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CITIES IN FRESNO COUNTY COMMITTEE
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CITY OF FRESNO
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that the City of Fresno:

1. Develop a long-term plan for the reduction of its level of debt.

2. Establish procedures to insure that appropriate financial analysis always
accompany requests for major capital expenditures.

3. Establish a process to insure the selection of an external auditor who is
independent from the City’s financial management and the departments being
audited.

4. Simplify the accounting system, to the extent possible, in order that the City
Council, department heads, and the public, better understand the City’s financial
statements.

5. Establish effective administration and accounting for the grants received by the
City.

6. Require effective and direct communications between the Redevelopment
Agency and the City Finance Department.

7. Improve communication between departments and agencies of City government.

City of Fresno’s Response to Recommendations #1 - #7:

See Page 6.

CITY OF FRESNO
URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT (UGM) FEES

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand jury recommends that:

8. Final resolution of the past accounting differences be completed between the
City and the building industry.

9. The City Manager transfer the management of accounting matters regarding
Urban Growth Management to the Finance Director/Controller.

10. The responsible city department respond to the building industry’s inquiries in a
timely manner.
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11. Annual audits of Urban Growth Management accounts be completed in a timely
manner.

12. The Public Works Department evaluate and update the Urban Growth
Management fee structure annually.

13. The City Manager appoint a mediation board to resolve Urban Growth
Management differences between developers and the city.

14. Urban Growth Management reimbursements to builders be made twice annually
in accordance with the City of Fresno Municipal Code.

15. The City investigate new growth support plans and funding, such as Mello-Roos
Bonds or more flexible development impact fees.

City of Fresno’s Response to Recommendations #8 - #15:

See Page 10.

WATER USAGE AND CONSERVATION PRACTICES
IN THE CITY OF FRESNO

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that the City of Fresno:

16. Maintain efforts to negotiate the renewal of its water contract with United States
Bureau of Reclamation.

17. Coordinate with private companies and independent districts serving water
customers in the Fresno metropolitan area to promote water conservation
practices.

18. Aggressively enforce the City of Fresno Municipal Code on water wastage.

19. Develop plans to charge residential water users on a more equitable basis.

City of Fresno’s Response to Recommendations #16 - #19:

See Page 13.
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CITY OF FRESNO
BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

20. The Fresno City Manager authorize the City Clerk to develop procedures to
maintain accurate and current information on records of appointments to Boards
by the City Council and Mayor.

21. The City Clerk’s office develop an appointment document to be placed on the
City of Fresno website to include the following:

a. A proper name to identify each Board.
b. A concise and clear description of the purpose of each Board.
c. Designate meeting dates, times, and locations for the Board.
d. Annual budget and the remuneration for each Board member, if any.
e. The name, telephone number and e-mail address of the city staff

representative who is assigned to each Board.
f. The length of term and expiration date for each Board member.
g. Application form.

22. The City Clerk notify the appointing authority of an appointee’s expiration date no
less than 90 days prior to the end of the term.

23. The City Clerk publicize Board member vacancies by posting them at City Hall
and listing them on the City of Fresno website.

24. The Fresno City Manager verify all information on applications.

25. The Fresno City Manager advise appointing authorities to route all applications to
the office of the City Clerk.

26. The Fresno City Manager direct appointing authorities to inform the City Clerk’s
office of new appointments.

City of Fresno’s Response to Recommendations #20 - #26:

See Page 15.
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CITY OF FRESNO
CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

27. The City Manager assign the ultimate responsibility for contract administration to
a properly staffed, single department that will be responsible for contract
enforcement, compliance, and renewal.

28. The department that is ultimately responsible for supervision of contract
administration, set up a “reminder” file to advise appropriate departments of
contract term date, renewal date, and other significant implementation dates.

29. The City Manager instruct appropriate departments that enter into contracts to
utilize the standard city contract form whenever possible.

City of Fresno’s Response to Recommendations #27 - #29:

See Page 18.

CITY OF FRESNO
ZONING ORDINANCES

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that the City Manager:

30. Budget adequate funds to complete the full revision of the Zoning Ordinance.

31. Assign a member of the City Attorney’s staff to specifically assist in the revision
of the Zoning Ordinance.

32. Direct the City Clerk’s office to use an 8½ x 11 inch format in the revision of the
ordinance.

33. Place the newly formatted Zoning Ordinance on the City’s website and update it
every six months.

34. Make available hard copies of the Zoning Ordinance for distribution at a nominal
cost.

City of Fresno’s Response to Recommendations #30 - #34:

See Page 20.
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THE FRESNO COUNTY
CORONER-PUBLIC ADMINISTRATOR/PUBLIC GUARDIAN

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

35. Construction of a new Coroner’s Office, morgue, and autopsy suite be given top
priority by the Fresno County Board of Supervisors.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #35:  Fresno County agrees
with the findings relating to the inadequacy of the existing Coroner facility.  The
recommendation has been implemented.  On March 11, 2003, the Board of
Supervisors approved the establishment of a capital project for a new Coroner-
Public Administrator/Public Guardian facility.  In addition, on May 20, 2003, the
Board of Supervisors approved the selection of Kaplan McLaughlin Diaz to
prepare the needs assessment, space program, and schematic design for the
new facility.  Completion of the needs assessment, space program, and
conceptual design is scheduled for presentation to the Board of Supervisors in
December 2003.  The County has also selected a Real Estate firm to conduct a
search for potential sites for the new facility upon completion of the space
program.  To date, a total of $1,300,000 has been appropriated for the project.

36. Violations cited by CAL/OSHA be promptly corrected.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #36:  Fresno County partially
disagrees with the finding that a CAL/OSHA inspection resulted in a finding of
multiple violations.  Only one condition noted by CAL/OSHA was considered a
violation of health and safety standards.  In response, a Bloodborne Pathogen
Exposure Control Policy was written and approved by CAL/OSHA.  The
recommendation has been implemented.

37. The Offices of Coroner and Public Administrator/Public Guardian be separated.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #37:  The County of Fresno
agrees with the findings related to the duties of the Public Administrator and
Public Guardian (PA/PG).  The recommendation will not be implemented, as a
separation of the Coroner-PA/PG offices may negatively impact service delivery
and is fiscally unjustified.  The relationship between the office of the Coroner and
the PA/PG is common throughout the State of California.  The offices were
established as separate elective offices under the Fresno County Charter, but
were later combined through resolutions by the County Board of Supervisors as
being in the County’s best interest.  The combination of these functional areas
provides direct benefits to consumers and taxpayers. Common staffing provides
a continuity of related services and allows for a redistribution of resources within
the offices as workload fluctuations occur, helping to ensure uninterrupted
service delivery.  These staffing efficiencies may be lost if the offices are
separated or combined with other County departments.  Taxpayers benefit from
reduced costs of having one elected official managing both offices, thereby
minimizing overhead and administrative costs.
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The current Coroner-Public Administrator/Public Guardian assumed the office in
January 2003 and began an internal review of processes to maximize efficiencies
within both offices.  Any viable alternative methods of organizing the offices of
the Coroner or PA/PG, resulting from this internal review, will be presented to the
Board of Supervisors.

38. The Fresno County Charter be amended to eliminate the office of Coroner, and
an office of Medical Examiner be created and filled.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #38:  The County of Fresno
disagrees with the finding that many counties in California have eliminated the
office of Coroner and have substituted a system requiring the appointment of a
licensed Medical Examiner in place of the Coroner.  The recommendation will not
be implemented. Only four counties in California have Medical Examiner
systems, all of which have been in place for many years.  At this time, the Fresno
County office of Coroner is adequately staffed with two full-time licensed
Forensic Pathologists conducting all medical examinations and identifying the
cause of death.  The Coroner then reviews these findings and upon certifying the
manner of death, signs the death certificate.  There is insufficient evidence to
support an action to amend the Fresno County Charter.

39. The Coroner-Public Administrator/Public Guardian provide a technically
advanced system for control of all inventoried properties.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #39:  Fresno County agrees
with the finding that property storage rooms are now more organized than in the
past.  The recommendation requires further analysis to determine if inventory
control capability can be provided within the framework of the current case
management program.  A determination will be made by December 31, 2003.

40. The Coroner-Public Administrator/Public Guardian provide a technically
advanced system for control of all files and autopsy specimens.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #40:  Fresno County agrees
with the findings regarding the need for additional space and controls for files and
specimens.  The recommendation has been implemented with the installation of
a new computer system in the Coroner Division.

41. The Coroner-Public Administrator/Public Guardian dispose of all files and
autopsy specimens not required by law to be maintained.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #41:  Fresno County agrees
with the finding that old files and specimens are still being stored.  The
recommendation requires further investigation of legal and evidence matters
related to retention.  Until the investigation is complete, no items will be disposed
of.  Office clean-up measures have been implemented to organize record and
material storage, and the proper disposal of tissue specimens is being explored
through contracted services.
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42. The Coroner-Public Administrator/Public Guardian dispose of all unclaimed
bodies in the morgue without delay.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #42:  Fresno County agrees
with the findings regarding the disposition of unclaimed bodies.  The
recommendation has been implemented.  Court-ordered delayed death
certificates have been obtained for all individuals deceased longer than one year
enabling proper disposition.  New policies and procedures have been
implemented to prevent any recurrence of past practices.

Fresno County Coroner-Public Administrator/Public Guardian’s Response
to Recommendations #35 - #42:

See Page 43.

FRESNO IRRIGATION DISTRICT

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

43. No assignments of certificates of sale of delinquent properties be made by the
Fresno Irrigation District.

44. The Fresno County Auditor-Controller/Treasurer-Tax Collector assume billing
and collection of all assessments by Fresno Irrigation District and management
of any delinquency sales of property.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #44:  Fresno County agrees
with the finding that the Auditor-Controller/Treasurer-Tax Collector (Auditor) has
legal authority and is able to perform billing and collection services for the Fresno
Irrigation District (District) for a reasonable charge.  The recommendation has
been implemented.  The Auditor agreed to place the District assessments on the
tax roll for Fiscal Year 2003-04.  The District will remunerate one-fourth of one
percent of the total assessments collected to the Auditor for these services.  The
Auditor will also assume the responsibility for the sale of property due to non-
payment of taxes related to Fiscal Year 2003-04 and future years.

Fresno Irrigation District’s Response to Recommendations #43 - #44:

See Page 48.

Fresno County Auditor-Controller/Treasurer-Tax Collector’s Response to
Recommendation #44:

See Page 51.
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FRESNO COUNTY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

45. The Fresno County Board of Supervisors support the special fire districts in the
County.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #45:  Fresno County agrees
with the findings that the Fresno County Fire Protection District is the largest fire
district in Fresno County; that the district provides fire protection to most
residents of the unincorporated areas of Fresno County and to some
incorporated cities; that district fire stations are approximately 12 miles apart with
8 to 12 minute response times; and, that the Fresno County Fire Protection
District is one of five special districts that provide fire protection for County
residents.

The recommendation has been implemented in that the Board of Supervisors
continues to be supportive of the special fire districts, as well as all fire protection
service providers, in Fresno County.  In addition to the Board-sponsored
Countywide fire protection study completed earlier this year, the County's
legislative platform includes support for legislation to establish an adequate
revenue base for fire protection districts, including a return of property taxes that
were transferred to the State through the Educational Revenue Augmentation
Fund (ERAF), while not harming those fire protection districts receiving funds
through this program.  The Fresno County Fire Protection District, in particular,
loses a significant portion of its property tax allocation as a result of ERAF.

46. The Fresno County Board of Supervisors implement a plan to qualify Fresno
County Fire Protection District and other fire districts within the County to receive
Proposition 172 funds, as approved by California voters in 1993.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #46:  Fresno County agrees
with the finding that the County has not provided Proposition 172 funds to the
Fresno County Fire Protection District.  The recommendation will not be
implemented. The Fresno County Board of Supervisors does not have the legal
authority to distribute Proposition 172 funds to the Fresno County Fire Protection
District or any of the other fire protection districts in Fresno County.  This
conclusion is based on a legal opinion by County Counsel, provided in a Board
Legal Report dated January 22, 2003, and released as a public document,
concluding that the Fresno County Fire Protection District ('District') "does not
qualify for Prop. 172 funds under the Local Public Safety Protection &
Improvement Act of 1993" and that the Board of Supervisors "does not have
discretionary authority to allocate Prop. 172 funds to the District".  While this legal
opinion was for the specific case of the Fresno County Fire Protection District, its
conclusions extend to the other four fire protection districts within Fresno County.
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47. The Fresno County Board of Supervisors authorize and allocate developer
impact fees for fire districts in the County.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #47:  Fresno County agrees
with the finding that the County does not have a developer impact fee for fire
protection.  The recommendation has not yet been implemented; however,
recommendations on implementation measures will be taken to the Board of
Supervisors within the next six months. One of the recommendations resulting
from the Board-sponsored Countywide fire protection study completed earlier this
year was to provide County authority for fire protection districts to collect
development impact fees for new construction within their respective districts.
County staff is currently evaluating the feasibility of implementing a developer
impact fee for fire protection districts throughout unincorporated Fresno County.

48. The boards of the fire districts in the County develop a plan to consolidate all
districts into one district with one administration.

49. The Fresno County Fire Protection District re-establish full time staffing of the
Riverdale Fire Station.

Fresno County Fire Protection District’s Response to Recommendations
#48 - #49:

See Page 53.
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SECURITY OF FRESNO COUNTY BUILDINGS

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

50. A complete and thorough security survey be conducted by either the Fresno
County Sheriff or the United States Marshals Service.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #50:  Fresno County agrees
with the findings that the Sheriff and the Marshals Service are capable and willing
to perform security reviews of County facilities.  The recommendation has not
been implemented; however, Fresno County’s General Services Security
conducts security surveys of County facilities on a routine basis.  General
Services Security will continue to work with the Sheriff’s Department to review all
Fresno County security needs.

51. Based upon the findings of the security review, a new management directive on
work site security be written and issued by the County of Fresno.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #51:  Fresno County agrees
with the finding that the current Management Directive concerning Work Site
Security is outdated.  The recommendation will be implemented by February 1,
2004.  The Management Directives are being revised and will be submitted for
approval and issuance by the County Administrative Office.

52. The County of Fresno place and monitor security cameras in appropriate
locations in County garages and buildings.
Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #52:  Fresno County partially
disagrees with the finding that security cameras in County facilities are virtually
nonexistent.  During the past year, the County has placed security cameras in
and around various County facilities.  The newly remodeled Heritage Center has
a state-of-the-art security camera system that monitors the interior and exterior of
the facility. Cameras have been installed at the County Plaza Building, with
additional cameras scheduled to be placed in the Plaza Garage.  The
recommendation will be implemented and the County will continue to add
security camera systems to facilities depending upon security need and financial
ability.

53. Access gates be placed at all entrances to the Plaza Garage where none
currently exist.
Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #53:  Fresno County agrees
with the finding that one of the two entrances to the Plaza Garage contains a
restrictive gate and that the gate is not utilized during business hours.  The
recommendation requires further analysis prior to implementation.  The Plaza
Garage is available for use by the 24-hour County operations housed in the
Plaza Building, as well as during the evenings and on weekends for functions
held in the Plaza Ballroom.  An evaluation will be completed by February 1, 2004,
to determine the appropriateness, cost, and feasibility of installing gates at the
Plaza Garage.
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54. Pedestrian access into the Plaza Building and the Hall of Records be restricted to
only one entrance into and one exit door from each building and both buildings
be closely monitored by security personnel.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #54:  Fresno County agrees
with the findings regarding entrances and the presence of security officers in the
Plaza Building and Hall of Records.  The recommendation will not be
implemented.  The Plaza Building and the Hall of Records are public facilities,
accessed by hundreds of people daily to conduct business with the County.
Restricting or reducing access to these facilities is not in the best interest of the
citizens of Fresno County.  The County will be increasing the use of video
camera surveillance of these facilities, which will enhance security.  General
Services Security will continue to monitor the public within these facilities with
routine security patrols throughout the normal business day.  The Hall of Records
has been equipped with the “Hirsch” access control system, which eliminates
public access to the facility outside of the normal business day, thus significantly
increasing the safety and security of County staff.  This system is scheduled to
be installed at the Plaza Building during the current fiscal year.  Additional
security measures will be implemented as warranted.

55. A management directive be issued making it mandatory that all County
employees wear identification badges in the work place.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #55:  Fresno County agrees
with the findings that County employees are issued identification badges,
however, there is no uniform compliance regarding the use of employee
identification badges.  The recommendation will be implemented by February 1,
2004.  The requirement for all employees to wear identification badges in the
workplace will be included in the revised Management Directives relating to
General Services Security (as noted in #51 above).

56. Fresno County Board of Supervisors increase security for the safety of all
employees and the public, and for the protection of the facilities of Fresno
County.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #56:  Fresno County agrees
with the finding regarding the responsibility for security patrol of all County
facilities.  The recommendation has been implemented.  In addition to the
enhanced security measures outlined above, General Services Security will
continue to evaluate security needs and make recommendations as necessary.

57. The 2003/2004 Fresno County Grand Jury continue to monitor the progress of
the implementation of security improvements throughout the County of Fresno.

See Appendix A.
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SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION IN FRESNO COUNTY

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

58. School districts in Fresno County take immediate steps toward consolidation of
their transportation services wherever practicable.

Alvina School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

See Page 59.

American Union School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

No response to date.

Big Creek School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

No response to date.

Burrel Union School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

See Page 60.

Caruthers Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

No response to date.

Central Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

No response to date.

Clay Joint School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

No response to date.

Clovis Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

See Page 61.

Coalinga-Huron Joint Unified School District’s Response to
Recommendation #58:

See Page 63.

Firebaugh-Las Deltas Unified School District’s Response to
Recommendation #58:

See Page 64.
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Fowler Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

See Page 65.

Fresno Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

See Page 66.

Golden Plains Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

See Page 67.

Kerman Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

No response to date.

Kings Canyon Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

See Page 68.

Kingsburg Joint Union School District’s Response to Recommendation
#58:

See Page 69.

Laton Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

See Page 71.

Mendota Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

No response to date.

Monroe School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

No response to date.

Orange Center School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

See Page 72.

Pacific Union School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

See Page 73.

Parlier Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

No response to date.

Pine Ridge School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

No response to date.



57

Raisin City School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

No response to date.

Riverdale Joint Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation
#58:

See Page 75.

Sanger Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

See Page 78.

Selma Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

See Page 79.

Sierra Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

See Page 80.

Washington Colony School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

No response to date.

Washington Union School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

No response to date.

West Fresno School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

See Page 81.

West Park School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

See Page 82.

Westside School District’s Response to Recommendation #58:

No response to date.

59. Fresno County Office of Education be responsible for monitoring the progress of
such consolidation.

Fresno County Office of Education’s Response to Recommendation #59:

See Page 83.
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60. The 2003/2004 Fresno County Grand Jury continue to monitor the progress of
the consolidation of school transportation.

See Appendix A.

DRIVER EDUCATION IN FRESNO COUNTY HIGH SCHOOLS

Recommendation

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

61. The Fresno County Office of Education insure that all high schools are in
compliance with the existing law requiring that driver education be included in the
curriculum during the school day.

Fresno County Office of Education’s Response to Recommendation #61:

See Page 83.
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“ONE STOP” REGIONAL CENTERS

Recommendation

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

62. The Fresno County Human Services System expand the concept of “one stop”
Regional Centers to other areas of the County of Fresno.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #62:  The County of Fresno
agrees with the findings regarding the Human Services System “One Stop”
Regional Centers.  The recommendation requires further analysis, and
implementation will depend on funding availability and partnering with the
community. The concept of expanding regional centers to other areas in the
County reflects the long-term goals of the County and the Human Services
System. Opportunities for partnering with community leaders, community-based
organizations, and other governmental agencies continue to be explored.
Implementation of the recommendation for new Center development in both rural
and metropolitan areas will depend on available funding for both start-up and
ongoing operational costs.

FOSTER CARE IN FRESNO COUNTY

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

63. A documented placement policy for foster children be completed and
implemented by the Department of Children and Family Services.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #63:  Fresno County agrees
with the finding that at the present time there is no documented policy regarding
placement of foster children.  The recommendation has not yet been
implemented, but will be implemented after a comprehensive review of
placement practices has been completed.  A commitment was made by Fresno
County in April 2003 to adopt the Family to Family approach to redesign and
reconstruct the local foster care system.  Training and implementation of this
approach is targeted to begin in January and continue throughout 2004.  The
goal is to use the Family to Family Model to develop policies and procedures for
placement and monitoring of placement practices.

64. A plan for increased supervisory visits to foster homes be established and
implemented by the Department of Children and Family Services.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #64:  Fresno County
disagrees with the finding that oversight visits to foster homes are infrequent and
usually in response to complaints and problems.  Mandated visits in foster homes
are addressed in the State Department of Social Services Regulations Manual,
Division 31 policy.  Current practice is based on, and in compliance with, Division
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31 policies and applicable California Welfare and Institutions Codes.  However,
the recommendation for a plan for increased supervisory visits to foster homes
deserves further analysis and will be evaluated in the context of placement policy
development.

65. The Fresno County Board of Supervisors continue to provide strong backing and
active support to the Foster Care Standards and Oversight Committee.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #65:  Fresno County agrees
with the finding that there is a good working relationship and much interaction
between the Foster Care Standards and Oversight Committee and the
Department of Children and Family Services.  The recommendation for the Board
of Supervisors to continue to provide strong backing and active support to the
Committee has been implemented and will continue throughout 2003-04.
Supervisor Susan Anderson is an active member of the Foster Care Standards
and Oversight Committee.  Committee bylaws were taken to the Board of
Supervisors in September 2003 for approval for Committee member participation
in lawfully constituted multi-disciplinary review teams that review cases involving
child abuse or neglect and in Department of Children and Family Services
internal review committees.  The Board's approval is indicative of the ongoing
support provided to the Oversight Committee.

66. Future Grand Juries continue to investigate the Department of Children and
Family Services Foster Care System.

See Appendix A.

CHILD AND ADOLESCENT MENTAL HEALTH CARE IN FRESNO COUNTY

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

67. Fresno County provide inpatient child and adolescent mental health facilities in
the County of Fresno.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #67:  Fresno County agrees
with the finding that currently there are no facilities for child and adolescent
mental health care in Fresno County and that inpatient care is currently being
contracted out of the County.  The recommendation requires further analysis.
The Department of Children and Family Services Director, the local Mental
Health Director, and Mental Health Board, in collaboration with Fresno Metro
Ministries and community partners are currently exploring the feasibility of a child
and adolescent inpatient unit and continuum of care in Fresno to support families
and children/youth.  A recommendation to pursue a Joint Powers Authority (JPA)
for the establishment of a local regional inpatient psychiatric service for children
and adolescents was taken to the Board of Supervisors on September 30, 2003.
The Board adopted a Resolution endorsing the pursuit of a JPA to establish local
regional inpatient psychiatric services for children and adolescents and directing
the local Mental Health Director and the Department of Children and Family
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Services Director to take actions necessary, bringing together public and private
resources, to operationalize a regional JPA.

68. Fresno County Department of Child and Adolescent Mental Health Care continue
to increase the number of child psychiatrists in this area.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #68:  Fresno County agrees
with the finding that the demand for child and adolescent psychiatric services is
increasing.  The recommendation has been implemented.  The Department of
Children and Family Services budget funds six (6) child psychiatrist positions:
one (1) Chief Child Psychiatrist and five (5) full time Child Psychiatrist positions.
Two positions are currently vacant.  In the past year, three child psychiatrists
have been hired and the County has begun to participate in the development of a
local psychiatrist internship program.  The County continues to actively seek
other avenues for attracting more psychiatric services to Fresno County.



SECTION V

LAW ENFORCEMENT COMMITTEE
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FRESNO POLICE DEPARTMENT PROPERTY ROOM

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

69. The Fresno Police Department continue to train personnel in the use of the bar
code system.

70. The Fresno Police Department place computer stations at locations where
needed.

71. The Fresno Police Department conduct random drug testing of all property room
personnel.

Fresno City’s Response to Recommendations #69 - #71:

See Page 22.

72. Future Grand Juries visit and review the property room.

See Appendix A

73. Not used.

CITY OF FRESNO POLICE CHIEF’S ADVISORY BOARD

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

74. The Fresno Police Chief’s Advisory Board establish a wesbsite to include:

• Mission statement
• Board member names and term expiration dates
• Agenda
• Meeting minutes, excluding confidential information
• Process for bringing concerns or complaints to the Board
• Application for membership to the Board

75. The Fresno Police Chief’s Advisory Board establish and publicize a procedure for
citizens to file concerns or complaints.

76. The Fresno Police Chief and City Council promptly replace members upon
expiration of their terms or when vacancies arise.

City of Fresno’s Response to Recommendations #74 - #76:

See Page 24.
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FRESNO POLICE DEPARTMENT
CANINE UNIT

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that the Fresno City Police
Department:

77. Amend Divisional Order No. 4.1.23, entitled Canine Operations, issued on
December 20, 2001, to include clearly defined procedures as to the use of canine
with ballistic vests.

78. Amend Standing Order 2.3.1, Canine Operations Manual, to include clearly
defined procedures as to the deployment of canines with ballistic vests.

79. Provide funds to purchase the most technologically advanced canine ballistic
vests.

80. Improve training for canines and their handlers, on the use and deployment of
ballistic vests.

City of Fresno’s Response to Recommendations #77 - #80:

See Page 26.

ELKHORN CORRECTIONAL FACILITY

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

81. Fresno County Personnel Department modify the hiring process to give extra-
help Juvenile Correctional Officers credit for a specific number of hours for on the
job training, and be able to waive the County interview for a permanent position
without taking the same entry written test a second time.
Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #81:  Fresno County
disagrees with the finding that extra-help Juvenile Correctional Officers (JCO) are
required to retake the written entry examination to be hired as a permanent JCO.
The recommendation to modify the hiring process will not be implemented
because there is no basis for which to do so as defined by Fresno County
Personnel Rule 4.  Upon JCO candidates’ passing of the examination, an
employment list is established in rank order of final scores composed of persons
both in and out of County service.  The employment list is established for a
duration of three (3) months, and under ordinary circumstances may be extended
for a like period.  The listing may be extended for periods of time not to exceed
12 months from the initial expiration date of the list.  JCO candidates whose
names are on an employment list will be certified out to the hiring authority.  The
only instance where an individual would have to take an exam more than once
would be if they were not selected from the employment list and the list
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subsequently expires.  Upon such time that a list expires and a vacancy occurs,
a new employment list must be established as the list of eligible names no longer
exists.

In addition, a policy is already in place for extra-help employees who are
subsequently hired for a permanent position to be given credit toward completion
of their probationary period up to a maximum of three months.

Chief Probation Officer’s Response to Recommendation #81: A formal
answer to this question is within the jurisdiction of the Personnel Department.
However, the Probation Department does have an opinion on this matter.  The
issue of giving some advantage to Extra Help employees has been discussed
with Personnel on numerous occasions.  Ideally, the Probation Department
would like to choose permanent staff from the extra help pool before doing a
permanent recruitment.  Any employee who is working as an Extra Help Juvenile
Correctional Officer has had to pass the same written and oral exams, as well as
the background investigation, medical, and psychological exams as those on the
permanent list.  Currently, if we receive the name of an Extra Help employee for
a permanent slot, the medical and psychological examinations are waived
because they have already taken it.  It seems that the same should apply to the
written and oral.  A background update may be in order.

It has also been suggested that if, in fact, it is necessary for extra help
employees to compete again, that they should receive extra credit, similar to the
way veteran credits are given.  It does not serve the County well, nor make good
business sense, to hire someone as an Extra Help Juvenile Correctional Officer,
demonstrate that they do a very good job, and then send them back through the
competitive process to become a permanent employee.

82. Fresno County Probation Department allocate additional positions for Juvenile
Correctional Officers to meet staffing needs for 200 cadets.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #82:  Fresno County agrees
with the findings regarding staffing of Juvenile Correctional Officers for the
Elkhorn Correctional Facility. The recommendation will not be implemented at
this time due to budgetary constraints. The County recognizes the benefit of
accommodating additional juveniles, but the current fiscal condition of the County
and the State is not conducive to operating at maximum capacity.  As additional
funds become available, Fresno County will review capacity and staffing issues
of the facility.

Chief Probation Officer’s Response to Recommendation #82: The Elkhorn
Correctional Facility currently has a rated capacity of 200 from the California
Board of Corrections.  However, due to budget restrictions, the Boot Camp is
currently staffed for 185 cadets.  It would be an excellent benefit to the County,
the Courts, and the Probation Department if Elkhorn could house 200 cadets.  In
the current economic environment of the county and the state it is more likely in
the next two fiscal years that we would have to consider reducing the budgeted
capacity of Elkhorn below 185.
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83. Fresno County Probation Department allocate additional positions for staff to
assist at special events, transportation of cadets, and farming.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #83:  Fresno County agrees
with the finding that cadets participate in special events, and recognizes that
supervision and transportation are required.  The recommendation will not be
implemented at this time due to budgetary constraints.  No new positions are
planned at this time.

Chief Probation Officer’s Response to Recommendation #83:  The Elkhorn
Correctional Facility utilizes extra help when necessary to directly supervise
cadets or backfill permanent employees that are supervising special events in the
community, provide transportation, and coordinate the farming operation.  A
position that would be very beneficial to the Elkhorn program would be the
establishment of a Juvenile Correctional Officer - Farm Manager.  Currently, the
Elkhorn Correctional Facility is fully staffed and has been so for several months.
Programming at the facility is being carried out at a sufficient level at this time.

84. Fresno County Probation Department modify the current philosophy of the
program at Elkhorn to assure the criteria for commitments be tightened to reduce
the flow of cadets into Elkhorn so a consistent program can be taught and cadets
are provided with an improved chance to become a productive citizen.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #84:  Fresno County
disagrees with the findings regarding completion of programs by cadets.  The
recommendation to modify the current philosophy will not be implemented, as the
basic philosophy has not changed since its inception, as stated in the response
from the Chief Probation Officer.

Chief Probation Officer’s Response to Recommendation #84:  The
population of the Elkhorn Correctional Facility, during the course of a twelve-
month period, will have a high point above rated capacity and a low point below.
At the writing of this response to the Grand Jury, there are only 165 youth in the
Elkhorn Correctional Facility.  We went through a brief period in 2003 wherein the
population was high and some youth were being released prematurely before
completing the final phase of the program.  Even though they were released from
custody early, they still transitioned into the after care program known as
Forward Bound Academy.

Philosophically the program has not changed at ECF.  Programmatic changes
have occurred during the past fiscal year due to sporadic periods of high numbers
of referrals.  The majority of the referrals have, in fact, been consistent with the
adopted sentencing criteria.

85. Fresno County Probation Department modify the current philosophy of the
program at Elkhorn to assure that Delta Cadets be kept separated from the
regular Boot Camp Cadets.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #85:  Fresno County agrees
with the finding that regular Boot Camp Cadets and Delta Cadets share
classrooms and cafeteria facilities.  The recommendation will not be implemented
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at this time due to budgetary constraints; however, the planned construction of
the new Juvenile Justice Campus will allow the separation of these two groups.

Chief Probation Officer’s Response to Recommendation #85:  The Delta
program consisting of the use of one barrack was implemented to provide a next
level for those that failed the regular boot camp program and for those that were
very borderline to be recommended to the California Youth Authority.  It was felt
that the Delta program was needed as a program in between to add integrity to
the continuum of sanctions available to the Court.

The layout of the Elkhorn Correctional Facility campus is not ideal for these two
programs.  There is no practical way to separate them without increased costs.
Currently, both the ECF cadet program and the Delta Program youth go to school
together and eat in the dining room together.  The cadets in the Delta Program
wear different and identifiable uniforms and all Delta Program youth are housed
in the same barracks.  We only have one place to feed the cadets, however, the
Delta cadets do sit separately together in the dining room.  Our records indicate
that the Delta cadets have fewer incidents of acting out behavior on the campus
than those youth in the regular program.  In the opinion of this writer, there has
been a lot of miscommunication or, in more simplistic terms, unfounded rumors
regarding the severity of crimes committed by those in the Delta Program.

Without a separate campus, we have no solution to this current recommendation
by the Grand Jury.  However, it should be noted that when the new Juvenile
Justice Campus opens in 2006, those youth currently in the Delta program will be
classified into the new commitment facility on the new Juvenile Justice Campus
and free up all four barracks at the Elkhorn Correctional Facility for the regular
program.

86. The City of Fresno continue to fund one million dollars each year for Elkhorn.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #86:  Fresno County agrees
with the finding that the City of Fresno has not committed to continue funding for
the Elkhorn facility.  Fresno County fully supports the recommendation and will
continue discussions with the City of Fresno for ongoing funding of the facility.

Chief Probation Officer’s Response to Recommendation #86:  The response
to this recommendation should come officially from the Fresno County
Administrative Office.  The terms and conditions for the one million dollar a year
payment for Elkhorn from the City of Fresno was an agreement between the City
Council and the Fresno County Board of Supervisors.  That agreement is set to
terminate at some point in the near future.

It is the opinion of the Chief Probation Officer, that since the Elkhorn Correctional
Facility population is approximately 85% of youth from the City of Fresno, that
there should be some sense of obligation by the City of Fresno to assist the
County in providing a suitable juvenile justice/public safety program for the youth
living in the City.

City of Fresno’s Response to Recommendation #86:

See Page 28.
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TRAFFIC ENFORCEMENT AND RELATED ISSUES

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

87. The Fresno City Police Department allocate more police officers to traffic safety
enforcement and related education activities.

88. The Fresno City Police Department continue to compile statistics which will
provide additional information to determine the effectiveness of “Red Light”
cameras.

89. The Fresno City Police Department, in compliance with the 2002 revenue sharing
agreement on traffic fines and forfeitures between the City and County of Fresno,
use a portion of its revenues for traffic education activities.

90. The County and City of Fresno assist the traffic court in an effort to expedite the
processing of traffic fines.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #90:  Fresno County agrees
with the findings that an increase in the filing of traffic infractions created a
processing backlog and that the backlog continued to rise until the City of Fresno
provided the courts with added assistance.  The recommendation has been
implemented. In accordance with the current agreement, the City and County of
Fresno pay an equal share of one clerical position to assist the Courts with the
increased workload.  As the backlog increased, the City provided four additional
contract staff resulting in a reduction of the backlog from 6,786 at the time of the
Grand Jury report, to 1,080 as of September 5, 2003.  The County will continue
to monitor the processing of traffic citations and the backlog situation.

City of Fresno’s Response to Recommendations #87 - #90:

See Page 30.

91. All Fresno County school districts comply with the California Education Code by
requiring that high schools in the districts offer a driver education course as part
of their curriculum.

Caruthers Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #91:

No response to date.

Central Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #91:

No response to date.

Clovis Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #91:

See Page 62.
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Coalinga-Huron Joint Unified School District’s Response to
Recommendation #91:

See Page 63.

Firebaugh-Las Deltas Unified School District’s Response to
Recommendation #91:

See Page 64.

Fowler Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #91:

See Page 65.

Fresno Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #91:

No response to date.

Golden Plains Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #91:

See Page 67.

Kerman Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #91:

No response to date.

Kings Canyon Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #91:

See Page 68.

Kingsburg Joint Union School District’s Response to Recommendation
#91:

No response to date.

Laton Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #91:

See Page 71.

Mendota Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #91:

No response to date.

Parlier Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #91:

No response to date.

Riverdale Joint Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation
#91:

See Page 75.
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Sanger Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #91:

See Page 78.

Selma Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #91:

See Page 79.

Sierra Unified School District’s Response to Recommendation #91:

See Page 80.

Washington Union School District’s Response to Recommendation #91:

No response to date.

FRESNO YOSEMITE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT CONCOURSE
EXPANSION PROJECT

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

92. The City adopt a new bidding procedure for selection of low bidders on projects
requiring competitive bidding.

93. The City involve the Public Works Department much more intimately in
connection with major construction projects within the City, including hiring
specialists for such projects, instead of contracting with consultants for overall
management.

94. The City carefully monitor possible conflicts of interest of parties involved in City
projects.

95. The City aggressively pursue its claims for liquidated and other damages.

City of Fresno’s Response to Recommendations #92 - #95:

See Page 31.
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TRANSIT CONSOLIDATION

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

96. The Council of Fresno County Governments and affiliated agencies continue
their discussions directed toward consolidation of the transit services in the
County, and that those discussions specifically include school busses.

97. A transit district, rather than a Joint Powers Authority, be formed in the interests
of efficiency in management, cost effectiveness, and to better serve the
environmental needs of the valley in the future.

98. The transit district include areas outside the County, such as portions of Madera
County.

99. The Board of Directors of the Council of Fresno County Governments appoint a
transportation expert to organize and promote a new countywide transit district.

Council of Fresno County Government’s Response to Recommendations
#96 - #99:

See Page 97.

Fresno County Rural Transit Agency’s Response to Recommendations #96
- #99:

See Page 122.

JOINT JURISDICTIONAL STREETS
BETWEEN COUNTY AND CITY OF FRESNO

Recommendations

The 2002-2003 Fresno County Grand Jury recommends that:

100. The City and County of Fresno enter an agreement that addresses the
maintenance of joint jurisdictional streets to replace the terminated Agreement.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #100:  Fresno County
agrees with the findings that the City and County have been performing street
maintenance activities independently on shared jurisdictional streets, which has
created a loss of efficiency for both agencies since termination of the former
cooperative agreement. The recommendation requires further analysis and
negotiations with the City.  County and City staffs have recently held several
meetings together for the purpose of developing a mutually supported
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agreement.  Progress to date includes the creation of a Fresno metropolitan area
base map, which precisely identifies the location of all roads that involves both
jurisdictions.  The City and County will continue to meet in an effort to negotiate
the details of an agreement that can be recommended for approval by the
County Board of Supervisors and City Council.

101. When a development would otherwise create a joint jurisdictional street, the City
of Fresno consider annexation of the entire street.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #101:  Fresno County
agrees with the finding that the City and County have been performing separate
maintenance of joint jurisdictional streets . The recommendation requires further
analysis and negotiation with the City.  Administration of the Department of
Public Works and Planning has discussed this matter with the Local Agency
Formation Commission and the City of Fresno.  Staff from both agencies have
expressed agreement with the idea of entire street annexation.  Efforts will
continue to develop recommendations for consideration and approval by the
County Board of Supervisors and City Council.

102. Joint projects, not otherwise defined as maintenance, should continue to be
performed under separately negotiated agreements between the City and County
of Fresno.

Fresno County’s Response to Recommendation #102:  Fresno County
agrees with the finding that projects on joint jurisdictional streets, not otherwise
defined as maintenance under the terms of the agreement, have been negotiated
separately.  The recommendation will be implemented.  Fresno County supports
the continuing practice of handling non-routine maintenance projects on shared
jurisdictional roads in separate agreements due to the need for a greater level of
planning, engineering, and budget effort.

City of Fresno’s Response to Recommendations #100 - #102:

See Page 35.
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APPENDIX A

THE 2002-2003 FRESNO COUNTY GRAND JURY RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE 2003-04
GRAND JURY

The 2002-2003 Grand Jury made four recommendations to the 2003-2004 Grand Jury:

Recommendation #57:  The 2003/2004 Fresno County Grand Jury continue to monitor the
progress of the implementation of security improvements throughout the County of Fresno.

Recommendation #60:  The 2003/2004 Fresno County Grand Jury continue to monitor the
progress of the consolidation of school transportation.

Recommendation #66:  Future Grand Juries continue to investigate the Department of
Children and Family Services Foster Care System.

Recommendation #72:  Future Grand Juries visit and review the property room.
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