Superviscrs and the County Executive Officer should schedule

Public Records Act compliance as a periodic audit topic.

Response: The Grand Jury's investigation was prompted by a public records

complaint concerning a City. Their report found that the records sought either simply
did not exist or were in a format not agreeable to the complainant. The Grand Jury

found no evidence to suggest non-compliance with the code. In view of these findings,

it is the Board's position that the cost of starting up a countywide record keeping system
is not warranted especially in light of today s budgetary limitations.

If you have additional questions, please contact me at 654-3656.

TWW

I I
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AUDITOR-COFffROLLER %QIii%/JAMESM. TAMEKAZU

County of Ventura
$$r`4t;l71

LOUISE WEBSTER
\\`14

I

800 South Victoria Avenue (Gt SANDRA BICKFORD
Ventura, Ca93009-1540

\\4 `,04
"tt\\hLh,>la,#>MERCY GRIECO

June 16, 2004 REOEIWED
Hononble Bruoe A. Ciark, Presiding Judge

Superior Court of Califomia, County ofVentunJUN ii 20D4

Ventura County Hall of Justice

800 South VictoriaAvenueVENTURACOUNTY GRAND JURY

Ventun, Caliomia 93009

Dear Judge Clark:

In acoorclance with Penal Code Section 933.05, the Auditor-Controllefs OFOce provides the following

response to the Ventura County 2003-2004 Grand Jury Report, enOUed Public Recards Act

Implementation:

Findings F41 through F-12: We concur with the Grand Jury s Ondings.

i Findings F 13 through F-27: Not applicabie to this response. The Ondings pertain to districts and

cities.

Findinas F 28 through F47: Noted. Although the findings pertain to County oiiiti,, we do not

have information, nor are we in a position to concur of disagree with the Grand Jury's findings.

RecommendaOon R-03: "The Board of Supervisors and the County ExecuOve OFOcer should

schedule Public Records Act compliance as a periodic audit topic."

Response: We will consider the Public Reoorals Act as a potential audit subject in the

future. However, given other audit priorities and our extremely limited audit resources, we

do not anticipate scheduling an audit on this subject in the riear future.

We appreciate the opportunity to respond to this Grand Jury Report. If you have any questions or need

additional informaOon, please call me at (805) 654-3151.

Sincerely,

CHRISITINE L. COHEN

Auditor-Controller
I

cc: Grand Jury

Phone: (805) 654-3151 Fax: (805) 654-5081 auditor.countyofventura.org christine.cohen@mailco.ventura.ca.us

i
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>'% VENTURA COUNW BOB BROOKS

4

SERIFF

, ftl.-,
*
CRAIGHUSBAND,47

'>

SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT
UNDERSHERIFF

%

r J;

800 SOUTH VICTORIA AVENUE, VENTUKA, CA 93009 PHONE (80S) 654-2380 FAX (80S) 645-1391
4

EEe EloE&r
July 26, 2004 VENTURA COUNTY SUPE RCO

AUG -S 2004

Honorable Bruce A. Clark, Presiding Judge
OFFICE OF THE

Superior Court of California, Ventura County
PRESIDING JUDGE

800 S. Victoria Avenue

Ventura,A 93009

Dear Judge Clark:

On June 8, 2004, the Grand Jury released a report entitled, "Public Records Act

Implementatian." In the report, the Grand Jury conducted an audit based upon a complaint that

one of the county's cities was refusing to release public records. Upon finding that the

complaint was not sustained, the Grand Jury decided to review lhe county's policy and

procedures for response to requests for information under the Public Records Act (PRA).

The Grand Jury report expressed concern regar4ing the coun government's lack of an overall

policy. Specific observations were made abod several county departments. One reference

was that the Sheriff's Department was not able to provide an annual audit report documenting

our response to Public Records Act requests. Further research indicates the Custodians of

Record in each of our primary PRA request sites-Central Records, Crime Lab, Dispatch and

Detentioh Services Legal Unit-do track the information you sought, but on an individual unit

basis and not department-wide.

The Sheriffs Department is in the process of developing a General Order (policy) regarding

response to requests for informalion under the Public Records Act. Along with the development

of this formal policy, SheriVs Information Bureau is developing a computenzed spreadsheet that

\\A~ill provide lepartment-wide tracking of Public Records Act requests, approval, denials and

partial releases. The Cusiodians of Record will input Public Records Act response data and

create a central repository for an annual Public Records Act report that could be made

available. That system is now in development and should be completed in the fall.

If you have any additional questions, please feel free to contact Commander Kathy Kemp at

477-1 990.

REOEiilE&
$\\Sincerely,

RECEFVED

4>rir haG 11 2004

BOB BROOKS

Ventura County Sheriff VENTURA COUNTY GRAhiD JURY

a SPECIAL SERVICES a PATROL SERVICES a DETENTION SERVICES n SUPPORT SERVICES
6401 Taltpltona Ro;ld. Suitc 2UO 2101 Eusa Olsen Road 300 Souah Vicioria Avanua Rf)O Suuih Viaoria Avcnue
Ventom, CA 93003 lhousand Oaks. CA 91362 Venium* CA 9JOD9 Ventura. CA 930D9
(805) 477-701 I FAX (S05) 477-70tO (805) 494-8261 FAX i8051 494-8295 (805) 684-2305 FAX (80S) f34-JSOD (SOi) 634-3926 FAX (nOS) 6i4-21U9



FY 2003-04 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

Report Number Report Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 10.

Title: Santa Paula Firefiahter Utilization

Required

Respondents: No Response Required from Gounty of Ventura

Requested

Respondent: Fire Protection District Chief

i

I

I I



VFENFURA COUNW

FIRE PROtECTFON DlsrRlcr BOB ROPER

County Fire Chief

uE e E iPE%0&O@T
, It,a165 Durley Avenuebib,t

VENT COUNTY SC Carnarilb, CA 930104586

i
" (805) 38&9710\\7 & MAY -7 2004

Q

FAX (805) 3884364

4
OFFICE OF THE

PRESIDING JUDGE

i

May 5, 2004

Honorable Bruce A. Clark

Presiding Judge,

Superior Court of CalIfomia, Ventura County
" "

CEIVEB
Ventura County Hall of Justice

800 S. Victoria Avenue MAY 11 2004
Ventura, CA 93009

VENTURA COUNIY GftAND JURY
Dear Judge Clark:

I have reviewed the Ventura County 2003-04 Grand Jury report entiUed, Santa

Paula Firefighter Utilkationo and I concur with the Ondings. tn regard to

Recommendation #3, the Fire District will remain available to discuss the

I agreement with the Santa Paula Fire Chief whenever he chooses.
i

Sincerely,

%
&

BOBR PER

Fire Chief

Commmed to Excellence... Deiivered wifh Pride

Providirg protection and presenratbn of INe, propertyand envlronmerrt to: The Crt~as of Carnanlb, Moorpark Ojai, Port Hueneme,

Sirru Valby, Ttsand Oaks, and ths umrwporated areas of Ventura Gotinty

I



FY 2003-04 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

Report Number Report Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 11.

Title: Under-Served Children in Ventura County

Required

Respondents: Board of Supervisors

Districi Attorney
I

Requested

Respondent:: Human Services Agency

I

I

1 I
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DATE: August 17, 2004

TO: Thomas W. Womack, Chief Deputy Executive Officer

FROM: David Stoll, CEQ Program Management Analyst

SUBJECT: Response to 2003-04 Ventura County Grand Jury Report NO. 11 entitled

"Under Served Children in Ventura County" on behalf of the Board of

Supervisors

R-2: Funding should be aggressively sought to provide for the programs outlined

in this report, rather than wait until more costly services are required.

Response: The Board concurs, and encourages H.S.A. to seek federal State, private
grants, and any ather creative means of obtaining financing.

R-3: Continued funding as wel~ as a more affordable site should be located for

Safe Harbor in Ventura.

Response: The Board concurs with the above recommendation. The District Attorney,

as lead agency is pursuing local, state and federal grants; including program in

legislalive plafform; establishing a new Safe Harbor Fund; and exploring other more

affordable locations.

If you have additional questions, please contact David Stoll at 654-3838.

G: Paul Derse

I

I I
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OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY

County of Ventura, State of California
H
ah

"$iq

MICHAEL K. FRAWLEY, Chief Deputy

GREGORY D.TOTTEN
Criminal Prosecutions

District Attomey lEFFREY G. BENNETT, Chief Deputy

W -W - w= -,'--
Special Prosecutions

PAYRICIA M. MURPHY JUN 2 2 2004 R. THOMAS HARRIS

Chief Assistant District Attorney special Assistant District Attorney

June 10, 2004 VENTURA COUNTY GRAND JURY GARY G. AUER, Chief

Sureau of Investigation

The Honorable Bruce A. Clark

Presiding Judge ofthe Superior Court

County ofVentura Hall of Justice

800 S. Victoria Avenue

I
Ventur Califomia 93009

Re: Response to the Ventura County 2003-2004 Grand Jury reporf entitled, Under-

Served ChifdreH in Ventura Coun

Dear Judge Clark:

As required by Califomia Penal Code section 933.05, this ietter is a response ta the findings and

recomm=iliations of the Ventiira County 2003-2004 Grand Jury report entitle4 Under-Zerved

Children in Ventura County (hereinafter "Gmnd Jury Report"). My responses below are limited

to matters pertaining to the Safe Harbor program and do not reflect ihy opinions on other matters

raised in the Grand Jury Report.

Resoonse to Certam Findines:
`

With respect to fmdings 19 and 20 ofthe Grand Jury Report which read as follows:

F-19: The Ventura County District Attorney's OFFice, along with CFS, caunty law

enforcement agencies and the Ventnra Coun Health Care Agency have developed Safe

Harbor to help child victims of sexual and physical abuse and severe neglect;
and

F-20: The location of the Safe Harbor site in Ventura is in jeopardy due to high cost of

the rental space and current countywide budget problems;

I concur with both findings and commend the Grand Jury for achiowledging the value of the

Safe Harbor program in helping child victims of abuse and neglect and their nonoffending family

members access vital criminal justice, medical and counscling services. I must also state my

Hallof Justice, 800South Victoria Ave., Ventura, CA 93009 www.ventura.org.Jvcda/ (805) 654-2500 Fax (80S) 654-3850 e

I I



I

The Honorable Bruce A. Clark

I June 10, 2004

Page Two

slxong support and concurrence with the Grand Jury's recognition that the Safe Harbor program

faces fmancial jeopardy due to its high rent cost for its Ventura facility and local budget cuts.

Response to Recommendation:

In reference to the Grand Jury Report's recommendation:

R-03: Continued funding as well as a more affordable site should be located for Safe

Harbor in Ventura;

I also concur with the above Grand Jury recommendation and will continue to implement such

activities in accord with my ongoing mandate to my staff to pursue other funding sources ta

support Safe Harbor (see Attachment Q. The District Attorney's Office has been the lead agency
for Safe Harbor, bearing the brunt of funding responsibility for the coordination and operating

costs through staffmg and yant funding. These budget times make it difficult to maintain this

challenging commitment when traditional district attamey functions have beccme increasingly

burdened' as a direct result of the loss of approximately 50 district attomey allocations since

February 2002 with many more likely to be lost by the end of 2005. Accordingly, we will

continue to aggressively seek out altemative funding sources as further described in

Attachment I. Moreover, when the county's budget improves, I intend to seek additioni general
fund appropriations for this vital program.

These measures will greatly aid in stabilizing funding for the Safe Harbor proyam and further

secure its position as a long-term asset in Ventura County.

V y yours,

GREGO D. TOTT

DistrictA orney

GDT/jad

,/
pc: Richard S. Hawley, Foreperson, 2003-2004 &and Jury

John Johnston, County Executive Officer

Safe Harbor Policy Board

Attachment

K:\\donehncjdt\\chroao\\2004\\L2Judgelark Safe Harbor GJ Rsponse0,61004

I I
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ATTACHMENT I

I

District ittomey's Response to Ventura County 2003-2004 Grand Jury report entitled

Under-Served Children in Ventura Counr.

Activi Im lementation of Recommendation of R-3

(1) Pnrsuit of
O

The California Office ofEmergency Services recently issued a Request for Proposal

l~ocal, State and (RFP) due June 15, 2004, for the Child Abuse Treahnent Proiyam (CHA. It is the

Federal Grants intent of the District Attomey's Office to compete for a share of these funds. If

successful, the award would strengthen the mental health services component of the

proyam by paying for staffng from the Venlura County BehavioraZ Health

Deparhnent and provide sliiff funding for District Attorney Victim Advocates to aid

Safe Harbor's non-profit service provideas in providing crisis counseling, refena! to

on-going psychotherapy, and victim advocacy senices such as restraining order

assistance, to Safe Harbor's clients.

The Distiict Attorney is poised to submit a pre-application for the Robert Wood

Johnson Foundatioa's Local Initiative Funding Parhiers (LIFP) program due July 14,

2004. This is an excitingo unique and highly competitive proVam requiring local

funders to nominate worthy programs for LIFP funding. The LFP proVam would
I

match, dollar-for-dollar, funding raised at the iocal level up to $500,000 to support
Safe Harbor services. A successful LIFP pre-application requires strong evidence of

dollar-for-dollar match-raising abiliy and a broad base of support fom local

funderi. Soon, Safe Harbor supporters will receive an invitation to participate in

aidin Safe Harbor to obtain a LIFP ant.

(2) Legislative
*

As part of the Ventura Coun 2004105 Legislative Agenda and Platfon the District

Efforts Attomey has requested that the County ofVentura advocate for funding for the Safe

Harbor proyam as one ofVentnra Cou.ity's legislative priorities. As a rerult of

incorporation into the 2004fO5 Legislatlve Agenda and Plafform, Ventura County's

lobbyists, under authorization fom the VeniLif;; County Board of Supervisors, will

be empowered to contact state and federal representatiYes to seek fmancial support
for thc Safc Harbor ro

(3) New Safe Initiated by the public's expressed interest, private citizens can now more easily

Harbor Fund financially support Safe Harbor.' The Safe Harbor Policy Board (i.e., the multi-

agency body that govems the proyar?) established a Safe Harbor Fund with the

Ventura CountyCommuni Foundation that will make it possible for the public to

contact the Ventura Couny Communiy Foundation directly with inquiries about

how to contribute to Safe Harbor, the process for qualifing their donation as a

I charitable gift for tax purposes, and other issues associated with becoming a fmpncial

supporter. It is hoped that over the long-tenr4 the Safe Harbor Fund will add

stabili towhat iscurrentl a ants-driven ro

(4) Finding a The District Attomey has held discussions with the property manager of the current

More Affordable site as well as local nonprofit medical service providers and other local agencies in

Site
an effort to acquire a more affordable altemative site in Ventura. In July 2003, the

District Attomey explored 2 12S Knoll Drive, in conjunction with the Ventura

County Public Heath Deparient, but faund the facilities to be impractical for Safe

Harbor's purposcs due to security, privacy and communication concems. The search

for an altemative site continues to the resent.

I I
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coun.n O.Iran ura
4

TedM,Human Services AgencyDire4or

I

I July 26, 2004

The Honorable Bruce A. Clark

Prusiding Judga of the Superior Court

Ventun County Hall of Justice

800 S. Victoria Avenua

I Ventun, CA 93009

Dear Judge Clark:

This is in response tc the Ietter dated May 21, 2004 requesting a response to th4
I

Ventura County 2003-2004 Gnnd Jury report entftled, Under-Served Children in

Veniura Couniy- The Human Sen~Js Agency appre6ates ttie thoughtful analysis

and condusions included In the report. We are deep comm0ted to strengthening

the linkages with the varfous service systems so that chlldren's and families' needs

can be met wfthout gaps.

Grand Jurv Conclusiot&

I

C-01 The four populatic= Sraups covered in this report are being served by HSA

and other county and cornmun agenciee, but there are still critical gaps.

I C-02 Waiting lists, staffing, interrgankational coopenUon, gislative restrictions
and limited funding can be barriers to providing services to these children.

C-03 There is a significant potential impact on not only the youth irfvolved, but on

die oommunity, both socially and finamially, i' services are deferred or

delayed and the child's probbms ara aggravated. The indidual's sftuaUon
I

can detertorate to the peint where the level of needed service has escalated

I and law enforcement, deten6on fadlrues, the court system, and hospitals

I
become invohfed at a greater cost to the community. A stRch in time saves

I nine.

Grand Jurv Recommenddions:

I

R-01 Continued efforts shouid be made to preserve and develop the programs as

outlined in this report.

I

I

tN4NSEhVA
~o6 poa awaet v~ra~Q ca asooi ana) ae-7001 Fax(ees) es2-w,

hSrhy * Gorr,paeebn it Empotpe



nNG-17-2004 08: 44 EA ADMIMISTRQTION P.03

. The Hanorable Bruce A. Clark

July 23, 2004
Page 2

.R-02 Fundlng should be aggresslvely sought to provide for th? pmgnms outiined. in

this report, rater than waft ur4il`more costly servioes are required.

R-03 Continued funding as well as a more aObrdable sfte should be locattd for Safa

Harbor in Ventun.

The Human Serviees Agency (HSA) was reques4d to respond to remmmendatiorts

R-01 and R-02:

1. HSA concurs n/fth the reoommendation but b only partial able to impiernent due
to budgt constralnts. During &e recent budget process, HSA advoaated to

restore eteven vacant chndren's s&rvioes social worker poy0ions that had been

deleted as a budget reduction. or those, four were restored. Staff continues to

carry heavr caseloads.

2. HSA aggressely seeks to implement ttis reoommsndatbn by searching for new
funding streams and finding v~ays to maximke currarit funding induding gnnts,
partnershlps and cotlaboradon and outsourcing services to oommunny-based

organizations. For exampk, ear interventn serviees at several schoeb are

Ounded by local organkations (such as First 5) praviding laatchlng funds to draw,

dewn equal amounts of uncapped federal funds.

Sheuld you have addRional qilesiions, pbase eontact me at (80si 682-7601.

Sincerely,
I

TED MYERS, DI GTOR

Human Services Agency

It

oc: Linda Henderson

TOTFL P. 1



FY 2003-04 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

Report Number Report Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 12.

Title: Urnent Care in Ventura County

I

Required

Respondents: Board of Supervisors

Requested
I

Respondent: Health Care Agency

1
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DATE: August 10, 2004

TO: Thomas W. Womack, Chief Deputy Executive Officer

FROM: David Stoll, CEO Program Management Analyst

SUBJECT: Response to 2003-04 Ventura County Grand Jury Report NO. 12 entilled

"Urgent Care in Ventura County" on behalf of the Board af Supervisors

R-1: It is recommended that the inaccuracies and misinformation in the Ventura

County Health Care Agency Directory of Services be corrected.

R-2: It is recommended that the inaccuracies on the maps of the Ventura County

Health Care Agency be corrected.

Response: The Board supports updating the Heallh Care Agency's Directory of

Services that contains the inaccuracies menLioned in R-l and R-2 above. The update
should take place as soon as funding becomes avttiiable and the necessary informationI

is collected.

R-3: It is recommended that the Ventura County Health Care Agency prepare a

Needs Assessment Study for urgent care facilities in east Ventura County.

Response: The Board supports the idea of continually assessing the needs for urgent

care facilities in all parts of the County. The Health Gare Agency is currently making

these assessmenls. The major reason for not having an urgent care facility in the East

County is the lack of resources. The agency and Board must carefully priorities the

available resources to provide the best health safety net possible for the citizens of

Ventura Caunty. The current configuration of health facilities and services reflect those

priorities, but those priorities are constantly reviewed and adjusted.

If you have additional questions, please contact David Stoll at 654-3838.

C: Paui Derse

I



HCA EIEI
Ventura County

Gg Health Care
Agency PIERRE DURAND, DPA

Health Care Agency Director

Ventura County Medical Center Administrator

Kirk E. Watson

HCA Deputy Director

Ambulatory Care Administrator

Compliance Officer

August 4, 2004

Honorable Bruce A. Clark

Presiding Judge of the Superior Court

Ventura County Hall of Justice

800 South Victoria Avenue
-

#2 120

Ventura, CA 93009

Re: 2003-2004 Grand Jury Report: Utgeiit Care in Veiitura Couil?y

Dear Judge Clark:

On May 6, 2004, the Ventura County Health Care Agency ("HCA") was provided with a

copy ofthe above referenced report by the 20032004 Ventura County Grand Jury

("Grand Jury"). The cover letter accompanying the report requested that HCA prepare a

I written response'vithin 90 days and forward it to you with a copy to the Grand Jury. The

Director ofHCA, Pierre Durand, has asked that I prepare the response on behalf of the

agency in my capaci+v as Deputy Director and Ambulatery Care Administrator.

As stated in the introductory summary te the report, the purpose of the Grand Jury

inquiry was to determine the availability of urgent care, outpatient facilities provided by
HCA to Vent\\rra County residents. Before addressing the substance af the report I

believe it would be helpful to give some context to the issues addressed by the Grand

Jury.

HCA consists of 5 different departments which work together to serve the diverse health

care needs of each and every community in Ventura County. These departments, the

Venfura County Medical Center and Ambulatory Care Clinics, the Public Health

Department, the Behavioral Health Department, the Ventura County Health Care Plan,

and the Medical Examiner's Office, fonn a fully integrated delivery system

encompassing the FII continuum of health care services.

That system provides over 1,000,000 patient and client contacts throughout the County

each year. The contacts with patients and clients who live in the east County alone

amount to over 30 million dollars in services provided. More than 85% of those services

go to underserved patients and clients for whom HCA is the health care safety net. These

2323 Knoli Drive * Ventura, Caliiornia 93003 " (805) 677-5272 " Fax (805) 677-5203

www.vchca.org

I



Honorable Bruce A. Clarke

August 4, 2004

Page 2.

individuals experience barriers to receiving medical care due to any combination of

economic, cultural or lifestyle conditions. They rely on HCA to break down those

barriers and provide the quality health care all our County residents deserve.

As such, the constant focus of the administrators, managers and staff of all 5 departments

is to increase the accessibility ofthe safety net system while maintaining the highest

standards of quality, and to do so in a financially responsible manner. Given the

complexities ofmodem health care delivery, the increasirig number of County residents

that find themselves either uninsured or underinsured, and the budget issues facing

govemment at all levels, our mission has never been more challenging. However, due to

the hard work and dedication ofHCA's 1,500 plus employees, and the strong support of

the County Board of Supervisors, we continue to succeed.

Findings

HCA concurs with all findings in the report, with the following exceptions:

F-09. Offhe eightfacilities visifed, six are under contract with fhe eounr, whereas,

VCMC andMagnolia Heallh Center are aperated directly by the County of Ventura.

Ofthe 8 facilities visited by the Grand Jury, only VCMC is operated by the County.

Although the County owns the other 7 facilities, they are operated by independent

physician contractors.
1

F-1Z. There are no urgent carefacilities in east Ventura County. causingpatients io
I drive to west countyfor their urgext care needs.

While it is true that there are no separate urgent care facilities
in any ofthe east county

clinics, every clinic in the HCA system treats walk-in patients. In fact, every clinic in the

system maintains open slots in each physician's schedule every day in orderto

accommodate walk-in patients.

I

Every walk-in patient who presents at an HCA system clinic is immediately seen by a

triage nurse. Ifthe triage nurse determines that the patient needs to be treated

immediately they will either be seen by a clinic physician on site, or transported to the

most appropriate emergency room. Ifthe triage nurse determines that the patient does
not need to be seen on an emergency basis, they will be seen as soon as the walk-in

schedule permits.

Patients are often unwilling to wait until the next walk-in appointment time and instead

choose to go to HCA clinic sites that maintain separate urgent care facilities and have a

greater capacity to treat walk-in patients.



Honorable Bruce A. Clarke
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Page 3.

Conclusions

HCA concurs with all conclusions in the report.

Recommendations

R-01. It is reeommended that the inaccuracies and mfsiriiormalion
in

the Fentura

County Health Care Ageney Directory ofServices be correcfed.

HCA will implement this recommendation. However, fiscal restraints preclude us fom

reprinting the current version of the directory. HCA updates and reprints the directory on

an annual basis. The identified inaGcuracies will be conected during the next update and

printing.

R-02. It is recommended fhat the inacturaeies on the maps ofthe Ventura County

Health Care Agency be corrected.

HCA will implement this recommendation. However, fiscal restraints preclude us from

I

reprinting the current versions afthe maps. HCA updates and reprints these maps on an

annual basis. The identified inaccuracies will be corrected durlng the next update and

printing.

R-03. It is retommended lhat the Ventura Coun Health Care Agency pYepare a Needs

Assessmenf Sludyfor urgent carefacilities in east Ventura Coun.

HCA continuously assesses facility and resource needs throughout the County. We do so

on two levels.

At each clinic site we monitor the number ofpatient visits, the length ofpatient wait
times, and general patient satisfaction with the availabili and quality of the services

provided. This is to ensure that we have the proper number and pes ofproviders in

place at each clinic, and that the site itselfis the appropriate size and configuration for

patient needs.

In order to monitor access issues coun-wide we analyze market data from HCA and

non-HCA sources alike. This is to ensure that our clinics are sihiated in strategicaliy

appropriate Iocations given current market conditions and anticipated market trends.

Generally speaking, more service facilities and resources are always needed. However,

budget restraints require that we prioritize these needs within the context of the overall

mission ofthe agency.



Honorable Bruce A. Clarke

August 4, 2004

Page 4.

Although there are no immediate plans to add urgent care facilities in the east County, we
will continue to monitor the needs of our patient population and make informed resource

reconmiendations to the Board of Supervisors.

Commendations

HCA thanks the Grand Jury for acknowledging the hard work and dedication of its

employees, and our continuing efforts to provide the best medical care available

anywhere in Vemnra County.

I hope this letfer has provided you with helpful information. IFI can be of any FLirther

assistance please feel free to contact me at 677-5272.

Sincerely,

Kirk E. Watson

Deputy Director, HCA

I

Ambulatory Care Administrator

Compliance Officer

c: Pierre Durand, HCA Director/\\ CMC Administrator1

John F. Johnston, County Executive Officer

Richard S. Hawley, Foreperson, 2003-2004 Grand lury

I
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Report Number Report Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 13

Title: Ventura County Contractina Practices

Required

Respondents: Board of Supervisors
I

I

I
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DATE: August 9, 2004

TO: Thomas W. Womack, Chief Deputy Executive Officer

FROM: Suzy Watkins, CEO Management Analyst

SUBJECT: Response to 2003-04 Ventura County Grand Jury Report NO. 13 entitled

"Ventura County Contracting Practices" on behaif of the Board of

Supeisors

R-1: The County review the information systems policies and practices to

determine best overall design, development and maintenance strategy with the

purpose of reducing long=term costs.

Response: Concur. Processes are in place to evatuate and reduce long-term costs

I re)ated to maintenance and support of County information systems.

The Board of Supervisors adopted a Countywide Technology Strategy on February i,

1997. This strategy, most recently revised June 11, 2003, includes principles and

criteria for decisions on technology investments; policy statements; guidelines on key

management issues; and a description and plan for IT architecture and infrastructure.

Reduction or avoidance of costs is one of the stated goals of the technology strategy.
I

Under the strategy, the Gounty Executive Office (GEO) and Information Technoiogy

Department [tSD) are jointly responsible for planning and implementation of technology

at the County. Both departments participate an the Information Technelogy Committee

(ITC), along with representative for the Board of Supervisors and five county

department heads. The ITC is tasked with:

Drafting and updating County Technoiogy Strategy for Board approval.
Recommending IT policies to the CEO for impiementation.

Approving aci Coun IT Projects costing $50K or more.

On-going oversight of selected IT projecls.
Identifying opportunities for countywide, technology-related effcccencies, cost

savings and operalional improvements.

Making other technology recommendations to the CEO.



Response to Grand Jury Report NO. 13

"Ventura County Contracting"

August 9, 2004

Page 2 of 2

The process for approving iT projects includes review of system lifecycle management,
planning for system operation and maintenance, and analysis of costfbenefit. Projects
costing $50K or more require evaluation and approval by ISD, CEO and ITC. The

technology oversight processes currently in place provide for coordinated system
planning and strategic resource development. Implementation expenses, as well as

longterm maintenance costs are considered in the decision-making process.

sw

I

I
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RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

Report Number Report Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 14

Title: Ventura Countv Emergency Operations Center

Required

Respondents: Sheriff

Board of Supervisors
I

Requested

Respondent: Fire Chief, Ventura County Fire Protection District

I

a "
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xVENTURA COUNTY

.
BOB BROOKS

J

SHERI]?%:

fli" SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT. CRAIGRUSBAND
I i1% UNDERSHERIFF

$7
AJ

,. \\X

800SOUTHVICTORIA AVE E, VEN u A,i44xo HONE (805) 654-23SO FAX (80S) 645-1391
4 RE E .k

June14, 2004,JUN 16 2004
VENT COUN S 3RCO

VENTURA COUNTY GRAND JURY JUN 15 2084

HonorableBruce A. Clark, Presiding Judge OFFICE OF THE
Superior Court of Caiifornia, VenturaCounPRESIDINGJUDGE
800 S. Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009

Re:Response to the 2003-2004 Grand Jury report entUed, Ventura County

Emergency Operations Center.

In accordance with California Penal Code Section 933 (c), this report is a response to

the findings and recommendations of the 2003-2004 Grand Jury report entiUed, Ventura

County Emergency Operations Center. The following are my responses:

Recommendations

R-O. In emergencies requiring coordinated efforts from agencies outside the SheriVs

Department, there should be a more defined procedure for notifying the Sheriff

that activaton of the EOC and OES is required. The procedure should include

timely notification of resource capacity before rt reaches a critical level requiring
outside support.

Response to R-01: On Saturday, October 25, 2003 the Emergency Operation

Centerwas activated according to the County's Multi-Hazard Functional Plan. At

approximately 1630 hours, the request was made by the Fire Chief to the Sheriff

who in tum instructed OES to prepare a local emergency proclamation and
activate the count,s EGC. The Coun EOC was open within 20 minutes with

the first operational period beginning at 1800 hours.

R-02. Ventura County should establish the protocols and procedures to coordinate

mulu-city, large-scale emergencies from the Ventura County EOC. In addition,

funds should be allocated for communications equipment upgrades to

accommodate coordinated responses.

O SPEOALSERVICESD PATROL SERVICES 1 O DETEWON SERVICGS tl SUPPORT SERVICES
6401 Tckphone Raad. Suite 200 21Oi East Otsen Road BOO Sot~th Vrtoria A\\"cnue 800 South Victorii Avtnue
Vaniur*, CA 93003 Thouund Oaks. CA 91362 Venturl CA 930109 Vbnaura, CA 93009
(805) 4?7-7011 FAX (805) 477-7010 i805) 494-S261 FAX (805) 494-8295 (805) 684-2305 FAX (EOS) 684-3500 (EOS) 654-3926 FAX (805145d-2t09

I I



Resoonse to R-02: The Ventura County Inter-Agency Coordination Group

(iACG) is comprised of the ten cities and various special districts. This group
meets once a month to plan and Feceive training on how lo respond to large-

scale emergencies affecting multiple jurisdictions.

ost recently, this group developed a countywide emergency management
strategy for upgrading communications for city EOCS. The IACG will spend

I approximately $300,000 under the 2004 Homeland Security Grant Program to

improve communications between coun and ci EOCS. The implementation

date is August 31,2004.
I

R-03. EOC should be allowed to purchase or upgrade the existing televisions or remote

control units.

Resoonse to R-03: Funding through the Emergency Management Performance

Grantwill be used to upgrade display capabiliti?s in the EOC. The

implementation date will be July 30, 2004.

R-04. When new space becomes available to the. County, the EOC should be allowed

to upgrade or move to new facilities.

Response to R-04: This project has been studied and an expansion plan has

been developed. Implementation is dependent on available space and funding.

The Sherifts Department appreciates the constructive input relating to pub,'c safety and"

will ontinue to seek opportunities to improve our EOC capabilities.

Sincerel

1 ffzz=1$,1,/
I BOB BROOKS

Ventura County Sheriff

2

I I
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DATE: September 15, 2004

TO: Board of Supervisors

FROM: Marty Robinson
1

SUBJECT: Response to the 2003-20C4 Grand Jury Report NO. 14 entitled, "Ventura

Ccunty Emergency Operations Center" prepared on behalf of the

Board of Supervisors

Recommendations

R-01. ln emergencies requiring coordinated efforts from agencies outside the

Sheriff's Department, there should be a more defined procedure for

notifying the Sheriff that acUvation of the EOC and OES is required. The
procedure should Jnclude timeiy notificatioi of resource capaci before it

reaches a crilicai level requ)ring outside support.

Response to R-01: Concur that procedures for activation of the EOC should be

well defined and that notificatian of resaurce capacity should be timely. The Fire

Chief has indicated that the Ventura County Fire Protection Dtstrict wti\\ be

working with Sheriff and EOC staff to further refine EOG activation procedures.

R-02. Ventura County should establish the protocols and procedures to

coordinate multi-city, large-scale emergencies from the Ventura County

EOC. In addition, funds should be allocated far cammunicatians

equipment upgrades to accommodate coordinated responses.

Response to R-02: As indicated in the Sheriff's response, there is a Ventura

County Inter-Agency Coordination Group, including all ten cities and a variety of

special districts and other key organizations, which does planning for large-scale

emergencies. There are protocols and pracedures based on the Standardized

Emergency Management Systm (SEMS) EOC activities assaciated with muiti-

jurisdiction, large-scale emergencies.
I

Interoperable EOC Communications equipment has been conditionally approved
under the 2004 Homeland Security Grant. Sheriff is awaiting final approval from

State Department of Homeiand Security proceed with tmprovements.



Response to the 2003-2004 Grand Jury report entiOed Ventura County Emergency

Operations Center

September 15, 2004

Page 2

R-03. EOC should be aliewed to purchase or upgrade the existing televisions or

remote control units.

Response to R-OS: oEs has since upgraded one television set that failed during

the 2005 firestorms. We are also expecting the arrival of two large display

screens tomorraw, Tuesday, Septerhber 14.

R-04. When new space becomes available to the County, the EOC should be

allowed to upgrade or move to new facilities.

Response to R-04: New or expanded facilities would have to compete with

other priority County capita! projects. There is an annual process for putting
projects on the capital project plan list. This project has not been submitted for

evaluation. It should be noted that due to the extremely difficult fisca! position
the County has endured, the capital projects that have moved foiward since FY

2001"02 are primarily those that have a substantial funding support from

sources other than the County General Fund.

OES has put together a committee of EOC Team members to improve EOC

operations by developing and implementing a iilow cost" plan for upgrading and
reconfiguring the existing EOC space. The plan is expected to be completed in

60 days with recommendations for additional upgrades as funding becomes

available.

G:\\Services & Support\\Kathleen\\GrandJury\\GJFinalRpt03-04boc.DOC
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FIRE PROFECTION DISTRICf BOB ROPER

Coimty Fire Chkf

bo4av r,r,
6'

165 Durley Avenue
%- Camarillo, CA 9301G-8506

i (805) 389-9710 E E e E po&o&
r
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JUN 11 2004

OFFICE OF THE

June 9, 2004 PRESIDING JUDGE

Honorable Bruce A. Clark

Presiding Judge,

Superior Court ofCalifornia, Ventura Coimty

Ventura County Hall ofJustke

800 South Victaria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009

Subject: 03f04 Grarid Jury Report-Ventnra County Emergency Operations Center
I

In lesponse to the above Grand Jury Report
-

Ventura County Emergency Operations

Center, the Fire District is agreement with the report.

The Fire Distrkt will impleriwnt new procedures as referenced in Recommendation #1 to

improve coardinatn ofths EOC activation. The Fire Diskict will meet with the Sheriff

and OES staffto fiirther polish the EOC activation procedures.

The Fire District iill imolement maetings and drils to FMher enhance the coordination

ofmulti-disciplines dwing large enTTgencies supporting Recommendation #2.

Thank you for the Grand Jury's time and affort toward improving ennrgency services in

Ventnra County. I may be contacted at 389-9700 if there are any further comments.

Sinrerely,G, R "GEIVErl
BOB ROP R

Fire Chief JUN 1 S 2004

VENTURA COUNIY GRAND J?'Y
t

Commitfed to Excellence... Delivered with Pride

Providing protection and preservation of IIOe, paoperty and environment ta: The Chies of Carrbarillo, Moorpark, OjaJ, Po6 Huenerne,
Sni Vall6yl Tbousand Oaks, and the unirrorporaied ateas of Ventura Cotmty.

iell'k JD4 tJ-p- D li tt tiAAq ai
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FY 2003-04 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

Report Number Report Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 15

Title: Voter Registration Safeauards

I Required

Respondents: County Clerk
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I OFFICE OF TNE COUnW C
i OHall of Administration, Lower Plaza#CLERK AND RECORDER:

U 800 South Victoria Avenuet!&1, J

County Clerk
Ventura, CA 93009-1210Elections'c'q

\\r (805) 654-2266

FALX (805) 662-6543I
Recorder

i,roltt\\
www.ventura.orglrecorderhenclrk htm

PHILIP J. SCHMIT

COUNTV CLERK AND RECORDER

I E E &sip'
VEhfFVFIAC

NiooltiT
June 30,2004O

JIJL e ?004
Honorable Bruce A. Clark

Presiding Judge of the Superior Court ri(

Ventura County Hall ofJusticePE
u,

41,,,800 S. Victona Avenue

Venttira, CA 93009

I

Dear Judge CIark:

In accordance with California Penai Codc section 933.05, attached is my response to thc

Ventura County 2003-2004 Grand Jury report entitled, "Voter Registration Safeguards."

Sincerely, El\\if L,&i.

4t.
Z`

4r g
I P1-IILIP J. SC IT

JUi. 1 S 2naL
County Clerk and Recorder

VENTURA COUNTY GRAND J&

PJS: js

I

I

.REGISTER TO VOTE-THEN VOTE-



Response to the

Ventura County 2003-2004 Grand Jury Report

"Voter Registration Safeguards"

F-01 through F-11 The County CIerk concurs.

R-01 County CIerk will advertise and publish a pamphlet describing the

Voter registration and purging process in Ventura County.

Response:

The County Clerk will advertise and publish this pamphlet when the budget is

I

sufficient to allow it.

R02 Response:
I

The County Clerk will make this available on the Department web site as soon as

possible. The hard copy will be made available when the budget is sufficient lo

allow it.

I

i



FY 2003- 04 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

Report Number Report Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 16

Title: Weed Abatement Works!

Required

Respondents: No Response Required

t

I

I



FY 2003- 04 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT

RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

Report Number Report Title Respondents

REPORT NO. 17

Title: Ventura Gounty Proposition 36 Implementation

Required

Respondents: Board of Supervisors

District Attorney

SheriN's Department

Riquested
Resp2ldents: Health Care Agency

Probation Agency

Additional

Respondent: Drug and Alcohof Advisory Board
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DATE: August 19, 2004

TO: Thomas W. Womack, Chief Deputy Executive Officer

FROM: David Stolll CEO Program Management Analyst

SUBJECT: Response to 2003-04 Ventura County Grand Jury Report NO. 17 entitled

"Ventura County Proposition 36 Implementation" on behalf of the

Board of Supervisors

R-1: The Board of Supervisors undertakes the reorganization of Prop 36

implementation within Ventura County in order to better accomplish the statutory

mandates and scheme intended under Prop 36.

Response: The Board concurs with the recommeridation. The reorganization should

include the establishment of a Prop 36 Oversight committee with the following

membership: Chief Probation Officer, District Attorney, Public Defender, Kud&e from the

Operations Committee, Behavioral Health Director, a representative from the iZO's

Office and a member of the board of supervisors. Once the Oversight committee is

officially designated, an MOU should be created that defines the various roles of each

agency in the operation of Prop 36.

R-2: The Board of Supervisors withdraws the Lead Agency designation from

BHDIADP and designates the County Executive Officer (CEO) as the Lead Agency

for Prop 36 management and oversight functions.

Response: The Board would like to retain HCA-BHD as the lead department for Prop

36 implementation.

R-3: Having assumed responsibility for leading Prop 36 treatment programs in

the past, BHDIADP may function as the County's expert in recommending

treatment methods and the standards of successful treatment program
completion.

Response: The Board concurs with the above recommendation.

I I



Response to Grand Jury Report NO. 17

"Ventura Gounty Proposition 36 Implementation"
August 19, 2004

Page 2 of 3

R-4: The County should address the issue of "unamenability," as described in

the statue and case law, with a view toward bringing the concept to bear in

County practice.

Response: The Board supports the idea of increased requirements in the first 30 days

of treatment and some additional reviews by the Criminal Justice departments.

R-5: In order to organize and provide actionable information to the probationary
supervision, top priority should be given to implementing an integrated

information system designed for that purpose.

Response: The Board will consider this recommendation when funding becomes

available, but it must be considered along with other County priorities.

R-6: Probation develops a basic risk management system or protocof to look at

key indicators of a client's profile to determine the risk to society.

Response: The Board generaily concurs with this recommendalion, however resources

are limited and probation would require additional resources that may not be available.

The Board would support the Oversight and )mplementation Committees' consensus in

arriving at an eOfectiveprotocol for risk management given the limited resources

available.

R-7: The immediate establishment of a mbiningful treatment completion
standard in accordance with the spirit and intent of Prop 36.

Response: The Board concurs with the establishment of meaningful treatment

completion standards if they have not already been established. The Oversight and

Implementation Committees should review and make recommendations for possible
changes to the current standards if they find them to be lacking.

R=8: The Operations and Oversight Committee be re-constituted as the

representative body for all stakeholders.

Response: The Board favors the retention of the Implementation Committee and the

establishment of an Oversight Committee as per recommendation number 1.
I

R-9: The drug testing protocof should be tightened immediately.

Response: The Board would tike the Oversight and Implementation Committees to

review new protocols already established by BHD on July 1, 2004 and new protocols
recommended by BHD Oor the first 30 days of treatment before recommending any
further changes.

"



Response to Grand Jury Report NO. 17

"Ventura County Proposition 36 Implementation"
August 19, 2004

Page 3 of 3

RIO: Though, by policy, drug testing is to be used for treatment purposes, public
safety concerns require that Probation continue to conduct drug testing.

Response: The Board concurs with this recommendation when Probation has legal

jurisdiction or authority to do testing.

RII: A goal of early and positive supervision experience should be pursued to

initially set the tone for Prop 36 treatment.

Response: The Board concurs with this recommendation.

R12: The Operations and Oversight committee should institute thoughtful and

allowable sanctions for otfenders who fail in treatment, submit positive drug

tests, or who miss treatment classes.
I

Response: The Board concurs with the recommendation. The Oversight and

Implementation (Operations) Gommittees should be utilized to accomplish thJs

objective.

If you have additional questions, please contact David Stoll at 654-3888.

I

C: Paul Derse
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MICHAEL K. FRAWLEY, Chief eputy

GREGORY D. TOTTEN Criminal Prosecutions

Distrfct Aitorney JEFFREY G. BENNETT, Chief Deputy

Special Prosecutions

PATRICOA M. MURPHV
R. THOMAS HARRIS

Chief Assistant District Attorney Special Assistant District Atlorney

GARY G. AUER, Chief

Bureau of Investigalion
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I

The Honorable Bruce A. Clark

Presiding Judge of the Superior Court
I

County ofVentura Hall of Justice

800 S. Victoria Avenue

Ventura, California 93009

Re: Response to the Ventura Coun 20D3-2004 Grand Jury report entitled Vetztura

Coun Proposition 36 Implementalion

Dear Judge Clark

i As required by Califomia Penal Code section 933.05, this letter is a response ta the findings and

recommendations of the Ventura County 2003-2004 Grand Jury report entitled, Venfura County

Proposition 36 Implementation (hereinafter "Grand Jury Report").

I concur with the findings of the Grand Jury, with the following additional comments.

Response to Findines

F-15: If a non-violent drug offender chooses not to participate
in Prop 36 treatment,

another treatment option is available under the Penal Code. In the pre-plea
diversion statute and program (c,Diversion"), a defendant may plead guilty to a

non-vialent drug usage offense and receive a
"deferred entry of judgment" in

order to obtain drug treatment. According to the statute, "The period during

which deferred entry of judgment is granted shall be for no less than 18 months

nor longer than three years." The courts closely monitor the defendant's progress,
and the criminal charge or charges may be dismissed ifthe defendant successfully

completes treatment.
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Diversion does not require a choice to never participate in Prop 36 treatment. Diversion eligible

defendants often are still eligible for Prop 36 treatment even after they fail to successfully

complete Diversion.

F-4S. Sanctions for drug-related Prop 36 probation violations fall within a three-tiered

scheme, depending on whether the violation is the defendant's first, second, or

third. The criteria used in making a ruling include the number of previous

probation violations, the nature and impact of the current violation, and public
safety concems. When the courts record a probation violation, it is commonly

refened to as a "strike" against that grant of probation.

Under the current protocol for administration of Prop 36 in Ventura County, multiple instances

of drug use are common prior to any finding of a violation of probation. For example, under the

I current protocof a treatment provider need not report to the court the fact that a
defendant has

tested positive on multiple occasions (even every day) for the use of drugs during the first 30

days of treatment. After the first 30 days of treatment, a defendant can use drugs illegally up to

anotheT five times before a treatment provider is required to report the drug use to the court. At

that time, the court may impose a strike on the defendant's Prop 36 record. This allows the

defendant to remain in Prop 36 with no consequence for repeated drug USe. The same defendant

can then use drugs three more times before again being reported to the court, at which time the

court can impose a secand strike, again with no consequence for illegal drl) use. A defendant

can then use drugs three additional times before being reported to the coirt
a third time. The

court then may issue a third strike and terminate that particular grant of probation. The

defendant may subsequently re-enroll in Prop 36 on a new grant of probation and use drugs

I illegally dozens of times again, under the same scenario as
described above, before the court

terminates hisfher second grant of probation.

F-SQ. "Only after thJee violations of a drug-related condition of probation does a

defendant lose the protection ofPenal Code section 1210.1, subdivision (a), which

requires participation in a drug treatment program and prohibits incarceration as a

condition of probation. Then, however, the court has the full range of options
otherwise available in a probation revocation proceeding, including imposing a

term of incarcerition as a new condition of probation or lifting the stay on a

previously imposed term of incarceration."

This finding is an accurate quote from an appellate case; however, it can be misleading to those

not familiar with legal terms or when taken out of context. The quote makes reference to a

finding by the court that a defendant is in violation of probation. Each judge uses his/her own
discretion in deciding whether to make a finding of a violation of probation and in most counties

judges are guided by the protocal adopted by the caunty. Technically, each and every time a

defendant uses drugs while
on probation, heJshe has vio2ated probation since a condition of the

I I
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grant of probation is that the defendant not use drugs. However, as
explained above, in Ventura

County the protocol allows a treatment provider or BHDJADP to wait until a defendant has been

found ta have used drugs five times subsequent to the initial 30-day period of treatment before

even reporting the drug usage to the court for the first time. The current protocol potentially
allows dozens of incidents of drug use, as outlined above, before probation is revoked and a jail

I
consequence can be imposed.

F-166: BHD/ADP officials rep6rted to the lury that the office of the District Attomey

has no statistics to prove that any rise in crime can be attributed to Prop 36 clients;

however, the office of the District Attorney continues to state these beliefs along

with the assertion that the substantiating statistics will eventually be collected

when BHDJADP releases the Prop 36 funds required to hire a statistician.

Property crimes rose 9.3 percent in Ventura County in 2003. An 11-week study conducted by

the District Attomey in 2004 counted how many defendants appearing in Prop 36 court during

that time period had suffered
one or more prior convictions for thefi. This study revealed that at

least 46.7 percent of defendants appearing in Prop 36 court during this period had previously
been convicted of at least one theft offense. This tells us that nearly one-half of the Prop 36

defendants are convicted thieves, a significant statistic when one considers that most property
theft crimes go unsolved. We know that molt of these individuals are unemployed, still using

drugs while on Prop 36 probation, and payini for their drug use by selling drugs or
stealing and

I

then selling property. Succinctly, unemployed drug users either deal or steal to support their

habit.

Statistical information pravided by ADP in July 2004 indicates that 58 percent of defendants

enrolled in Prop 36 were unemployed and another 11 percent were employed just part-time.
Most defendants enrolled in Prop 36 use illegal drugs in violation of probation while on the

program. The protocol implemented by ADP recognizes and accepts this. In fact, the protocol
does not mandate a treatment provider report a defendant for illegal drug use even if the

defendant uses drugs every day for the first 30 days oftreatment. Thereafter, a defendant can get
caught using drugs up to 11 additional times before the protocol calls for the defendant to be

terminated from the program. The terminated defendant can then re-enroll in the program upon
the next arrest for a Prop 36 eligible offense.

It is important to note that each use andlor possession of drugs by a defendant while on Prop 36

probation is actually an independent crime in addition to being a violation of the terrns of

probation; however, the program has made no attempt to keep a numerical count ofthese crimes.

The following statistics have been collected by the District Attomey with regard to non-drug

related offenses by defendants while on Prop 36 probation. In a period ofjust three months and

four days (April S to July 9, 2004), 40 defendants were terminated from the Prop 36 program due

I

I I



The Honorable Bruce A. Clark

August 16, 2004

Page 4

to their commission of non-Prop 36 criminal acts while under Prop 36 supervision. The new

offenses included commercial burglary, possession of weapons, petty theft with priors, battery

against an elder or dependant adult, spousal battery with injury, breaking/removing vehicle parts,

interfering with police, forgery, vandalism, false identification to police, driving under the

influence causing injury, vehicle theft, contempt of court, disorderly conduct and making

criminal threats.

As explained above, defendants on Prop 36 probation often use drugs dozens of times before

even one grant of Prop 36 probation
is terminated. Many of those individuals subsequently

begin a new grant of Prop 36 probation after a prior grant is terminated. The District Attomey is

allocated none of the more than $2.7 million received annually by ADP to run the Prop 36

program, despite the fact that the District Attomey devotes a deputy district attomey full-time to

Prop 36 court. Prop 36 is not saving resources of the District Attorney. Defendants who are

placed on Prop 36 probation often tax the resources of the criminal justice system in the

traditional manner, contesting their cases in preliminary hearings and jury trials before

eventually seeking placement in the Prop 36 program, even after contesting their guilt to a jury
and being found guilty. Thus, the Office of the District Attomey is without the resources to

adequately compile the statistics the program should have been compiling since July 2001.

BHD/ADP has accumulated a tremendous surplus (over $1 million) of funds in managing the

program. Parf of this money should be used to compile useful statistics for county policy
makers. For example, BHD/ADP reports that 35 persons completed treatment in 2001/2002 and

245 persons completed treatment in 2002/2003. One of a number of studies that should be

conducted to evaluate the success of the program would be to determine how many of those

persons have been re-arrested since completion of treatment and for what charges. A study

should be done to determine how many and what types of crimes were committed by all

defendants while on Prop 36 probation. It should be reported how many defendants have

received two, three, four or more grants of Prop 36 probation and how many "completed

treatment" and how many ccsuccessfully completed treatment."

F-183: A senior BHD/ADP official was asked to comment on the fact that, with the

exception of BHDFADP, everyone the Jury has asked about Prop 36 expresses

disappointment in the lack of success. It was stated that, "You have to be careful

who you ask." This was followed by, the "District Attomey and Probation are

mostly interested in publi safety," and they have concems even though those

concems are not backed up by data.

Claims of success should be viewed with caution unless supported by verifiable data that

indicates a
defendant has met minimum objective standards. The law dictates that successful

completion of treatment has not been attained unless "--- there is reasonable cause to believe that

the defendant will not abuse controlled substances in the future." (Penal Code section 121O(c))

I I
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To date, administrators of the program have largely ignored this statutory guideline, blumng the

line between mere completion of a treatment program and successful completion. Failure to

implement minimum mandatory requirements for random drug testing and impose a requirement

that a defendant be proven drug free for a
significant period prior to completion of treatment is

evidence that there has been no serious attempt to be guided by the law in
awarding a

I

designation of "successful completion." Policy makers should demand a clear definition from

program administrators of what gives administrators `creasonable cause to believe that the

defendant will not abuse controlled substances
in the future" before accepting a claim of SUCCOSS.

The failwe to collect meaningful data and yet claim success is unacceptable. At the outset of the

implementation of Prop 36, BHDJADP committed to collecting statistical data. In its second

year report, submitted to the Board of Supervisors on October 16, 2003, BHDJADP stated that it

has been working with a computer consultant regarding the collection of data since September

2001. To date,
no data collection system exists for tracking the criminality of Prop 36

defendants while enrolled in the program or after a
participant's ccsuccessful completion."

BHDIADP has had sole controf of the budget for the program and has accumulated a huge

surplus of funds (over $1 million at the end of year 2), but has failed to devote any resources to

collecting data that meaningfully reflects the impact Prop 36 has had on public safety. The

District Attomey has made repeated requests that BHD/ADP spend a portion of the Prop 36

funding to track data so that policy makers
can make informed evaluations and decisions.

I Resoonse to Recommendations:

In reference to the Grand Jury Report's recommendation:

R-01: The Board of Supervisors undertakes the reorganization of Prop 36

implementation within Ventura Coun in order to better accomplish the statutory

mandates and scheme intended under Prop 36.

I concur that a Jeorganization of Prop 36 implementation is necessary. State funding of this

program will terminate on June 30, 2006, and it is likely that the Board of Supervisors will be

asked to fund the program thereafter. In making funding determinations, the Board must have

useful and -accurate information. Only a short period of time remains to gather that information

and to determine if the program can be administered in an effective and fiscally prudent manner.

R-02: The Board of Supervisors withdraws the Lead Agency Designatian from

I
BHD/ADP and designates the County Executive Officer (CEO) as the Lead

Agency for Prop 36 management and oversight functions.

I I
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The Board of Supervisors will have significant funding decisions to make in less than two years

I and should assign management and oversight to the agency it feels is
best suited to provide an

objective and comprehensive eraluation of the program.

R-03: Having assumed responsibility for leading Prop 36 treatment programs in the past,
BHD/ADP may function as the county's expert in recommending treatment

I methods and the standards of successful treatment program completion.

BHD/ADP has not moved toward establishing meaningful standards for the successful

I
completion of treatment. Penal Code section 121O(c) instructs that the term `csuccessful

completion of treatment" means that a defendant who has had drug treatment imposed as a

condition of probation has completed the prescribed course of drug treatment and, as a result,

there is reasonable cause to believe that the defendant will not abuse controlled substances

in the future." This legal standard has been openly ignored and mere completion of treatment

has been equated with c'successful completion of treatment." Until random testing is
I

incorporated into the treatment program and a condition that a defendant be drug free for a

meaningful period of time (e.g. 120 days) before he/she can be deemed to have successfully

completed a course of drug treatment, there is no foundation upon which one could base

I

reasonable cause to believe that the defendant will not abuse controlled substances in the future.

This is especially true of defendants who have been using drugs for years.

Other jurisdictions have incorporated `crandom testing" in their programs in recognition of the

fact that synthetic drugs are available to mask the use of illegal drugs by defendants. The Board

of Supervisors should establish clear guidelines for how to define "successful completion of

treatment" and require compilation and submission of meaningful statistics upon which the

success of the program can be measured. Without clear definitions and accurate statistical

reporting on drug use and other criminal activity by defendants in the program, the bare assertion

that a certain number of defendants successfully completed the program is meaningless to

anyone who is evaluating the effectiveness of the program.

R-04: The county should address tiie issue of c,unamenability," as described in the

statute and case law, with
a view toward bringing the concept to bear in county

practice.

"Unamenability" is a legal standard which is ultimately the function of a judge to interpret and

apply. The judge adjudicating the majority of Prop 36 cases in Ventura County has expressed
the opinion that an expert in treatment issues might aid the court in making unamenability

determinations. This issue should be explored further with the bench and BHDFADP should

I consider hiring an expert who can offer an opinion on these matters if one is not already on staff.

While expert witness fees
are costly, the savings that may be available to the program from early

I I
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determinations of unamenability and consequent earlier terminations may significantly offset

expert witness fees.

R-05: In order to organize and provide actionable information to the probationary

supervision, top priority should be given to implementing an integrated

information system designed for that purpose.

I concur with this recommendation and the noted considerations.

R-06: Probation develops
a
basic risk management system or protocol to look at key

indicators ofa client's profile to determine the risk to society.

I concur with this recommendation and the noted considerations. Currently, many defendants

who have been convicted of misdemeanor drug offenses and are
placed on conditional release

have much more serious problems than defendants convicted of a felony and placed on formal

probation. Formal probation should be considered for defendants who have long and serious

drug histories even if the offense making them eligible for Prop 36 is only a misdemeanor.

R-07: The immediate establishment of a meaningful treatment completion standard in

accordance with the s, )irit and intent ofProp 36.

I concnr with this recommendation. There should be a distinction between "successful

completion of treatment" and
mere "completion of treatment." Those who are found to have

used drugs within several months of completion of treatment cannot be viewed as unlikely to

abuse drugs in the future and should not be deemed to have "successfully" completed treatment.

Random testing is a key component missing from the current treatment model. The Grand Jury's

recommendation of a hair follicle test showing complete abstinence from drugs for at least 90

days may not be a long enough time period, given studies that tell us the brain functioning of
I

many users does not retum to normal until
a period of 180 days of abstinence has passed.

R-08: The Operations and Oversight Committee be reconstituted as the representative
body for all stakeholders.

I concur with this recommendation and the noted considerations.
I

R-09: The drug testing protocol should be tightened immediately.

I concur with this recommendation. In addition to the considerations listed by the Grand Jury,

far fewer positive drug tests should be allowed prior to imposition of strikes and it should take

fewer positive or missed drug tests to trigger the imposition of each successive strike. All

positive and missed tests and absences during the first 30 days of treatment should be reported
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and used to trigger the imposition of strikes. Further discussion is merited as to the

consideration raised by the Grand Jury suggesting that the county pay for
a drug test when a

defendant admits drug use prior to the test. Perhaps no drug test should be administered at that

point but another form of positive reinforcement could be awarded for the admission.

R-10: Though, by policy, drug testing is to be used for treatment purposes, public safety

concems require that Probation continue to conduct drug testing.

I concur with this recommendation and the noted considerations, except that further discussion

(as noted above) is needed to explore the suggestion that the county pay for a drug test following

an admission ofuse by the defendant prior to the test.

R-l 1: A goal of early and positive supervision experience should be pursued to initially

set the tone for Prop 36 treatment.

I concur with this recommendation.

R-12: The Operations and Oversight Committee should institute thoughtful and

allowable sanctions for offenders who fail in treatment, submit positive drug tests,

or who miss treatment classes.

I concur with this recommendation and the noted considerations. The exceedingly loose

standards tor offenders as set forth in the cunent protocol set the wrong tone for the program.

Very truly your

.

GREGO D. TOTTEN

District Attomey

GDTfcb

pc: Dawn Hall, Foreperson, 2004-2005 Grand Jury

John F. Johnston, County Executive Officer `,,

Pierre Durand, Health Care Agency Director
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Dear Judge Clark:

Re; Response to the 2003-2004 Grand Jury report entitled, Ventura County

Proposiiion 36 Implementation

In accordance with California Penal Code Section 933 (c), this report is a response to

the findings and recommendalions of the 2003-2004 Grand Jury report entitled, Ventura

Counly Emeryerlcy Operaiions Cenler. The following are my responses:

Recommendations

R-O. The Board of Supervisors urtdertakes the reorganization of Prop 36

implementation within Ventura County in order to beHer accomplish the statutory

mandates and scheme intended under Prop 36.

Response to R-01: Although, as Sherirf, I agree with the spirit and intent of this

recommendation, this is a policy decision of the Board of Supervisors.

R-02. The Board of Supervisors withdraws the Lead Agency designation from

8HD/ADP and designates the County Executive Officer (CEO) as the Lead

Agency for Prop 36 management and oversight functions.

Response to R-02: This is a policy decision by the Board of Supervisors.

R-03. Having assumed responsibility for leading Prop 36 treatment programs in the

past, BHD/ADP may function as the county's expert in recommending ireatment

methods and the standards of successful treatment program completion.

Response to R-03: Support the recommendation.

Ci SPEC[l\\l. SERVICESrnP,tTROL SERVICES rnDETEHTION SERVICES D SUPPORT SERVICES
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R-04. The county should address the issue of "unamenability," as described in ihe
I

statute and case law, with a view toward bringing the concept to bear in county

practice.

I Response to R-04: This recommendation is an issue of law andfor medical

determination. I support the Jntent, but am not qualified to comment.

R-05. In order to organize and provide actionable information to the probationary
supervision) top priority should be given to implementing an integrated

information system designed for that purpose.

Response to R-05: Agree with and support this recommendation.

R-06. Probation develops a basic risk management system or protocol to look at key

indicators of a client's profile to determine the risk to society.

Response to R-06: This is an issue of law and slatute.

R-07. The immediate establishment of a meaningful treatment completion standard in

accordance with the spirit and intent of Prop 36.

Resoonse to R07: Support this recommendation.

R-08. The Operations and Oversight Committee be reconstituted as the representative
body for all stakeholders.

Response to R 08: No position on this recommendation.

R-09. The drug testing protocol should be tightened immediately.

Response to R-09: Although I support this recommendation, it remains a policy
decision by the Board of Supervisors.

R-10. Though, by policy, drug testing is to be used for treatment purposes, public
safety concerns require that Probation continue to conduct drug testing.

Response to R 10: This is an issue of operation by the Probation Agency.

R-11. A goal of early and positive supervision experience should be pursued to initially

set the tone for Prop 36 treatment.

Response to R 11: This is a policy decision by the Board of Supervisors.

I r
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I

R-12. The Operations and Oversight Committee should institute thoughfful and

allowable sanctions for offenders who fail in treatment, submit positive drug tests,

or who miss treatment classes.

I

Response to R 12: I support this recommendation.

Thank you again for allowing me to respond to your recommendations.

I
Sincere

wl,
BOB BROOKS

Ventura County Sheriff

I

I I



Linda Shulman, M.F.T.Ventura County
Behavioral Health Director

Behavioral Health Department
Michael Ferguson, M.D.Alcohol & Drug Programs

Mental Health Services Behavioral Health Medrcal Director

A Division of Ventura County Health Care Agency

August 16, 2004

Honarable Bruce A. Clark

Presiding Judge of the Superior Court

800 S. Victoria Avenue

Ventura, CA 93009

Subject: 2003-2004 Ventura Grand Jury Report

Behavioral Health Department Response

Dear Judge Clark,

This letter is in reply to the findings and recommendations contained in the 2003-2004

Ventura County Grand Jury report entitled, Ventura County Proposition 36

Implementation.

I
While in many ways the Behavioral Health Department agrees with the content of this

report-there is much disagreement in regards to the tone and with some of the
1

statements provided in the Executive Summary- Over the past 3 years, the Department

aiong with our many partners in this area, has worked diligently at implementation of

I this law and while improvements can and are being sought, the Department remains

committed to our efforts in providing services in accordance with the terms of

Proposition 36 law.

There are three primary areas that BHD/ADP has already recommended or is

recommending that should be highlighted. These three areas are referred to throughout

this report and are the main substance of our response.

1) BHDJADP believes that an Oversight Committee-which has never been

designated should be created. This Oversight Committee should then meet

and officially create an MOU which will provide clarity to the Operations

Cabinet on implementation of this law.

2) BHDIADP believes that many of the clients referred to Prop. 36 for treatment

may not be appropriate for outpatient treatment. With a greater
understanding of the patient population-BHD/ADP recommends a tighter

protocof for the first 30 days of treatment. This pratocol would include no
absences and no "dirty" drug tests (unless the client-not missing any
treatment admits to relapse prior to test.)

300 N. Hillmont Avenue
*
Ventura, CA. 93003. (805) 652-6737. FAX: (805) 652-6160

www.vchca.orgfbh
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I

3)At this time, BHD/ADP and the contracted treatment providers are

responsible for determining non compliance of clients. BHD/ADP wouldf

propose that non compliance be determined by the courts. BHDFADP would

report all activities of clients in treatment-including attendance and drug

testing results. The courts would then be responsible for determining if these

activities are violation and strikes or a normal part of treatment recovery.
Recommendations from treatment, along with Probation and representation of

the Public Defender and the D.A. would be included in this process. Details

of implementation of this procedure could be determined in the MOU by the

Operations Committee.

We have gone through each Finding and Recommendation and where we agree, we
have stated our concurrence. Where we disagree or only partially agree, we have

stated this with explanation, Throughout this response in those instances where the

Department did not feel it was appropriate to comment or did not have sufficient

knowledge to comment we have so noted. Where appropriate we have also used the

responses as an opportunity to educate in an effort to provide a wider perspective on
the issues.

Respectively submitted,

%
lJ

Lmda Sh an

Director

I

300 N. Hillmont Avenue
*
Ventura, CA, 93003, (805) 652-6737. FAX: (805) 652-6160
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Findings:

F-O 1 Concur

F-02 Concur

F-03 Concur

F-04 Concur

F-05 Concur

F-06 Concur

F-07 Concur

F-08 Concur

F-09 Concur

F-10 Concur

F-l 1 Concur

F-12 Concur

F-13 Goncur

F-14 Concur

F-15 Concur

F-16 Concur

F-17 Disagree

I

The jail programs and the work furlough Stages program are education

programs only and not treatment programs. Not all offenders with

substance abuse problems are efigible for these programs. Offenders

must fiil out a program screening form if they are interested in the

Substance Abuse Program and have 30+days left. The Drug and Alcohol

Abuse Education (DEUCE) program is onlyavailable to inmates in Quad

300 N. Hillmont Avenue,Ventura, CA. 93003. (805) 652-6737
"
FM: (805) 652-6160

wvw.vchca.orgfbh
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D of the Todd Road jail facility. Most of the offenders have experienced
trauma in their lifetime and need more than education to deal with these

underlying factors that play a major role in their addiction.

F-18 Partially Concur

Refer to response to Finding 17. The jail programs and the work furlough

Stages program are education programs only and not treatment

programs. Most PC 1000 Diversion Programs are considered education

only. One Ventura Gounty program offers prevention, education, and

treatment.

F-19 Partialiy Concur

BHDFADP concurs with the first two sentences, and disagrees with the last

sentence (refer to Finding 17 response). The jail programs and the work

furlough Stages program are education programs only and not treatment

programs.

F-20 Concur

F-2 1 Concur
I

F-22 Co, lcur

F-23 Goncur

F-24 Concur

F-25 Parfially Concur

Throughout the report the Grand Jury refers to the Oversight Committee.

This is erroneous. The Implementation Committee evolved into the

Operations Committee. hn Oversight Committee was never formed. Final

policy oversight rests with the Board of Supervisors.

F-26 Concur

F-27 Concur

F-28 Unabfe to Gomment

F-29 Unable to Comment

F-30 Concur

300 N. Hillmont Avenue
*
Ventura, CA, 93003. (sos) 652-673T. FAX: (805) 652-6160

www.vchca.orglbh
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F-3 1 Concur

F-32 Goncur

F-33 Concur

F=34 Goncur

F-35 Parfialfy Concur

Probation and Parole are responsible for supervision. BHDFADP and the

treatment providers are responsible for case management.

F-36 Concur

F-3T Unable to Commenf

F-38 Concur

F-39 Concur

F-40 Concur

F-4 1 Partally Concur

The MOA was drafted, but never submitted.

F-42 Goncur

F-43 Concur

F44 Concur

F45 Concur

F-46 PartaUy Concur

BHD/ADP agrees with all except the last sentence. On a first violation

persons afe usually referred back to treatment, which may be more

intensive.

300 N. Hillmont Avenue,Ventura, CA. 93003
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I
F-4T Concur

F-4S Concur

I

F-49 Cancur

F-50 Concur

F-S 1 Concur

F-52 Concur

F-53 Concur

F-54 Unable fo Gommenf

F-55 Unable to CommentI

F-56 Concur

F-57 Unable to Comment

F-58 Concur

F-59 Concur

F-60 Concur

F-61 Disagree

Providers recognize that some clients experiencing co-occurring mental

health and substanGe abuse disorders cannot benefit from treatment until

they have received psychiatric treatment and are stabilized on
medications. Just as a client with an acute medical condition cannot

benefit from substance abuse treatment intil their medical condition is

stabilized. Protocols have been developed for referring clients for

psychiatric services. Clients with co-occurring or dual disorders hive

different treatment needs than clients having only an alcohol or other drug

use disorder. The most frequently used treatment models include

sequential treatment of each disorder, parallel treatment of each disorder,

300 N. Hillmont Avenue
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and integrated treatment of both disorders. Several possible retationships

exist between alcohoi and drug use and psychiatric symptoms and

disorders. Alcohol and drug use can induce, worsen, or diminish

psychiatric symptoms, complicatng the diagnostic process. (Center for

Substance Abuse Treatment, "Assessment and Treatment of Patients

with Coexisting mental lllness and Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse"

Treatment Improvement Protocol Series 9.)

F-62 Concur

F-63 Disagree

BHD/ADP is unaware of any staff that made this statement.

F-64 Disagree

"Unamenable" is not a behavioral health term.

F-65 Partially Concur

The reference should be to a member of the Operations Committee not

Oversight Committee. r~efer to Finding 25 response.

F-66 Unable to Comment

I

F-67 Disagree

BHD/ADP is unaware of any staff that made this statement.

F-68 Unable to Comment

F-69 Unable to Gomment

I

F-70 Unable to Commenf

F-71 Partially Concur

BHD/ADP concurs with the first sentence. Refer to the response to

Finding 61 regarding working with clients with mental health and

substance abuse disorders. BHD/ADP disagrees with generalizing
mentally ill clients as long-term criminals. The Diagnostic and Statistical
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Manual (DSM IV) differentiates between persons with mental disorders

and persons with persanality disorders. The remainder of this finding

appears to be referring to individuais with Antisocial Personali Disorder.

There is also a difference between individuals being unable to engage in

treatment and those unwilling to participate.

F72 Partially Concur
I

It was originally understood that Proposition 36 was for non-violent drug

offenders. However, the law has been interpreted to mean that the

offender was not committng a violent offence at the time of the arrest.
1 In fact, individuals with violent criminal histories and gang involvement are

being referred to Proposition 36 by the criminal justice system. This is one
of the Oaws in the law. Treatment providers have safety concerns, and

have done a good job in averting potentially violent situations.

I

F-73 Concur

F74 Parfially Concur

This may have been true prior to the high court decision filed 8/8f03.

Penal code 1210.1 subdivisioR (b) sets forth five categories of defendants

who are ineligible for Prop. 36; #5 states "have twice failed drug treatment

as a condition of probation and been found not to be amenable to drug

treatment"- This high court decision includes defendant's who do not

show up for assessment, treatment, or probation. Since the decision, the

judge has been diligent in deeming defendants ineligible.

F-75 Concur

F-76 Parlially Concur

The Court determines strikes, when a defendant strikes out, and when a

defendant is unamenable.

F-77 Parfially Concur

The protocol states, "Clients who are resistant to treatment and refuse to

pay program fees may be determined to be non-compliantn* Clients can
not be deemed non-complaint for not paying their program fees alone.

Title 9 also differentiates between the inability to pay and the refusal to

pay.

F78 Concur

F-79 Concur

300 N. Hillmont Avenue,Ventura, CA-93003. (805) 652-6737. FAX: (805) 652-6160
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F-80 Partially Concur

An Operations Committee exists, not an Oversight Committee. Refer to

response to Finding 25.

F81 Ursable to Gomment

F-82 Parfially Concur

Refer to response to Finding 61. BHD/ADP does not refer to mentally ill

clients as being unamenable to treatment. It is important to place clients

in the right treatment. Other then MART, and the Juvenile Adelante

Court, Ventura County does not have a designated mental health court.

F-83 Concur

F-84 Concur

F-85 Unable to Gamment

F-86 Parfially Concur

Prop. 36 eligible drug offenders with misdemeanor charges who opt oait of

treatment are usually sentenced to 90 days in jail. Every dollar irivest sd in

treatment yields a return of $7 saved (Department of Alcohol and Drug

Programs, CALDATA Report). According to the Justice Policy Institute,

Ventura County taxpayers spent $5.8 million in 1999 to imprison drug

offenders, of which nearly two-thirds ($3.1 million) was spent on prisoners
sentenced for low-level drug possession charges.

I

F-87 Unable to Comment

F-88 Goncur

F89 Concur

F-90 Concur

F-91 Goncur

F-92 Partially Concur

The Implementation Committee evolved into the Operations Committee

not the Oversight Committee (refer to the response for Finding 25). A

representative from the CEO s office was the original chairperson of the

Implementation Committee and meeting minutes were published during

300 N. Hillmont Avenue
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this time. When he stepped down in October 2001, the Committee voted a

representative from the Public Defenders ofOce as the new chairperson.

When the second chairperson stepped down in August 2002, the

Committee nominated and unanimously voted in a representative from the

Lead Agency (BHDFADP) as the chair.

F-93 Concur

F-94 Partially Concur

This is an Operations Committee not an Oversight Committee (refer to

response for Finding 25). Numerous reminders of meetings and invitations

have been extended to the Sheriffs Department and law enforcement

council to attend the Operations Committee meetings, and statewide

Making It Work Conferences.

F-95 Partially Concur

This is an Operations Committee not an Oversight Committee (refer to

response for Finding 25).
I

F-96 PartiaUy Concur

This is an Operations Committee not an O erstght Committee (refer tc

response for Finding 25).

F-97 Concur

F-98 ConGur

I

F-99 Concur

F-100 Concur

F-101 Concur

F-l 02 Parfially Concvr

Clients who do not contact the assessment center within 5 days to

schedule an assessment appointment are non-complied. During the first

year, there were times when assessment appointments were booked out

for three weeks. This was remedied by the second year and is no longer

the case. Additional staff were hired and adjustments were made to the

scheduling of appointments. The assessment calendar is closely

300 N. Hillmont Avenue
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monitored to ensure timely appointments. Clients usually enter treatment

the same week they are assessed.

F-103 ConGur

F-104 Concur

F-105 Goncur

F-106 Disagree
I

BHDFADP reviewed various types of the ASI, including self-administered

formats. As one of 10 Focus Counties selected to participate in the

statewide evaluation of the Substance Abuse and Crime Prevention Act of

2000 (SACPA), UCLA who is conducting the evaluation, did not want us

to use self-administered ASI's as the reliability and validity were not as
good.

F-107 Parfially Concur

The last sentence is incorrect. Proposition 36 mental health services are

funded through the Substance Abuse Treatment Trust Fund (SATTF)
allocation, and not a SAMHSA grant.

F-108 Concur

F-109 Concur

F-110 Concur

F-111 Gancur

F-112 Concur

F-113 Goncur

F-114 Parfially Goncur

500% of the Prop. 36 clients in Ventura County have not had any prior drug

treatment. It is unknown whether they were previously offered an
opportunity for treatment.

F-115 Parfially Concur

Refer to response for Finding 102.
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F-116 Concur

F-117 Unable to Comment

F-118 Unable to Comment

F-119 Unable to Comment

F-120 Unable to Comment

This is a broad generalization that does not apfly to all people. Research

has shown the different stages of mothration and stages of change that

clients go through.

F-121 Disagree

BHDFADP recognizes the importance of holding clients accountable

through continual communication. Staff are trained to check out and

verify information provided by clients.

F-122 Concur

F-123 Parfially ConGvr

Probation and Parole supervise, BHD/ADP case manages.

F-124 Concur

As stated in the Second Year Report, 2580 initial assessments had been

conducted since the inception of the program.

F-125 Parfially Concur

Treatment providers submit CADDS, PSR and DATAR forms each month.

A GADDS form is completed every time there is a change in a client's

status (new enrollment, re-enrallment, transfer to another program,
discharge), Therefore, a CADDS form is not completed on every client

every month. Providers also submit units of service (outpatient programs)

or bed days (residential praviders) for each client on a monthly basis.

Residential providers submit progress reports (treatment level reviews)
each month. Outpatient providers report on clients the first 30 days and

then submit progress reports every 90 days. Out patient providers submit

attendance group logs on a daily basis to the assessment center. Drug

test results from the lab come daily to the assessment center and are then

300 N. Hillmont Avenue,Ventura, CA. 93003. (805) 652-6737, FAX: (805) 652-6160
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faxed to the various outpatient treatment providers.

F-126 Partally Concur

With the removal of the firewall in September 2003, there are no

requirements for assessment center case managers to meet with clients

face to face, as the treatment providers now contact probation officers

I
directly instead af going through the assessment center.

F-127 Parfially Concur

Site visits of both residential and outpatient providers are conducted.

F-128 Concur

F-129 Concur

F-130 Partially Goncur

Positive lab results are placed in client charts. A record of all of a client's

drug tests is printed and placed in the client's chart. Electronic

submission of drug testing results from the lab and connected to the CMS

database is projected to be completed by the end of the first quarter this

year. We are waiting for outside vendor to complete work needed to

implement.

F-131 Concur

It is the responsibility of the treatment praviders to noti the assessment

center of c)ient compliance and non-compliance.

F-132 ConcurI

F-133 Parfially Concur

A report is generated each month showing the number of negative drug

tests and positive tests by drug.

F-134 Concur

F-135 Partially Concvr

BHDFADP has not been given full access to the criminal justice data
system and the District Attorney's representative and representative's
from Probation continue to not agree with providing information from their

areas. Should BHDFADPbe given access and should agreed upon

soo n. niiiriont Avenue `Ventura, CA-93003. (805) 652-5737, FAX: c805) 652-6160
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reporting from each area be provided, BHD/ADP has sufficient staff to

analysis, report and provide information. A Statistician is not needed.

F-136 Concur

F-137 Concur

F-138 Concur

F-139 Concur

F-140 Concur

F-141 Concur

F-142 Concur

F-143 Concur

F-144 Concur

F-145 Concur

F-146 Concur

F-147 Concur

F-148 Concur

F-149 Disagree

According to the American Socie of Addiction Medicine (ASAM)
placement criteria not all clients need the same length of treatment and

treatment plans should be individualized based on the needs of the client.

The initial referral of 30 days is used as a checks and balances to insure

that clients are progressing and getting the treatment they need, and not

being kept iQ treatment just to keep a bed filled. Residential providers
must submit a treatment level review form based on ASAM placement
criteria on each client every 30 days.

F-150 Concur

F-151 Unable to Comment

F-152 Concur
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F-153 Unable fo Gomment

F-154 Unable to Comment

F-155 Concur

F-156 Disagree

BHDFADP contracts require drug-free workplace and this is enforced.

F-157 Disagree

BHDFADP contract monitoring and quality controls can and are increased

whenever necessary.

F-158 Concur

F-159 Concur

F-160 Concur

F-161 Concur

F-162 Concur

F-163 Concur

F-164 Concur

F-165 Unable fo Comment

F-166 Partially Concur

Refer to response for FJnding 135.

F-167 Cancur

F-168 Concvr

F-169 Concur

F-170 Parfially Concur

Protocols, including the satisfactory completion protocol were originally

developed by the Implementation Committee. Some of the original
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protocols were based on compromises with criminal justice, and research

and evidenced based clinical practices. There would be chaos without

standardized protocols. Treatment providers ware not part of the

Implementation Gommittee, but taco representatives are now part of the

Operatians Committee. As the program has evolved from

implementation, certain changes have been made and representatives
from treatment programs have been involved in these changes.

Treatment providers review and update treatment plans with clienls and

submit progress reports every 90 days on each client. One treatment

provider developed a score card for each client to record individual

progress. The Addiction Severity Index (ASI) and drug testing are

administered at the time of discharge. Clients testing positive are not

discharged, but remain in treatment. Ghanges and decisions are based

on sound clinical, ethical, and Iegal decisions. Provider contracts were
adjusted to units of service in order to better meet the needs of individual

I
clients.

BHDFADP has agreed to not inciude the treatment providers in the

Operations Committee.

F-171 Concur

The Assessment Center liaison to the dedicated court has objected to

offenders referred to Proposition 36 to no avail. BHDFADP is concemed

when cases involving drug dealers and gang members are pled down and

these individuals have to be referred to treatment. Similar to the referral

to mentally ill treatment, BHDIADP would like to be involved in the

assessment and appropriateness of clients prior to their being sentenced

to Prop. 36 treatment. Also, refer to response for Finding 72. BHDIADP

has proposed stricter treatment protocols for the first 30 days of treatment

to try and determine those who are serious about treatment from those

who are not. BHDJADP hopes that the other partners in criminal justice
will also review their protocois to keep these people out of treatment.

F-l T2 Concur

F-173 Coneur

F-174 Concur

F-175 Concur

F-176 Goncur

F-177 Disagree
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Under the sub-heading "Violatton CriteriafProtocol" of the Non-

Compliance Policy it states, "The Case Manager submits violationlnon-

compliance report with the CourUProbation within hNo business days of

latest incident, utilizing the Non-compliance Form". A specific protocof is

then iisted for each violation.

F-178 Concur

F-179 Unabfe to Comment.

F-180 Partially Concur

The formula the State used to calculate each county's allocation for 2001-

2004 was based on 50% county population, 25 % drug arrests, and 250%

treatment case load. The formula that was used on Tfll04 is based on

50% population, 40% caseload, and 10% drug arrests.

F-181 Concur

F-182 Disagree

The number of treatment completions are tracked monthly and provided in

a report distributed to the BHDJADP Directors, Operations Committee,

and ADP Advisory Board. A copy of this report was gi fen to the Grand

Jury several times. As of the end of May 2004, 628 cJents had

satisfactorily completed treatment. Clients can request to llave their

cases expunged (removed from their court record) after completing
treatment, paying all fines and fees, and complying with all terms of their

probation. As of the end of May, 65 clients have had their charges

expunged. BHD/ADP does not have access to recidism information

unless the offenders pick up ancther Prop. 36 related case.

F-183 Unable to Comment

F-184 Disagree

Treatment providers ask for voiunteers who want to speak about their

experience in treatment at the Board af Supervisors. These volunteers are

not given a script or told what to say. Providers are not aware of what the

clients are going to say. Various Board members even ask the clients

questions. Volunteers also sign a waiver of confidentiality. Treatment

providers and BHDIADP receives unsolicited Ietters monthly from clients,

family and employers thanking us for the treatment experience that

changed client's lives.
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F-185 Concvr

BHD/ADP has repeatedly been denied access to this information.

F-186 Concur

F-18T Concur

F-188 Concur

F-189 Concur

F-190 CanGur

F-191 Disagree
I

The standards and protocols are specifically quantified in the Non-

Compliance Protocols. Treatment providers also provide the specifics to

clients.

F-192 Goneur

F-193 Disagree

BHDIADP quoted Senate Bill 223 (SB 223) which states, "--, testing is

primarily used as a treatment iual"

F-194 Concur

F-195 Disagree

There is no longer a Drug Court in Ventura County. Comparing drug test

results of Prop. 36 clients with Drug Court participants is not a valid

comparison. There are several differences between Drug Court

participants and Proposition 36 offenders. Drug Court was very exclusive

in what offenders were allowed to participate, the caseloads were smaller,

and offenders were more motivated. Proposition 36 on the other hand, is
I

much more inclusive even letting in some who shouldn't be considered

eligible (i.e. drug dealers, gang members, driving underthe inOuence), the

caseloads are much larger, and the offenlers have more severe

addictions, lengthier criminal histories, and lower motivation. Drug Court

only administered random testing which is easier for clients to use drugs

or alcohof in between tests versus regular drug testing done 2 to 3 times

per week.
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F-196 Concur

F-197 Concur

F-198 Unable fo Commenf

F-189 Concur

Drug Testing provided as a part of treatment is a treatment tool. Drug

Testing by Probation-can be used as a toof of compliance with the law.

BHD/ADP would encourage a greater amount of drug testing and

oversight by Probatian of ciients participating in Prop. 36

F-200 Padially Concur

Working drafts of prcposed protocof changes were submitted for review to

the Operations Committee not the Oversight Committee. Refer to

response to Finding 25. Since marijuana can stay in the body for 30 days

or nore, a separate protocof was developed during the first year. If

nanogram counts do not reduce or go up, clients are non-complied.

F-201 Parfially Concur

This is an Operations Committee and not an Oversight Committee. Refer
I

to response to Finding 25. Two major oulpatient trealment providefs
dratte6 the drug testing protocof for 2004-2005. Combined these t,wo

providers provide treatment to over 500 Proposition 36 clients per year.
These same providers also drafted the new attendance protocol, which is

more restrictive than the original protocol, and which the specific details

are not mentioned in the Grand Jury report.

F-202 Parfially Goncur

This is an Operations Committee and not an Oversight Committee. Refer

to response to Finding 25. BHD/ADP recognized that a consensus was

1 not going to be achieved, and that the new protocols were a clinical

decision, and therefore should be incorporated without the approval of the

Operations Committee.

F-203 Partially Concur

This is an Operations Committee and not an Oversight Committee. Refer

to response to Finding 25. Previous copies of the proposed protocol
changes were working drafts. The additional sentence regarding clients

placed on a residential waiting list had been discussed throughout the

300 N. Hilimont Avenue
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Operations meetings and was placed on the final format.

F-204 Partally Concur

This is an Operations Committee and not an Oversight Committee. Refer

to response to Finding 25.

F-205 Goncur

F-206 Parfially Concvr

This is why treatment providers requested that a new drug testing protocol
be developed to give them more discretion in testing. Also, if clients test

positive at graduation, they are not completed and must remain in

treatment.

F-207 Concur

F-208 Disagree

Refer to the response to Finding 201.

F-209 Partially Concur

The drug testng protocol that went into effect July 1,2004 was drafted bl

two treatment providers and was based on clinical decisions rather than i

financia! business decision. The state only allocates a certa)n amount of

funding for drug testing (refer to Senate Bill 223). The original law does

not allow funds to be used for drug testing. Since the Proposition 36 lead

agency does not receive funding from the County General Fund, there is

no where else to obtain additional drug testing funding. After the first

year, the Assessment Center quit drug testing every client at assessment

in order to allow more funding to go to the treatment providers and the

increasing case loads.

F-210 Disagree

BHDFADP has proposed a protocof with higher accountabilities inI

the first 30 days of treatment.

F-211 Concur

F-212 Partially Concur

The type of testing changed from the first year to the seeond year. During

the first year on site amino assay tests (dipsticks) were used. Because of
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the error rate and false negatives that can occur with on-site tests, all

urine specimens were sent to a lab beginning in the second year. On site

testing is conducted with pregnant clients and at discharge, and the

specimen is also sent to the lab. This is the same lab that Probation USOS.

F-213 Partially Concur

The table is showing lab tests only and does not include on-site amino

assay (dipstick) tests at $7.00 per test. The table also does not include

the cost of supplies.

F-214 Concur

F-215 Unable to Comment

BHD/ADP has asked Probation for data and reports, and they have

commented that they did not keep this information. Probation has not

been able to provide UCLA with information they have requested.
1

F-216 Partially Concur

Various different statstics are kept by BHDFA )P. Clients are revolving in

and out of treatment. They are non-compliea and returned to the court. A

warrant will be issued for a client who has lost touc-i with the treatment

provider. Some clients may be arrested right away and others may take

longer. An analogy of being "on the tarmacn was given to explain pending
clients that are in a holding pattern betNeen assessment, treatment, and

the court. BHD/ADP does not know when a client is in jail as access to

the VCIJIS jail screen has been denied. After 30 days of no contact with

a client, treatment providers are required to close the CADDS and

discharge the client. Oversight of clients while in the Community is a

function of the Probation department.

I F-217 Partially Concur

The generalized statement that drug tests average three to four tests per
client per month, or less than one test per week is incorrect. Clients are

referred to different levels of treatment (Level 1, Level 11, or Level 111) which

have different drug testing protocols at different phases in the treatment

process. Since the beginning, a Matrix to show the phases of testing in

the different treatment levels was created, and shows more testtng being

done in tte beginning of treatment and fewer tests at the end.

F-218 Disagree
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Same client counts reported ta the State are duplicates (i.e. CADDS) and

some are unduplicated. Refer to response to Findings 180, 216, and 217.

F-219 Disagree

The BHDFADP and Probation numbers cannot be compared as they are

tracked differently. This is an incorrect way of figuring drug tests. Refer

to response to Findings 216, 217, and 218.

F-220 Concur

This is why BHDFADP have been trying to get electronic submission'of

drug results from the lab for over a year and a haif. Plans have also been

made to connect providers to the BHDFADP computer database.

F-221 Disagree

The 210% positive rate is not extremely high when compared to similar

programs. According to the Matrix Institute on Addictions, ane of their

program "success" completion measures is 70% urine samples drug free.

This would be a 300% positive rate. The Grand Jury report mentoned
Probation positive rates at 31% in Finding 222. Federal programs may
have lower positive rates, but they are also very expensive programs to

run, and Prop. 36 has not allocated enough funds to run this type of

program. Other programs can have lower positive rates because they test

on a random basis and not regularly. It is easier for persons to use when

they are only tested randomly once a month.

F-222 Concur

F-223 Goncur

Ventura County provider's believe in the importance of client's taking

personal responsibility for their financial involvement in treatment, and

therefore, use a sliding scale based on each individual's ability to pay.
Title 9 differentiates between the inability to pay and the refusal to pay far

treatment.

F-224 Disagree

Using this type of device would cost more than the allocation of $175,274.
$3500 per month x 12 months

=
$42,000 x 8 sites

=
$336,000 plus the

cast of sending positive tests to the lab for confirmation

F-225 Disagree
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Hair follicle testing would not be practical for this type of program.
Proposition 36 treatment providers need immediate results. They need a

narrow and most recent window of detection, rather than 90 days. At the

expense of this type of testing, fewer tests would be run, and there would

be the problem of overlapping tests. Hair follicle testing works better with

custody cases.

F-226 Parfially Concur

Mandated clients often have higher long-term recovery rates than

voluntary clients do, because it is harder for them to drop out of treatment.

F-227 Concur

F-228 Concur

F-229 Concur

The Grand Jury did not mention the high recidivism rate of parolees in

California as reported by the Little Hoover Commission.

F-2JO Concur.

F-231 Concur

F-232 Goncur

F-233 Concur

F-234 Concur

F-235 Concur

F-236 Concur

F-237 Concur

F-238 Unable to Comment

F-239 Concur
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F-240 Partafly Concur

This is why the Standing Order was changed in May 2004 to allow

BHDFADP to release the Pre-sentence Probation Report to treatment

providers. Probation had opposed releasing the report without having the

order changed.

F-24 1 Concur

F-242 Concur

F-243 Unable to Comment

F-244 Vnable to Comment

F-245 Concur

F-246 Concur

F-247 Concur

F-248 Partially Concur

Drug offendefs who engage in predatory JIIegal acts that victimize others

(assault, robbery, burglary, theft, forgery, fraud, embezzlement, i`nd

dealing in stolen property) are not eligible for Proposition 36.

F-249 Concur

F-250 Concur

F-25 1 Concur

Other counties report all drug tests to the Court or Probation, however, the

tests are not sanctionable.

F-252 Concur

F-253 Partially Concur

BHDFADP follows the instructions given by the Court. For each non-

compliance submitted the most recent information is recorded. Usually

the entire record is requested for a contested hearing.

F-254 Concur

300 N. HJIImont Avenue
-
Ventura, CA. 93003. (805) 652-6737. FAX: (805) 652-6160
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F-255 Goncur

F-256 Parfially Concur

In his letter the District Attorney does not mention that his office can take

up to a year to file charges, that it can take law enforcement officers

several months to arrest non-complied clients on warrants, and the

number of cases that are pled down. According to the Probation Pre-

sentence Reports beta~een November 2001 and Kune 23,2004, 70 DUI

cases were pled down and the offenders were made eligible for Prop. 36.

The Grand Jury failed to referenee the Public Defender's response to the

District Attorney s letter pointing out the errors and misinterpretations.

Refer to Findingl4 that states, "41,trials and plea bargairis can result in a

convtction on the drug charge only, making the defendant eligible for Prop

36 probation"

F-257 Parfially Concur

Prior to Prop. 36 offenders revolved in and out of jail without treatment.

With Prop. 36 they are eld accountable and referred back to court when

they are not compliant.

F-258 Goncur

These crimes are not supposed to be eligible for Proposition 36. It is very
disruptive to treatment when these cises, especially those involving sales,

are pled down and these individuals are aliowed into Prop. 36. Having

drug dealers in treatment seriously jeopardizes the safety and recovery

process of other clients.

F-259 Partially Concur

Clients are non-complied when they no show to assessment and when

they no show to treatment.

F-260 Concur
1

F-261 Disagree

Refer to response to Findlngs 256 and 258, A random review of

Probation Pre-sentence Reports submitted to BHDFADP between

November 2001 and June 23,2004, revealed that 70 DUI cases were pled
down and the offenders were made eligible for Prop. 36. At least one
involved an Jnjury with accident, and another involved some one driving

into a garage at a high speed and almost striking children. Other

counties, such as Santa Barbara County, charge offenders with DUI S.

300 N. Hiilmont Avenue
-
Ventura, CA. 93003. (805) 652-6/3T. FAX: (805) 652-6160
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F-262 Partially Concur

As stated previously, an Operations Committee exists, not an Oversight

Committee. Refer to the response for Finding 25. The BHDFADP chair of

the Operations Committee was voted into the position and is the third

chairperson. Refer to the response for Finding 92.

F-263 Concur

F-264 Parfially Concur

Standards and outcomes are measured according to best practice
guidelines. BHDFADP reserves the right to make necessary clinical

decisions based on the welfare of clients. BHD/ADP believe in quality
improvement. Prop. 36 distributes quarterly client satisfaction surveys to

clients in all County and contracted treatment programs.

F-265 Parfially Concur

Standards and criteria have been developed in collaboration with

treatment providers and the Operations Committee.

F-266 Parfiaily Concur

Under th6 new drug testing protocof that became effective 7fl104,

treatment pro4iisrs were given the discretion to increase or decrease the

frequency of testing based on the individual needs of clients.

F-267 Partially Concur

The new attendance protocof that went into effect 7/lf04, was the first

change since implementation, and was developed in collaboration with

treatment providers and the Operations Committee.

F-268 Parfialfy Goncur

BHDIADP has not neglected to track information, BHDFADP cannot track

information we are not given access to that the other agencies have

readily available (i.e. VISIONNCIJIS). The Operations Committee sub-

committee has not been able to come to an agreement or prioritze what
information should be reported. BHD/ADP has collected and submitted all

mandated information to the State, and as one of ten Focus Counties

submits information weekly to UCLA.

F-269 Parfiafly Concur

300 N. HIIlmont Avenue
-
Ventura, CA. 93003,(805) 652-6737. FAX: (805) 652-6160

www.vchca.orgfbh

I I



Page 2T

As the Lead Agency it is BHDJADP's responsibility to submit all reports to

the State of California. in compiling reports, written information and

replies are gathered from the various members of the Operations

Committee.

F-270 Concur

F-271 Disagree

The Grand Jury was given the same statistical reports given to the

OperationsCommittee and the ADP Advisory Board. Refer to responses

to Findings 216 and 273.

F-272 Disagree

As stated in Finding 279, 900% of assessed clients show up to treatment.

Refer to responses to Findings 216 and 217.

F-273 Disagree

Refer to response in Finding 271.

F-274 Disagree

F-275 Concur

F-276 Vnable to commtnt.

F-277 Concur

F-278 Concur

F-279 Concur

F-280 Disagree

The Probation Agency supplied the 1044 client count that is documented

in the Second Year Report, which represents the number of clients on
forma! probation. Offenders are sentenced to 36 months or 3 years of

probation. Consideririg 44% (592) of the 1345 clients assessed the first

year, and 420% (519) of the 1235 clients assessed the second year, gives

a total of 1111 that were on formai probation. The BHDIADP number of

1111 does not figure in clients completing probation or having their

probation revoked. These numbers are very close. Also, refer to

responses to findings 215 and 219.

300 N. Hillmont Avenue
-
Ventura, CA

"
93003. (805) 652-6737, FAX: (805) 652-6160
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F-281 Concur

This is why the State contracted with CSU at Bakersfield to help define

data reporting elements, and develop a users manual for the Lead

Agencies. Training was conducted in September 2003. Refer to

response to Finding 218.

F-282 Disagree

Not all clients who are eligible for services are referred to Prop. 36. Some

offenders "opt out" or obtain other charges making them ineligible for

Prop. 36.

F-283 Disagree

As stated before the 1044 client count represents the number of clients on
formal probation. Offenders receive 36 months or 3 years of probation. It

is erroneous to use this number to calculate drug tests per month. The

Grand Jury attempted to apply simple mathematical calculations to a

complex program with many factors involved. Refer to responses for

Findings 213, 217, 219, 273, and 280.

F-284 Partially Concur

Refer to responses to Findings 216, 217 and 219.

F-285 Partiaffy Goncur

The Grand Kury received an un-audited version of the demographic report
that contained a faulty formula. The 108% was in error and has been

corrected to represent 100%. The table does not include clients entering

prior to 711/03, those opting out, or those that have been non-complied.

F-286 Concur

F-287 Disagree

769 represents unduplicated new clients. This number does not include

clients that started treatment prior to TJIJ03 or that returned to treatment.

Refer to response to Finding 216.

F-288 Disagree

The 460-500 client count represented the number of clients with the two

largest outpatient providers. It does not include clients in treatment at

300 N. Hillmont Avenue
"
Ventura, CA, 93003. (805) 652-6737. FAX: (805) 652-5160

www.vchca.org/bh
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other locations, out af county or in residential treatment. Refer to

response to Findings 216 and 287.

F-289 Concur

Refer to response to Findings 216, 287, and 288.

F-290 Concur

Refer to response to Finding 215.

F-291 Concur

The same applies to clients missing from treatment.

F-292 Concur

Refer to response to Finding 216.

F293 Concur

Refer to response to Finding 215.

F-294 Partially Concur

Refer to responses to Findiriijs 219 and 273.

F-295 Disagree

Duplicated and unduplicated numbers cannot be compared in this

manner. The non-compliance number is a duplicated number (clients are

usually non-complied more than once), where as the monthly estimated

number of clients in treatment per level is an unduplicated number. Refer

to responses to Findings 219 and 273.

F-296 Disagree

The number of new assessments for clients on formal probation has been

decreasing the last two years. FY 2001-2002 440% of the assessed clients

were on formal probation, and 420% for FY2002-2003. FY2003-2004 320%

of the clients assessed were on formal probation, 620% on conditional

release, and 60% on parole. Also, refer to response to Finding 219.

F-297 Disagree

Refer to response to Finding 219, 273, and 283.

300 N. Hillmont Avenue-Ventura, CA. 93003. (sos) ssz-s/3T. FAX: (805) 652-6160
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Recommendations:

R-l BHDFADP believes that this recommendation can be accommodated if:

a) The Oversight Committee is officially designated by the Board of

Supervisors. BHDFADP would suggest that members of the

Committee should be the Chief Probation Officer, The District

Attorney, The Public Defender, the Judge from the Operations

Committee, the Director of Behavioral Health, a representative
from the C.E.O.'s office and a member of the Board of Supervisors.

b) Once the Oversight Committee is officially designated, an MOU

should be created that defines the various roles of each agency
in the operation of Prop. 36.

R-2 BHDFADP believes that it should remain the Lead Agency and would

Refer to comments in Recommendation 1.

R-3 BHDIAiP does take the respensibility of leading Prop 36 treatment.

R4 BHD/ADP believes that increased requirements in the first 30 days of treatment

as we are propasing and some additional review by the Criminal Justice

components of this program as to who should be allowed to enter the program
at all will address the concerns in this recommendation.

R-S BHDIADP agrees with this recommendation and has made this same
Recommendation in prior Annual Reports to the Board of Supervisors.

R-6 BHDJADPconcurs.

R-l BHDFADP does not agree with the statement "current ambiguous and weak

Completion procedure and believes treatment completion is defined

appropriately.

R-8 See Comments with Recommendation 1.

R-9 BHDFADP established a new Drug Testing Protacol July 1,2004. This was
Prior to the Grand Jury report release. In addition, BHD/ADP has recommended

new protocols for the first 30 days of treatment and BHDFADP believes additional

300 N. Hillmont Avenue
"
Ventura, CA. 93003.(805) 652-6737. FAX: (805) 652-6160

www.vchca.orgJbh
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oversight and drug testing by Probation will also be necessary.

R-10 BHDFADPGoncurs.

R-11 BHDIADP would be open to having office space in the courts. In additian, the

new protocols for the first 30 days of treatment will aiso address this issue.

R-12 BHDFADP believes that cnce established, the Oversight Committee can develop

Protocols to meet this objective.

i

300 N. Hillmont Avenue
-
Ventura, CA. 93003. (805) 6524737
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DiredorfChief Probalion onicer

August 13, 2004

The Honorable Bruce A. Clark

PFesiding Judge of the Superior Gourt

Ventura County Hall of Justice

800 South Victoria Avenue

Ventura CA 93009

Re: Ventura County 2003-2004 Grand Jury Final Report entitled Ventura County

Proposition 36 Implementation

Dear Judge Clark,

Proposition 36 (Prop 36) is a clear mandate from the citizens of this State to reduce

drug abuse through trealment ralher than inaarceration while preserving public safety.

The Grand Jury has serious concerns with regard to the County's Prop 36

implementation and we echo many of those concerns. The findings made by the Grand

Jury well articulate the issues and struggles faced in implementing and operating the

Prop 36 progfam. It provides a strong foundation for working through these issues in a

collaborate fashion.

This letter is a response to findings and recommendalions of ihe above referenced

report, spectfically recoiamendations R-01 through R-12 as requested by the Grand

Jury. A0ached as well are our statistics and an analysis of those statistics regarding the

Prop 36 cases handled by Probation during fiscal year 2003-2004.

Ventura County has consistently maintained innovative Jnter-agency programs to assist

offenders in leading a law-abiding lifestyle while protecting the community from

lawlessness. WRh effective oversight and a few operational changes, we bel)eve the

Prop 36 program can be effective in addressing some of the ravages of drug abuse

while protecting the citizens of the County.

Recommendation R-01

The Board of Supervisors undertakes the reorganization of Prop 36 implementation

within Ventura County in order to better accomplish the statutory mandates and scheme

intended under Prop 36.

Respanse:

Agree: A reorganization appears to be in order to betteF define lhe roles of the players
and how decisions are made t best accomplish the statutory mandates and scheme

intended under Prop 36.

County Government Center, L#3200 * 800 South Victoria Avenue 'Ventura, CA 93009 * (805) 654-2106 , FAX (805) 654-3544
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A structural difficulty identified early by the implementalion committee was the decision-

making process and oversight, particularly when Gonsensus could not be reached.

Justice Policy Gouncil was identffied as an existing group that coucd easily take

oversight of Prop 36 but did not for a variety of reasons.

The implementation committee transitioned to the operations commRtee and the

composition of the group changed somewhat as day-to-day operations staff joined;
policy makers reduced their presence; and treatment and assessment staff were added

to the program. Whether the lead Agency makes decisions when consensus is not

reached has recently become a major issue.

It is clear that both an oversight group and an operations group are necessary to

successfully implement the Prop 36 program.

Recommendatian R-02

The Board of Supervisors withdraws the Lead Agency designation from BHDIADP and

designates the County Executive Office (CEO) as the lead Agency for Prop 36

management and oversight functions.

Response

Neutral opinion: While Probaticn is not opposed to the CEO becoming the Iead

Agency for Prop 36, we recognize that this may not be a roie that the CEO must

assume to ensure proper management and oversight functions. In most counties,

BHDIADP is the Lead Agency. We are not opposed to BHD/ADP continuing to fundion

in that role as long as there is reasonable decision-making and oversight. If an

appropriate oversight committee is established and operational procedures of ihe

operations committee are agreed upon by all participants, a CEO representative on the

oversight committee would be sufficient.

Recommendation R-03

Having assumed responsibility for leading Prop 36 treatment programs in the past,
BH91ADP may function as the count's experf in recommending treatment methods and

the standards ofsuccessful freatment program completion.

Response

Agree: Public safety considerations and select effective treatment methods and

protocols that tend to increase public safety appear necessary to ensure successful

outcomes.

Recommendation R-04

The county should address the issue of "unamenabiJity,n as described in the statute and

case faw, with a view toward bringing the concept to bear in countypractiee.
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Response

Disagree: In our opinion, amenability and unamenabilty are lega! concepts and,

therefore, under the purview of the sentencing Judge not the Coun. The Prop 36

Judge follows the law as written. Case law is still being made with Prop 36 cases as the

program is relatively new. The operations committee should work closely with the Judge

to build consensus in this area and look at how amenability and unamenability are

handled by other jurisdictions throughout the state. Feedback to the Court and

Probation from assessment and treatment providers regarding unamenability is

essential Jn assisting the Court in making unamenability rulings.

Recommendation R-05

In order to organize and provide actionable information to the probauonary supervision,

top priority shoufd be given to implementing an integrated information system designed
I for that purpos?.

Response

Neutral response: BHD/ADP and treatment providers have information that shauld

flow to Probation and to the Gourt in a timely and appropriate manner. Protocols must

be agreed upon, in writing, and Jmplemented reliably so all parties have canfidence that

the sy;tem is working. One example is that basic jail information is public record and,

therefore, available to BHD/ADP for use in determining non-appearances for

assessment and treatment appointments.

Recommendaticn R-06

Probation develops a basic risk management system or protoco! to look at key

indicators of a client's profile to determine the risk to society.

Response

Agree in part: The Prop 36 program and Probation have a basic risk assessment

system in place. Felons, by and large, are the highest risk effenders and so they are

placed on formal probation. Misdemeanor offenders who demonstrate that they are high

risk offenders may be placed on formal probation. Approximately onethird of the Prop

36 offenders are on forma! probation (approximately 800 offenders). These offenders

are supervised in accordance with their risk level as determined by a risk assessment.

Supervision is decreased or increased based on performance on probation and risk to

the community. Supervision is reduced for offenders who comply with probation terms

and conditions, and demonstrate stability. Supervisian is increased for those who

cannot or choose not to comply.

Drug offenders who are placed an probation prior to rncarceration have proven to be an

extremely active population and have higher violation rates than other offenders.

Tripling the number of offenders placed on formal probation would require triple the

resources to supervise. The implementation committee believed, and we agree, that
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more resources needed ta be allocated for treatment rather than prabation supervision
for all but the highest risk offenders. Those offenders are supervised on formal

probation.

Recommendation R-07

The immediate establishmenf of a meaningfuf freatment completon sfandard in

accordance with the spirit and intent of Prop 36.

Response

Agree: A well-reasoned and thoroughly documenled completion procedure, requiring
successful completion of all classes and supplemental treatment within a reasonable

amount of time, is essential. While the large number of offenders preclude a formal

graduation ceremony similar to Drug Court, recognition of success is certainly

warranted. A hair follicle test, which would require a large capital outlay and significant

training, as well as client ability to pay, seems onerous. We suggest instead that at least

two random drug tests during the six-month period following the aftercare phase be

initiated.

Recommendation R=O8

The Operatons and Oversight Committee be re-constituted as the representative body
for all stakeholders.

Response

Agree in part: An operations committee and an oversight committee are each needed

to perform separate functions. The operations committee is currently working toward

adopting wrinen operational procedures delineating the composition of the comminee;

roles and responsibilities; a meeting schedule; and rules of governance. Primary issues

appear lo relate to voting membership and the chair. Since Prop 36 is a criminal justice
program R should fall wRhin the purview of the existing Justice Policy Council as the

oversight comm0tee, with the Behavioral Health Director added to that group for

purposes of Prop 36 decision-making.

We believe consensus is an important component in the decision-making of the

operations group. If consensus cannot be reached, that group can forward the issue(s)
and recommendation(s) to the oversight commiftee. The chair of the operations
comminee should be eRher the lead agency or the CEO, not a rotating member of the

committee. They should be responsible for formal documentation of meeting minutes,

wRh distribution to both the operations and oversight comminee members.

Recommendation R-09

The drug testing protocol should be tightened immediately.

I I
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Response

Agree in part: The drug-testing protocol must be reliable and rigorous. It is important

that BHDFADP, as well as the client, understands and accepts that drug testing is a

support tool in the decision to attain a drug-free lifestyle. Drug`testing and the immediate

sharing with stakeholders should be an accepted part of the treatment plan.

The Pass Point drug screening device has expensive up front costs and requires
significant training. Therefore, ft may not be the best method to achieve these resuits.

There are a number of easy-to-administer, retiable and cost~effective drug tests that are

available for use. We routinely use urine testing, various field presumptives and saliva

samples depending on sRuational factors.

Probation also uses random testing very successfully as described, using a call-in

number for drug testing schedules. If the client admits, perhaps the client could agree to

complete a simple form admitting drug USe. That form could be stipulated for use in

Court, as necessary. This could be done in lieu of the recommendation that the County

pay fOF the drug test by BHDJADP i the client admits drug use.

Recommendation R-10

Though, by poficy, drug testing is to be used for treatment pvrposes, public safety

concerns require fhat Probauon continue to conduct drug testing.

Response

Agree in part: Probation has no legal jurisdiction or authority over offenders placed on

conditional and revocable release and cannot be involved in drug tesung those cases.

Probation receives no drug testing funds from SB 223 as those funds are allocated to

BHDFADP to recover their drug testing costs. Nevertheless, when offenders are placed
on formal probation with drug terms, inciuding all Prop 36 cases, they are tested for

drug use by the Probation Officer according to existing protocof and determined by risk

assessment.

Recommendation R-11

A goal of early and positive supervision experience should be pursued to initially set the

tone for Prop 36 freatment.

Response

Agree; An early and positive supervisian experience should certainly be pursued to

iniually set the tone for Prop 36 treatment. Locating assessment staff in lhe Prop 36

Courtroom or the Hall of Justice woutd be ideal. Our experience has shown that

proximity and timeliness are key elements to success. For this population, allowing five

days for a telephone contact and up to three weeks for an initial assessment will result

in higher no-show rates.

I I



page 6

Recommendation R-12

The Operations and Oversight Commitlee should irlstitute thoughtfuf and allowable

sanctions for otfenders who fail in treatment, submit positive drug tests, or who miss

treatment classes.

Response

Agree: Clients should be required to earn relaxed standards through a program history

af positive behaviors and compliance with regulations rather than providing loase

structure at the beginning of the program.

We fiwnly believe that the Ventura County Prop 36 Program can be improved and

better success rates can be achieved with some hard work by all parties. Each member

of the Prop 36 team must re-commit to working together, especially in regard te forming

a stronger partnership between treatment and justice.

It is clear that both a policy oversight group and a day-to-day operations group are

needed to handle issues as they arise. Wfth the commitment of members from both of

those groups, I am confident we can solve the difficult issues that must be successfully

resolved. The Grand Jury's report provides an excellent guide to tackling these policy
and operational stumbling blocks.

Thank you for the opportc~ity to address Prop 36 implementation. This is an important
inter-agency justice pragritm with significant ramifications in regard to public safety and

drug abuse treatment. We lck forward to reaffirming our commitment to our partner
agencies to make this program work effectively and efficiently.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (805) 654-2100.
I

Sincerely, f
1

if&(;,'a-f
Calvin C. Remington

DireciorfChief Probation Officer

Attachment

cc: Grand Jury

County Clerk and Recorder (2)
tsunty Executive Office

Grand Jury2004

I I
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It COUNTY OF VENTURA
i O@

f k aPROBATION AGENCY

,.. i. .i MEMORANDUM4

Date: July 29, 2004

To: Alan Hammerand, Adult Servioes Division Manager

From: Bryan Wilson, Supervising Deputy Probation Officer

Subject: Prop. 36 Yearly Statistical Analysis, July 03 to July 04

SupervisiorUCases

Monthly Average Number af dnts supervised: 784

Monthty Average of Misdemeanor Cases: 218

Morrthty Average of Felony Cases: 826

Monthty Average of Courtesy Supervision Cases: 7

Vioiation Reporb

Monthly Average of Violation Reports: 168

Monthly Pereentage Average of dients with violation reports: 21%

Monthly Average of drug-related offenses : 48

Monthly Perontage Average of drug-related offenses: 6.1%

Morrthly Average of non drug-related offenses: 22

Monthly Permtage Average of nordrug related offenses: 2.8%

Property offenses peroerrtage*: 45%
Violent offenses psrcentage*: 15%
Other offenses peroentaQe*: 40%

*Percentage of non-drug related offenses monthly average

I I



Drug Teslli

Morrthly Average of Urine Samples: 199

Monthty Average of Clients tested: 25%

Monthly Average of Positive Drug Tests (non-new offenses): 61

Mcnthly Percentage Average of positive urines samples: 31%
Methamphetamine Percentage : 76%

Cocaine Percentage: 10%

Heroin Percerrtage: 5%

Other: 9%

Field Contacts

Monthly Average of field contads: 12

Monthly Percentage Average of field eontads: 2%

Successful Completions (Court ordered)

Monthiy Average of successful comptetions: 7

Monthly Percentage Average of successful completions:.OO89s

Miscellaneous

Prop. 36 Investigation Reports

Monthly Average c# reports campleted: 174.5

Monthly Averaye cf unassigned pending cases: 23

Adult Investigations (Post Prop.36 Reporbl

Monthly Average of fall-aff reports: 34

I I
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VENTURA COUNTY ALCOHOL AND DRUG ADVISORY BOARD

300 N. HBLMONT AVENUE

VENTURA, CA 93003

(805) 652-5926
I

I

Cbiirpenon

April Rogcrs

Diskiet 1

Vica Ch~ir

Tbnothy Johmon

Dishict 3

Barbwa Pail-Blume

Augurt 17, 2004

Di~ict 1

Bdi Miley

Diskict 1
John E. Johnston, CEO

Lea Fitzgcrald
Ventura County

Distiict 1 800 S. Victoria

Jearma Rothman
Venlnra, CA 93003

Disbict 2

MaikLmm

Distict 2 RE: 2003-2004 Ventura Grand Jury Report Behavioral Health Deparbnent Response

Lynda Mill=r

Distiat 2

AnroraWUliam Mr. Johnrton,
Distia 3

Cindy Smidi At the August 16, 2004 meeting of the Ventura Coun Alcohol and Drug Advisory Board, a
Diztict 3

Jtrry Harris unanimous vtte took place in support of the Behavioral Health DeparhnentfAlcohol and Drug
Distiict 4

Linda Stcrnb0- Programs decision that the formation of an Oversight Committee would be in the best interert of
Davis

District 4

Buddy Dyt
the Prop. 36 Program. The Alcohol and Drug Advisory Board also voted that an additional

District 5

Patrick Valdcz
member be added to the Oversight Comminee. The Board voted that this person should be a

Disbict 5

Bryan MacDonald
member ofthe Law Enforcement Community.

District 5

Raqucl MorOas The addition of a member of Law Enforcement to the Oversight Committee would provide all
Youth-At-Lar0c

Behaviora! Haalth agencies concemed with the opportunity to work together to belier treat the Prop. 36 population.
Dirartor,

Linda Shnlman

Manag amant AaaL

Respecdiilly,

Ilene De La Tont

ril Jo Rogers, C r

VC Alcohol and Drug Advisory Board


