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youth, the annual cost/inmate would decrease to about $120,000/year).  Total operating cost 
would increase only 3% to $5.77 million/yr. 
 
As discussed in a previous section titled Preadmission Screening, the Jury learned that 9% of the 
121 candidates for LPBC commitment were rejected for various reasons.  We also learned that 90 
boys, or 74%, were ordered to LPBC.  The remaining 20 (16.5%) were screened and accepted 
but, for various reasons, were NOT ordered to the camp.  It is this population that the Jury 
believes constitutes the candidate pool for increasing LPBC utilization. 
 
 
Additional Methods of Increasing Camp Utilization 
Another possible way to increase use of the existing facilities would be to accept females. 
Currently, some females are sent out of state to group homes using state and federal funds.  A 
soon to be published UCSB report, entitled “Evaluation of Female Specific Services: 
Transforming the Juvenile Justice Approach to Girls, 2016” Executive Summary concludes “that 
a local option, where girls could receive intensive mental health treatment would be preferable to 
out-of-county group homes” 4 .  The unused dormitory at LPBC would require almost no 
modification to accommodate females.  Accepting females would give them access to the same 
intensive mental health services available to the boys.  Therefore, the cost for female inmates 
would be similar to the cost for males. 
 
The need for a facility to house juvenile female inmates is worthy of further study.  Although, 
over the last several years, the number of female offenders has decreased steadily, this year, the 
number has increased sharply.   
 
Even so, the number of female offenders in Santa Barbara County is not presently sufficent to 
warrant establishing a separate program for them.  The minimum number of female youth for a 
cost-effective program is approximately 20.  It is possible, however, that an arrangement could 
be reached with the probation departments of Ventura and San Luis Obispo Counties to house 
and rehabilitate qualifying females from their jurisdictions.  The Jury recommends that this 
possibility be explored.  The Jury’s preliminary study indicates that a joint program would 
benefit all participants. 
 
Another possible way to increase use of the existing facilities would be to offer programs of 
shorter duration.  Existing programs of 120 and 180 days could complemented be with 60 and/or 
90 day programs.  The Jury recommends that this possibility be explored as well. 
 
Benefits to Society 
When youth graduate from Los Prietos Boys Camp, (and, in many cases, subsequently from high 
school) the positive effects are not only felt by the juvenile but also his family.  These benefits 
cannot always be quantified as they may involve improved self-esteem, self-discipline, a resolve 
to move on to college or a job, and/or to contribute to his family.  One youth, when asked what 

                                                 
4 Year 2:  Systemic Probation Analysis & Girls Group Evaluation,  Evaluation of Female Specific Services, 
Transforming the Juvenile Justice Approach to Girls, 2016 Executive Summary, UCSB and Santa Barbara County 
Department of Behavioral Wellness, Draft 
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he would do differently when he got out of Camp said he wanted his behavior not "to make my 
mom cry again."  See Appendix B for similar comments from other youth incarcerated at LPBC.   
 
However, numerous papers and studies show that society as a whole clearly benefits in a 
multitude of financial ways.  Before they were incarcerated at LPBC, the majority of the youth 
were substance abusers, were truant (some for as long as a year), and were found guilty of 
various violations of the law.  This report does not attempt to analyze every detail of the 
individuals placed at the Camp.  However, it is accurate to state that they were all in danger of 
ending up as statistics, whether it be as high school dropouts, perpetrators of further crimes, 
victims of crimes, and/or as inmates of local, state, or federal prisons.5  Beyond that, the youth 
could become a financial drain on various levels of government and its taxpayers in numerous 
ways, whether as inmates of jails and prisons, welfare or food stamp recipients, and/or as low 
wage earners.  “The typical career criminal causes $1.3–$1.5 million in external costs; a heavy 
drug user causes $370,000 to $970,000.  Eliminating duplication between crimes committed by 
individuals who are both heavy drug users and career criminals results in an overall estimate of 
the “monetary value of saving a high-risk youth” of $1.7 to $2.3 million.”6 
 
These and more data may be found in Appendix C, "Memo from Joyce E. Dudley, District 
Attorney, County of Santa Barbara, March 30, 2016".  
 
Based on its investigation, the Jury strongly believes that the Los Prietos Boys Camp is a 
valuable asset that not only changes the lives of the youth it incarcerates, it also contributes to 
saving an appreciable amount of money for taxpayers and all levels of government.  
 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
The 2015-2016 Santa Barbara County Grand Jury examined the operation of the Los Prietos 
Boys Camp.  The camp provides a structured and predictable environment where medium and 
high-risk youth are encouraged to modify their behavior, develop self-esteem, and prepare 
themselves to re-enter society.  The Jury studied the support programs provided to the youth 
including the programs that help the youth transition back into society.   
 
The Jury believes that the Los Prietos Boy’s Camp is run effectively and efficiently and is a 
significant asset to the community.  The Jury concluded, however, that Los Prietos Boys Camp is 
not operating at capacity.  The cost to house each youth, therefore, is higher than it would be 
with greater utilization.  The Jury concluded that the possibility of expanding the LPBC mandate 
to include females appears feasible and is worthy of further study. 
 
The Jury also concluded that no countywide definition of recidivism exists to allow evaluation of 
the effectiveness of various rehabilitation program alternatives.  

 
 
                                                 
5 See Appendix C, “Memo to Santa Barbara County Grand Jury from District Attorney Joyce E. Dudley, March 30, 
2016” 
6 Cohen, M. A. (1998). The monetary value of saving high-risk youth. Journal of Quantitative Criminology. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Finding 1 
The Los Prietos Boys Camp at its current staffing level can care for up to 50 youth yet the 
number of juveniles held is less than this number.   
 
Recommendation 1a 
That the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors direct the Santa Barbara County Probation 
Department to conduct a study of ways to increase the utilization of the Los Prietos Boys Camp. 
 
Recommendation 1b 
That the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors direct the Santa Barbara County Probation 
Department to reevaluate its acceptance criteria and process to develop methods to increase the 
number of youth who are ordered to the Los Prietos Boys Camp program.   
 
Recommendation 1c 
That the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors direct the Santa Barbara County Probation 
Department to evaluate the possibility of decreasing the lengths of the programs in order to 
accommodate more youth.  
 
Finding 2 
No similar camp program for female juveniles exists in Santa Barbara County.    
 
Recommendation 2 
That the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors direct the Santa Barbara County Probation 
Department to evaluate including female juvenile offenders in this successful program.   
 
Finding 3 
Freedom 4Youth offers a post incarceration mentorship program that is only available to youth 
who live in the South County.   
 
Recommendation 3 
That the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors encourage the establishment of a similar 
mentorship program for North County youth. 
 
Finding 4 
No standard calculation methodology exists within Santa Barbara County for measuring juvenile 
recidivism.   
 
Recommendation 4 
That the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors direct the Santa Barbara County Probation 
Department to establish a single calculation methodology for juvenile recidivism and utilize it in 
all future reporting.  
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REQUEST FOR RESPONSE 
 
Pursuant to California Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05, the Jury requests each entity or 
individual named below to respond to the enumerated findings and recommendations within the 
specified statutory time limit: 
 
Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors – 90 days 
 Findings 1, 2, 3, and 4 
 Recommendation 1a, 1b, 1c, 2, 3, and 4 
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APPENDIX A 
Los Prietos Screening Form 
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APPENDIX B 
 

A Gift to my Family, Friends, or the World 
 
In December, 2015, youth at Los Prietos Boys Camp were asked, “If you had one special holiday 
gift to give to your family, your friends, or the whole world, what would it be?”  Below are some 
of the answers from the boys. 
 

  “If I could give my mom the gift she always wanted, it would be me being successful in 
life because she told me that that’s all she wants for me.” 
 

 “A gift to my family is that I will finish my program and get released.  Then a gift to the 
whole world would be to be a better person and help out the community.” 
 

 A gift to my family would be getting out and doing good.” 
 

 “One gift to my family would be to make them happy by getting out of camp and getting 
off probation.”  
 

 “My gift to my family is to do my program and get home as soon as possible and 
graduate high school.” 
 

 “A gift to my family would be to get out and do good and get off probation and not get 
locked up no more.” 
 

 “To make my mom happy by getting a job and staying out of trouble.” 
 

 “It would be for me to give back to society by doing good.” 
 

 “Graduate from high school and be a better man.” 
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APPENDIX C 
 

MEMO TO SANTA BARBARA COUNTY GRAND JURY FROM 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY JOYCE E. DUDLEY, MARCH 30, 2016 

 
Date: March 30, 2016 

 
Responses to Confidential Question from the Civil Grand Jury 

 
Question #1: What are the most recent truancy rates for high schools, broken down by 
school and/or district?  What school year are these statistics for? 
 
Below are the historical truancy rates for all public schools students grades K-12 located in the 
County of Santa Barbara from the 2008-2009 through 2014-2015 school year, followed by the 
current truancy rates for high school students only for the 2014-2015 school year.7  Current and 
historical truancy rates for the County of Santa Barbara may be found here: 
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dataquest.asp.  
 
A student is considered “truant” under California Education Code §48260 if they are absent from 
school without a valid excuse for three (3) full days during one school year.  The District 
Attorney’s truancy reduction program, the CLASS Program, generally begins working with 
students once they become classified as truant to stop and/or reduce any further unexcused 
absences.  To date, the CLASS Program has been remarkably effective at helping truant high 
school students get back on track.  Overall, the County of Santa Barbara’s overall truancy rate 
(i.e., all students K-12) has been below the state average since 2011-2012 when the CLASS 
Program began operating.  In the three years prior to the Class Program’s inception, the County 
of Santa Barbara’s overall truancy rate was above the state average.   
 
County of Santa Barbara Historical Truancy Rates (All Grades K-12) 

 2008-
2009 

2009-
2010 

2010-
2011 

2011-
2012 

2012-
2013 

2013-
2014 

2014-
2015 

 
Santa Barbara County 27.02% 30.70% 30.76% 24.30% 27.60% 23.05% 22.69% 

California 
Average 24.15% 28.32% 29.74% 28.50% 29.28% 31.14% 31.43% 

Truancy Program? NO NO NO YES YES YES YES 

 
Carpinteria Unified 
High School 2014-2015 Truancy Rate 

                                                 
7 See http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dataquest.asp (last accessed on March 24, 2016). 

http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dataquest.asp
http://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dataquest.asp
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Carpinteria Senior High 25.81% 
Foothill Alternative High N/A 

Rincon High (Continuation) 47.27% 
District Wide (High School Only) 26.4% 

 
Cuyama Joint Unified 

High School 2014-2015 Truancy Rate 
Cuyama Valley High 25.64% 

 
Lompoc Unified 

High School 2014-2015 Truancy Rate 
Cabrillo High 40.09% 
Lompoc High 44.65% 

Maple High (Continuation) 85.71% 
District Wide (High School Only) 45.7% 

 
Santa Barbara Unified 

High School 2014-2015 Truancy Rate 
Alta Vista Alternative High 14.23% 
Dos Pueblos Senior High 40.48% 

La Cuesta High (Continuation) 83.81% 
San Marcos Senior High 49.86% 

Santa Barbara Senior High 40.90% 
District Wide (High School Only) 43.73% 

 
Santa Maria Joint Union 

High School 2014-2015 Truancy Rate 
Delta High (Continuation) 85.59% 

Ernest Righetti High 35.91% 
Pioneer Valley High 21.87% 

Santa Maria High 33.91% 
District Wide (High School Only) 35.08% 

 
Santa Ynez Valley Union 

High School 2014-2015 Truancy Rate 
Refugio High 2.17% 

Santa Ynez Valley Union High 10.48% 
District Wide (High School Only) 10.32% 

 
 
Questions #2-3: What are some statistics concerning the cost to society, and to the person, 
of dropping out of high school? 
 
Below is a list of various data and statistics regarding the cost to society and the person of 
dropping out of high school as well as data and statistics on the connection between truancy and 
dropping out of high school.  Additionally, California Attorney General Kamala D. Harris has 
produced three reports on truancy in California, which provide a wealth of information that can 
be found here: https://oag.ca.gov/truancy.  Finally, the University of California, Santa Barbara’s 

https://oag.ca.gov/truancy
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California Dropout Research Project has produced nearly twenty reports related to this topic that 
can be found here: http://www.cdrp.ucsb.edu/pubs_reports.htm.  
 

 Fiscal Cost to California8 – Each year 120,000 individuals fail to graduate high school.  
Each cohort of dropouts costs the State $9.5 billion in gross fiscal losses over their 
collective lives.  The costs break down as follows (please note that the net fiscal loss is 
$6.3 billion due to $3.2 billion in savings realized from not expending education funds on 
dropouts): 

o $3.1 billion in lost state and local tax revenue due to lower incomes of high school 
dropouts; 

o $3.5 billion in healthcare expenditures due to higher proportion of high school 
dropouts utilizing public assistance for healthcare (this equates to an average of 
$29,166 per dropout); 

o $2.5 billion in crime expenditures (e.g., incarceration, probation); and 
o $400 million in welfare expenditures (this equates to an average of $3,333 per 

dropout). 
 Economic Cost to California9 - The above statistics measured fiscal costs, i.e., costs to 

the State government.  However, high school dropouts have an even larger negative 
effect on our State’s economy as a whole.  In total, California’s economy suffers a loss of 
$46.4 billion for each cohort of dropouts over the course of their lives, which equates to a 
2.9% reduction in annual Gross Domestic Product.  The losses break down as follows: 

o $6.3 billion in fiscal losses (see above); 
o $22.4 billion in lost earnings (if these students had graduated they would have 

collectively earned this additional income over the course of their lives); 
o $9.5 billion in costs incurred by victims of crime committed by high school 

dropouts; and 
o $8.3 billion in lost growth and other externalities. 

 Life Expectancy – High school graduates have a life expectancy of three (3) years longer 
than high school dropouts.10 

 Intergenerational Effects – Only 6% of high school dropouts’ children obtain a 
bachelor’s degree or higher.11 

 Earning Ability – High school graduates earn $9,000 more per year and $370,000 more 
over their life time than high school dropouts.12  Graduates are more likely to be working 
(68% more likely for males; 50% more likely for females) and to be employed in jobs 
with health insurance and pension plans (by 18-20 percentage points for each benefit), 
compared to high school dropouts.”13 

                                                 
8 Belfield & Levin, The Economic Losses from High School Dropouts in California, The California Dropout 
Research Project (August 2007). 
9 Belfield & Levin, The Economic Losses from High School Dropouts in California, The California Dropout 
Research Project (August 2007). 
10 National Longitudinal Mortality Study 1988-1998 (quoted by Education Matters for Health by Robert Wood 
Johnson Foundation). 
11 Snyder, Dillow, and Hoffman, Digest of Education Statistics (2005) (quoted by Education Matters for Health by 
Robert Wood Johnson Foundation). 
12 Doland, Give Yourself the Gift of a Degree, Employment Policy Foundation 2001. 
13 Belfield, C. & Levin, H. (2007). Policy Brief 1: The economic losses from high school dropouts in California. 
Santa Barbara, CA: California Dropout Research Project, UCSB. 

http://www.cdrp.ucsb.edu/pubs_reports.htm
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 Truancy Leads to Dropping Out – Students with ten (10) or more absences in the 10th 
grade are three (3) times more likely to drop out of high school than those with less than 
10.14 

 Welfare Assistance – High school dropouts are 2.5 times more likely to be on welfare 
than high school graduates.15  More than two-thirds of all high school dropouts will use 
food stamps during their working life; a high school graduate is 68% less likely to be on 
any welfare program, compared to a dropout.16 

 Lost School Funding – During the 2010-2011 school year, due to truancy public schools 
in the County of Santa Barbara lost $14,422,070 in Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 
funding.  This number has remained relatively consistent throughout the last few years. 
ADA provides funding from the State to local schools based on their average attendance 
rates.  Therefore, if students are truant the attendance rate drops and funding drops 
accordingly. 

 Connection to Incarceration – For high school dropouts between the ages of 16 and 24, 
incarceration rates are 63 times higher than among college graduates.17 While there is no 
direct link between incarceration and dropping out, the data is evidence that dropouts are 
exposed to many of the socioeconomic factors that are gateways to criminal activity.  
Nationwide, 68% of state prison inmates are high school dropouts.18 

 Living in Poverty – High school dropouts are nearly 25% more likely than high school 
graduates to live at or below the poverty level.  High school dropouts had a poverty rate 
of 30.8% in 2009 compared to 23.7% for people whose highest level of education is  a 
high school diploma.19 

 Connection to Becoming a Victim of Crime – One study, conducted in Baltimore, 
Maryland, found that 92% of juvenile victims of violence are chronically truant,20 and 
another study conducted in San Francisco, California, found that 94% of murder victims 
under the age of 25 were high school dropouts.21   
 
 

Questions #4-5: What are some statistics concerning the savings to society, and to the 
person (including juveniles), of avoiding interaction with the justice system? 
 

                                                 
14 Balfanz and Byrnes, The Importance of Being in School: A Report on Absenteeism in the Nation’s Public Schools, 
May 2012, at p. 28. 
15 U.S. Department of Justice & U.S. Dept. of Education, Manual to Combat Truancy (1996) available at 
https://www2.ed.gov/pubs/Truancy/index.html.  
16 Belfield, C. & Levin, H. (2007). Policy Brief 1: The economic losses from high school dropouts in California. 
Santa Barbara, CA: California Dropout Research Project, UCSB. 
17 Andrew Sum, et al., The Consequences of Dropping Out of High School, Northeastern University, Center for 
Labor Market Studies (October 2009), at p. 9, available at http://www.northeastern.edu/clms/wp-
content/uploads/The_Consequences_of_Dropping_Out_of_High_School.pdf.  
18 Bureau of Justice Statistics, United States Department of Justice. (2003, January). Education and corrections 
populations. Retrieved on June 1, 2007 from http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/abstract/ecp.htm 
19 National Center for Education Statistics, Youth Indicators 2011, Table 31 available at 
http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012026/tables/table_31a.asp.  
20 Kamala D. Harris, In School + On Track, at 34 (quoting The Office of Youth Violence Prevention, Baltimore City 
Health Department (Aug. 2009), available at 
http://www.baltimorehealth.org/info/2009_08_31_YouthViolenceReport.pdf).  
21 Kamala D. Harris, Pay Attention Now or Pay the Price Later: How Reducing Elementary School Truancy Will 
Improve Public Safety and Save Public Resources, City and County of San Francisco District Attorney’s Office 
(2010).  

https://www2.ed.gov/pubs/Truancy/index.html
http://www.northeastern.edu/clms/wp-content/uploads/The_Consequences_of_Dropping_Out_of_High_School.pdf
http://www.northeastern.edu/clms/wp-content/uploads/The_Consequences_of_Dropping_Out_of_High_School.pdf
http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/abstract/ecp.htm
http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012026/tables/table_31a.asp
http://www.baltimorehealth.org/info/2009_08_31_YouthViolenceReport.pdf
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Below is a list of various data and statistics regarding the savings to society and individuals due 
to avoiding or reducing contact with the criminal justice system. 
 

 The Cost of a Life of Crime – The typical career criminal causes $1.3–$1.5 million in 
external costs; a heavy drug user causes $370,000 to $970,000.  Eliminating duplication 
between crimes committed by individuals who are both heavy drug users and career 
criminals results in an overall estimate of the “monetary value of saving a high-risk 
youth” of $1.7 to $2.3 million.22 

 The Annual Per Prisoner Cost of Incarceration – California spends $47,102 per year 
to incarcerate one person in state prison.23  Similarly, an adult housed in county jail costs 
an average of $28,000 per year and housing a juvenile in juvenile hall costs an average of 
$65,000 per year.24  While some costs, such as facility upkeep and maintenance, are 
fixed, by lowering incarceration rates the State would realize significant savings in 
incarceration costs. 

 Cost Savings by Reducing Recidivism – A 10% reduction in recidivism would save 
California $233 million annually.25 

 Negative Economic Effects of Incarceration on Prisoners – By age 48, the average 
former inmate has earned $179,000 less than if he had never been incarcerated.  Serving 
time in prison reduces annual employment by 9 weeks and annual earnings by 40%.26   

 Effect on Families – 54% of inmates are parents of minor children.  Family income is 
reduced by 22% while the father is incarcerated.  Children of incarcerated fathers are 
almost 6 times more likely to be expelled or suspended from school than children with 
fathers who are not incarcerated.27  

 High School Dropouts and Criminal Activity – High school dropouts are involved in 
48% of all criminal activity.28  Research suggests that lack of economic opportunities 
greatly contributes to this oversized representation of high school dropouts involved in 
crime.   

o Significant increases in high school graduation rates will reduce violent crimes, 
including rape and murder, by 20%, will reduce property crimes by 11%, and 
drug crimes by 12%.29  

o  Specific to California, increasing the graduation rate by 10% would prevent 500 
murders and more than 20,000 aggravated assaults.30 

                                                 
22 Cohen, M. A. (1998). The monetary value of saving high-risk youth. Journal of Quantitative Criminology. 
23 Legislative Analyst’s Office, What does it cost to incarcerate an inmate? (2008-2009) available at 
http://www.lao.ca.gov/PolicyAreas/CJ/6_cj_inmatecost.  
24 Id., (2005-2006) at http://www.lao.ca.gov/PolicyAreas/CJ/2_cj_county_spending.  
25 Urahn, S. State of Recidivism: The Revolving Door of America’s Prisons, The PEW Charitable Trusts, p. 26, 
Exhibit 4, available at 
http://www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/legacy/uploadedfiles/pcs_assets/2011/pewstateofrecidivismpdf.pdf.  
26 Western, B. & Pettit, B., Collateral Costs: Incarceration’s Effect on Economic Mobility, The PEW Charitable 
Trusts, p. 4, available at 
http://www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/legacy/uploadedfiles/pcs_assets/2010/collateralcosts1pdf.pdf.  
27 Id. at 5. 
28 Wolf Harlow, C., Education and Correctional Populations, Bureau of Justice Statistics Special Report, U.S. 
Department of Justice (2003). 
29 Belfield & Levin, The Economic Losses from High School Dropouts in California, The California Dropout 
Research Project (August 2007). 
30 Fight Crime: Invest in Kids California, School or the Streets: Crime and California’s Dropout Crisis (2007) at p. 
6. 

http://www.lao.ca.gov/PolicyAreas/CJ/6_cj_inmatecost
http://www.lao.ca.gov/PolicyAreas/CJ/2_cj_county_spending
http://www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/legacy/uploadedfiles/pcs_assets/2011/pewstateofrecidivismpdf.pdf
http://www.pewtrusts.org/~/media/legacy/uploadedfiles/pcs_assets/2010/collateralcosts1pdf.pdf
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 Justice System Savings Per High School Graduate31 – Each high school graduate saves 
the State of California and local government an average $21,370 in justice system costs, 
and the Federal government saves an additional $10,580 in justice system costs.  The 
statistics are even starker when broken down by gender and ethnicity.  For example, each 
Hispanic male high school graduate saves the State of California and local government an 
average $33,870, and the Federal government saves an additional $16,590.   

 Cost to Victims – As discussed above, each cohort of high school dropouts causes $9.5 
billion in costs to the victims of their collective crimes.32 

                                                 
31 Belfield & Levin, The Economic Losses from High School Dropouts in California, The California Dropout 
Research Project (August 2007), at p. 27 and Table 13. 
32 Id. 
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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA  
 

Commissions, Committees, and Boards 
 
 

SUMMARY 
 

The 2015-2016 Santa Barbara County Grand Jury (Jury) was asked to investigate potential 
conflicts of interest among the City of Santa Barbara's (City) appointed commissions, 
committees, and boards and the influence of their members on the City's policies.  The City has 
functioning advisory groups to the City Council, Charter Boards, and Commissions required by 
Article VIII of the City Charter.  The City also makes appointments to four groups created by 
California State law.  The Jury looked into the very large number of these advisory groups, their 
responsibilities and their influence.  The Jury considered the following questions:  Do conflicts 
of interest exist; have some of these entities outlived their usefulness; do some of them have 
overlapping mandates?  The Jury concluded that the answer to these questions is sometimes yes.   
 
 

BACKGROUND 
 

The Santa Barbara County Grand Jury (Jury) received a complaint questioning an advisory 
committee member’s influence on the City of Santa Barbara’s (City) Council decisions.  The 
complainant was concerned that these positions may attract volunteers with potentially 
prejudicial motives or with conflicts of interest, real or perceived.  The complainant questioned 
whether the objective decision making process of the City Council has been influenced unduly, 
resulting in disregard of the public good.   
 
The City of Santa Barbara has at least 38 commissions, committees, and boards that all provide 
advice to the Santa Barbara City Council (Council).  The Jury noted that the numbers of groups 
do not always agree in various parts of the City’s websites.  There are 11 committees that were 
part of the original Santa Barbara City Charter.  These City Charter Committees often have 
decision-making mandates.  A clear distinction should be made between these decision-making 
bodies and those which are purely advisory. 
  
 

METHODOLOGY 
 
The Jury interviewed a present committee member, senior City employees, former City 
employees, City engineers, a City planner, a City zoning ordinance officer, and an ex-council 
member.  The Jury reviewed requested documents from the City, the City's web pages, and the 
website of the Fair Political Practices Commission. 
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OBSERVATIONS AND ANALYSIS 
 
Engaged citizens volunteer to serve on those advisory groups in which they have interest and 
knowledge.  Some boards require detailed knowledge of the field such as the Board of 
Architectural Review.  Some boards denote an interest in the subject, such as Art in Public 
Places.  All of the advisory groups require a moderate to great amount of personal time and 
commitment.  In several of the advisory groups, participation has historically been a stepping 
stone to running for public office.  The Jury noted that some groups have outlived their mandate, 
such as the 2006 Measure P Committee (marijuana enforcement priority).  Others appear to have 
overlapping mandates. 
 
No process is evident that calls for periodic review of the effectiveness and/or continued need for 
these committees. Additionally, there is no “sunset” rule in place whereby the committee’s 
mandate would be revoked automatically unless it is extended intentionally. 
 
Number of Vacancies   
How many vacancies are there?  According to the City’s website, there are currently 43 open 
positions on its various advisory committees.  Currently, for example, 15 committees have no 
vacancies, and one has six.  Among the four State mandated appointments, two have current 
vacancies; the Housing Authority Commission has three vacancies, the Central Coast 
Commission for Senior Citizens has one.  Table 1 shows which committees currently have 
unfilled positions. 
 

Table 1 - City Committees, Boards, and Commissions 
Committee Title Committee Size Vacancies* Required By 

Access Advisory Committee 7 0 Optional 

Airport Commission 7 0 City Charter 

Airport Public Art Advisory Comm. 7 0 Optional 

Architectural Board of Review 7 0 City Charter 

Arts Advisory Committee 7 0 Optional 

Building & Fire Code Board of Appeals 8 1 Optional 

Central Coast Commission for Senior 
Citizens 

12, of which Santa 
Barbara is 1 

1 State Mandate 
 

Civil Service Commission 5 0 City Charter 

Community Development & Human 
Services Committee 

13 3 Optional 

Community Events & Festivals Comm. 7 0 Optional 

Creeks Advisory Committee 7 2 Optional 

Downtown Parking Committee 7 1 Optional 

Fire & Police Commission 5 0 Optional 

Fire & Police Pension Commission 5 2 Optional 

Front Country Trails Task Force 6- All City or County 
Employees 

No Data Optional 

Golf Advisory Committee 7 Outdated Data Optional 

Harbor Commission 7 2 City Charter 

Historic Landmarks Commission 9 0 City Charter 

Housing Authority Commission 7 3 State Mandate 
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Integrated Pest Management Advisory 
Committee 

5 No data Optional 

Library Advisory Committee - County 18,  Santa Barbara 
provides 1 

2, one from 
Santa Barbara 

Optional 

Library Board 5 2 City Charter 

Living Wage Advisory Committee 7 2 Optional 

Measure P Committee 7 4 Optional 

Metropolitan Transit District Board 7,  Santa Barbara 
provides 2 

0 State Mandate 

Mosquito & Vector Management Dist. 1 0 State Mandate 

Neighborhood Advisory Council 13 4 Optional 

Noise Abatement Committee No data No data Optional 

Oversight board 7 0 Optional 

Parks & Recreation Commission 7 2 City Charter 

Planning Commission 7 0 City Charter 

Rental Housing Mediation Board 10 3 Optional 

SB Arts & Crafts Show Advisory Comm. 5 2 Optional 

Santa Barbara Youth Council 15 6 Optional 

Sign Committee 6 0 Optional 

Single Family Design Board 7 1 Optional 

Sister Cities Board 3 0 Optional 

Staff Hearing Officer 1 0 Optional 

Street Tree Advisory Committee 5 0 Optional 

Sustainability Committee 7 City Employees 0 Optional 

Transportation & Circulation 
Committee 

7 0 Optional 

Water Commissioners Board of 5 0 City Charter 
*As of the date of this report. 
 
Application Process  
An application to fill a vacancy on a committee, commission, or board is submitted to the 
Council.  The application form is available on this website: 
(http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/gov/brdcomm/app.asp ).  The applicant must provide personal 
information and agree to provide financial information if requested.  The Council reviews the 
applications, interviews applicants, and makes appointments twice yearly.  Applicants are 
interviewed at City Council meetings open to the public.  Appointments are later made, by a 
majority vote, also at City Council meetings open to the public1.  In most instances, an applicant 
must be a City of Santa Barbara resident.  Exceptions exist in cases where the committee advises 
an entity whose jurisdiction covers areas outside of the City limits.  (Examples are Metropolitan 
Transit District, Library Advisory Committee, Central Coast Commission for Senior Citizens, 
and Santa Barbara Youth Council.) 
 
Conflict of Interest 

                                                 
1 Guidelines for the City of Santa Barbara Advisory Groups, pages 10 and 11, February 12, 2013  
https://www.santabarbaraca.gov/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=11620  
 
 

http://www.santabarbaraca.gov/gov/brdcomm/app.asp
https://www.santabarbaraca.gov/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=11620
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How do conflict of interest laws affect the various City committees?  The answer to this question 
varies, depending on which committee is being discussed.  They generally fall into one of three 
categories:  

1. Twenty groups for which ethics and conflict of interest training is mandated by 
California State law (Assembly Bill 1234, enacted in 2005); and City Resolution 14-068. 

2. Fourteen groups which are exempt from AB 1234 but are still required by the City to 
conform to ethics requirements by City Resolution 13-006. 

3. Remaining groups who are exempt from the AB 1234 law but are required by the City’s 
Code of Conduct to follow all State conflict of interest laws.  

 
The Jury was told that appointment to the advisory boards and committees is inherently a 
political process and having committee members representing “special interests” is not 
uncommon, and not necessarily undesirable.  The Jury was also told that a separate analysis 
might be required to determine if a conflict of interest exists in a given situation.  The selection 
process can result in politically motivated appointments.  A volunteer’s employment in a field 
closely related to their advisory role may well enhance their livelihood and be a gift to the public 
good.  A "personal financial effects" rule requires a volunteer to abstain from discussion and 
voting in select situations. 
 
Although, the decision-making authority of the various committees, commissions, and boards is 
varied, the level of concern for conflicts of interest should not vary. 
 
Volunteer groups are often advisors to the City Council.  The burden of objective and impartial 
decision-making is on the City Council, whose members answer to the public.  The City Council 
members have had mandatory ethics training and make open-meeting public decisions that the 
voting public can scrutinize.  The Council should consider whether the same conflict of interest 
and ethics training required of Council members should be added as a requirement to the 
remaining advisory groups, as well. 
 
The City of Santa Barbara's advisory groups are subject to the Brown Act.  They conduct 
announced meetings with an agenda and are all open to the public.  Meeting minutes are 
recorded by a City employee and posted on the City's web site.  Each advisory group has a City 
employee as a liaison along with support staff, who are also City employees.  The City bears the 
cost of each advisory group and their support staff. 
 
Is there a “sunset” provision in place? 
The Jury determined that no provision exists for eliminating advisory groups that may have 
outlived their usefulness.  As a result, bureaucratic inertia may set in and the committees just 
continue in existence, accomplishing nothing other than expending the time of support staff and 
tax payer money.  The Jury recommends City Council review the functioning of the committees 
and their mandates every five years. 
 
Are all of these committees necessary?  Do their mandates overlap? 
The Jury’s answer to the first question is, probably not, but this decision is up to the City 
Council.  The community may not need, for example, separate advisory committees for Airport 
Public Art oversight, Arts Advisory (except the airport), and oversight of the Arts and Crafts 
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show.  The purpose of the website is to provide data to prospective volunteer committee 
members to help them decide whether to apply.  On the other hand the Water Commission site is 
well done and contains much useful information. 
 
 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

Finding 1 
The City of Santa Barbara has at least 38 commissions, committees, and boards, some of which 
may have outlived their purpose.  No review process exists concerning their relevance. 
 
Recommendation 1 (Sunset Rule) 
That the City of Santa Barbara City Council review at least every five years the functioning, 
productivity, and relevance, of all advisory groups and continue, merge, or delete their mandates. 
 
Finding 2  
The City of Santa Barbara’s website does not make a clear distinction between decision making 
and advisory bodies.   
 
Recommendation 2 
That the City of Santa Barbara City Council makes a clear distinction which Committees and 
Boards have decision-making mandates and those that are advisory only to the City of Santa 
Barbara City Council. 
 
Finding 3  
The City of Santa Barbara’s website does not contain current information about committees, 
boards, and commissions. 
 
Recommendation 3 
That the City of Santa Barbara City Council update the section of the website dealing with 
committees, boards, and commissions. 
 
 

REQUEST FOR RESPONSE 
 

Pursuant to California Penal Code Section 933 and 933.05, the Santa Barbara County Grand 
Jury requests the Santa Barbara City Council to respond to the enumerated findings and 
recommendations within the 90 day statutory time limit: 
 
City of Santa Barbara City Council – 90 days 

Findings: 1, 2, and 3 
Recommendations: 1, 2, and 3 
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SANTA BARBARA COUNTY JAIL 
 

Intake Screening Process 
 

 
SUMMARY 

 
The 2015-2016 Santa Barbara County Grand Jury (Jury), reviewed the inmate intake procedures 
of the Santa Barbara County Jail (Jail) to ensure the facility is operating within the scope of 
California Code of Regulations Title 15 (Title 15) and the Santa Barbara Sheriff’s Office (SBSO) 
Custody Operations Policy and Procedures Manual.  This report outlines the operations, 
procedures, and observations made of the intake process, as well as findings, discrepancies, and 
recommendations made by the Jury. 
 
The Jury found the intake screening process of the SBSO and Corizon Health (Corizon) was 
inconsistent in following established protocols, policies, and procedures.  The medical intake 
process is cumbersome as the inmate medical records are not computerized.  SBSO staff does not 
provide adequate oversight of Corizon contracted medical staff.  In at least one instance, Corizon 
employees failed to follow established medical intake protocols.     
 
According to SBSO staff, they are aware of these problems with the intake screening process and 
are already taking steps to reorganize the intake process to correct the problems identified.  New 
protocols, policies, and procedures are being discussed by Corizon and the SBSO.  In addition, a 
new Health Services Administrator and a Grievance Coordinator have been hired to ensure that 
any protocol deviations are addressed.  As of the completion of this report, these changes are still 
in the implementation process.  
 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
The Santa Barbara County Jail (Jail) is a Type II detention facility, as described by the California 
Code of Regulations, Title 15 (Title 15), used for the custody of persons pending arraignment, 
during trial and upon sentencing.  The Jail is operated by the Santa Barbara Sheriff’s Office 
(SBSO).  It has been described as a revolving door with many of the same people being arrested, 
jailed, and released only to be arrested again. Arrestees are transported to the Jail daily from 
throughout the county.  The Santa Barbara County Grand Jury (Jury) learned that approximately 
75 percent of the Jail inmates are categorized as pretrial inmates.  Some may stay less than one 
day or until their court arraignment proceeding and are then released.  It is not uncommon for 
about 60 percent of the inmate population to leave within two to four weeks.  There are at least 
40 to 60 arrestees a day who must go through the intake procedure.  Whether it’s a short stay or a 
long stay, all arrestees entering the Jail must go through an intake process which includes a 
medical evaluation. 
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Agreement with Corizon Health  
Since July 1, 2013, SBSO has had a Correctional Medical Agreement with Corizon Health 
(Corizon), a national for-profit correctional health care company based in Tennessee.  This two 
year contract with the SBSO was scheduled to expire on June 30, 2015.  However, the Board of 
Supervisors (BOS) extended the contract to March 31, 2017. 
 
The SBSO contract with Corizon is intended to ensure arrestees entering the Jail receive 
adequate medical evaluations and that inmates are provided appropriate medical care.  Corizon 
staff are required to work within the contracted budget and operational constraints of the Jail.  
The Jury recognizes this can be a challenging task because many arrestees enter the Jail in poor 
health with preexisting medical conditions.  According to SBSO staff, approximately 75 percent 
of inmates in the Jail have substance abuse issues.  The Jury was told that most of the arrestees 
entering the Jail have one or more medical problems.  It costs approximately $60,000 a year to 
house an inmate in the Jail.1  The recidivism rate is approximately 70 percent which means that 
seven out of ten inmates will re-offend and end up back in the Jail and will have to go through 
the intake screening process again. 
 

 
METHODOLOGY  

 
Members of the Jury toured the Jail and observed the intake operation of the Jail, during regular 
work hours, and reviewed a video of an intake process.  The Jury reviewed the SBSO Custody 
Operations Policy and Procedures Manual (Manual), staff memorandums, and reports.  The Jury 
also examined intake assessment forms.  In addition, the Jury also interviewed SBSO custody 
officers and Corizon staff.   

 
 

OBSERVATIONS AND ANALYSIS 
 
The Jail provides the following core set of prisoner intake functions:  

 Identifying the prisoner  
 Developing the prisoner’s record 
 Conducting medical and mental health assessments. 
 Determining the prisoner’s threat to public safety and his/her security requirements 
 Identifying sex offenders, sexual predators, and vulnerable inmates 
 Scheduling transfers to the long-term facility 
 Identifying and validating security threat group membership 

The intake process at the Jail operates 24 hours a day with approximately 40 to 60 arrestees 
arriving at the Jail daily.  Many are under the influence of drugs or alcohol, have physical 
injuries, or are mentally ill.  These factors make the intake process challenging for the SBSO and 
Corizon staff. 
 
According to SBSO staff, the Jail is understaffed, under-funded and not well designed to carry 

                                                 
1 Jail Staffing and Operating Cost Analysis, Santa Barbara County, Final Report CGL Companies, October 2015 
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out all of their required responsibilities.  Individuals who need significant medical attention at 
the time of intake are generally not accepted in the Jail.  Instead they are taken to the local 
hospital for medical evaluation and stabilization.  The intake screening would then be performed 
at the Jail when the inmate returns from the hospital.  Once an inmate is admitted to the Jail the 
County of Santa Barbara is responsible for the cost of any outside medical care.  
 
The Health Services Administrator (HSA), a Corizon employee, is a Registered Nurse (RN) and 
is responsible for the day-to-day operations of the medical programs at the Jail.  The HSA has the 
authority to oversee the administrative requirements of the programs, as well as recruitment, 
staffing, data gathering, financial monitoring, and enforcing policies and procedures.  
 
Processing Procedures 
The inmate intake procedure is a twofold process that includes a medical evaluation and a 
classification procedure that requires the cooperation of both SBSO staff and Corizon staff.  The 
first step starts with a “SBSO Santa Barbara Sheriff Medical Pre-Screening” questionnaire, (see 
Appendix A) used to determine if there are current health issues that require prompt attention.  In 
the past, this prescreening was performed by custody officers.  According to the contract, SBSO 
staff receives up to 24 hours of training on medical issues annually by Corizon.  However, this 
training is not adequate for SBSO staff to make many medical decisions.  Therefore, deputies are 
no longer doing the medical intake prescreening on new bookings.  The Jury learned that as of 
April 11, 2016, Corizon RNs are now performing the entire medical intake assessments.  This is 
intended to ensure that medical needs are being met at intake.  The medical prescreening 
questionnaire is an assessment tool used to determine if the inmate is ambulatory, alert, sick, 
suicidal, intoxicated, on medication, or has a history of drug or alcohol abuse.  The name of the 
arrestee is entered into the Jail Management System (JMS), an inmate management software 
package, to determine if the arrestee has a previous record.  If so, and if the arrestee has a 
significant medical condition such as heart problems, diabetes, drug/substance abuse history or 
psychological issues that were identified and recorded, the JMS would “red flag” the inmate 
information for ease of future retrieval.  During the pre-screening, the detainee is asked about 
medication or street drugs recently used.  Depending on the types of medications the detainee 
claims to be using, the nurse attempts to verify the prescribed medication by calling the 
detainee’s doctor, clinic, or pharmacy.   
 
After conducting the medical prescreening using the SBSO questionnaire, the Corizon RN also 
evaluates whether the arrestee has significant medical issues that need to be addressed.  This 
second medical evaluation uses Corizon’s “Intake and Receiving Screening form CS1101” (see 
Appendix B).  Based on this evaluation the RN refers any arrestee with an urgent medical need 
to the Corizon contracted medical doctor (MD) for a follow up appointment.  The Medical 
Process Overview, Medical Referral Sources, flow chart provided by SBSO staff (see Appendix 
C), does not reflect the new medical intake procedure and needs to be revised.  . 
 
An arrestee who discloses a history of drug or alcohol abuse is assessed with the Clinical Opiate 
Withdrawal Scales (COWS) (see Appendix D.)  According to Corizon staff, if an arrestee is 
identified as having a history of substance abuse, there is a “protocol” to ensure they are 
monitored closely.  For example, if it is determined that the arrestee is a habitual intravenous 
drug user, according to the Corizon staff “the inmate is to be placed in observation and 
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medication ordered to help reduce withdrawal symptoms.”  These procedures are not outlined in 
the Receiving Screening Process (see Appendix E).  These protocols are only referenced in the 
Manual Section 303.Use of Sobering/Observation Cell. 
 
The Jury observed, that although SBSO and Corizon are supposed to work together, this 
cooperative collaboration has not always existed.  SBSO staff has not always followed 
established oversight procedures to ensure Corizon staff are operating in accordance with their 
contract.  Fundamental responsibilities may not be completed during a work shift.  With proper 
monitoring, problems can be alleviated.  SBSO staff does not have checklists or guidelines to 
reduce the risk of incomplete evaluation by Corizon staff.  The Jury recommends that the Sheriff 
Office update Appendices C and E.  Additionally, two signature blocks, one for medical 
clearance staff the other for the custody officer prior to classification should be added to the 
forms in Appendices A and B. 
 
A critically important next step, after the arrestee is medically cleared, is classification.  The 
classification which is conducted by SBSO Staff determines where in the jail the new inmate will 
be housed.  During this time the inmate is issued a wristband that includes pertinent personal 
information and moved to a holding cell.  Whether the inmate is a new arrestee, or a reoffender, 
they go through the same intake process.  For the safety of all concerned, it is imperative that this 
two-step process requires close collaboration between Corizon and SBSO staff to ensure that 
inmates entering the Jail are medically cleared and classified before placement in the general 
population.    
 
Protocols 
When the Intake Screening Process is completed, information is documented in the JMS which 
includes general health concerns.  Also documented are external observations of behavior, 
appearance, deformities, injuries, and skin lesions, which might be indicators of illicit drug use.  
Inmates entering the Jail are tested for tuberculosis if they are expected to be there longer than 
72-hours.  In the case of a female arrestee, gynecological and pregnancy issues are noted.   
 
If there are any concerns noted during the medical intake process, the Corizon staff takes 
necessary steps to reconcile these issues.  The medical intake RN may refer the inmate/patient to 
the MD or Nurse Practitioner (NP), give them needed bridge medications, or initiate other 
treatments or protocols.  The MD or the NP sees the patients that have been referred to them as 
scheduled by the intake nurse.  This procedural change is an improvement that will result in 
inmate/patients receiving the most appropriate level of care whether it is urgent, emergent or 
routine.  If the medical review is not conducted in accordance with written procedures, and 
discrepancies are not corrected, situations can develop with unforeseeable complications.   
 
Intake Process Failure 
During the intake review, the Jury observed that medical records in the Jail are stored using an 
antiquated, paper system.  According to Corizon and SBSO staff, medical records are not 
computerized for quick access and both recognize this as a serious deficiency.  If further 
information is needed during a medical intake, Corizon staff must manually retrieve medical 
records which are stored in paper form in the medical unit.  Although the JMS flags chronic 
medical conditions, the information is frequently limited and insufficient to medically evaluate 
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inmates with major medical issues.  If the medical records were stored electronically, medical 
intake evaluations could be conducted after first reviewing their previous medical history in the 
jail.   
 
SBSO staff have established procedures and protocols on how to process inmates.  However, the 
Jury found that at least in one case, the intake procedures were not followed and an inmate was 
released into the general population without a completed medical screening.  It is vitally 
important that every step of the medical intake process be conducted for each arrestee.  A 
deviation from the approved process may result in an arrestee’s significant medical needs not 
being met when in the custody of the county, resulting in an intake process failure and possible 
major liability.  All medical screening forms need to be signed and dated prior to classification.  
The classification by a custody officer must confirm that medical clearance has been completed 
prior to placement of the inmate to the appropriate location in the Jail. 
 
A combination of events, such as the arrestee not responsibly and accurately reporting their 
medical condition, Corizon staff not completing their medical evaluation, and/or custody staff 
not overseeing the Corizon process, could result in intake process failure. 
 
The Manual, Chapter 3, Section 303 (Use of Sobering/Observation Cell), outlines procedures to 
be used when an inmate is admitted to the Jail while under the influence of alcohol or other 
substance.  Determining the level of intoxication or drug effect is subjective.  When in doubt, in 
order to err on the side of safety, the use of sobering/observation cells is imperative.  The 
consistent use of these cells ensures that inmates who are at risk are properly monitored.    
 

 
CONCLUSIONS 

 
The 2015-16 Santa Barbara County Grand Jury (Jury) determined that there have been 
inconsistencies in the intake screening process at the Santa Barbara County Main Jail (Jail).  The 
Jury finds the medical prescreening questionnaire is not sufficient for Santa Barbara County 
Sheriff Office (SBSO) staff to determine if an arrestee has major medical concerns.  SBSO staff 
receive minimal medical training annually.  There has been a lack of SBSO oversight of Corizon 
Health (Corizon) medical staff to ensure the orderly, safe, and healthy intake of arrestees into the 
Jail.  There has been a failure of SBSO staff to consistently follow their own intake procedure.  
 
According to SBSO staff, they are already addressing some of these issues.  A new Corizon 
Health Services Administrator (HSA) has been hired recently.  The HSA is in the process of 
making changes that are addressing deficiencies in the medical intake procedure.  Prior to the 
release of this report, the Jury learned that the SBSO staff are no longer conducting medical 
intake screenings.  Corizon Registered Nurses are currently conducting all prescreening medical 
intake procedures.  This process should continue and be documented on the medical process 
overview chart.  
 
 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
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Finding 1 
The Santa Barbara County Sheriff is using an antiquated paper system for maintaining inmate 
medical records at the Santa Barbara County Main Jail. 
 
Recommendation 1 
That the Santa Barbara County Sheriff implement a computerized medical record system for 
maintaining inmate medical records at the Santa Barbara County Main Jail.    
 
Finding 2 
The Santa Barbara County Sheriff Staff, has not always followed procedures, policies, and 
protocols pertaining to the intake process of arrestees.     
 
Recommendation 2 
That the Santa Barbara County Sheriff follow the established procedures, policies, and protocols 
pertaining to the intake process of arrestees. 
 
Finding 3 
The Santa Barbara County Sheriff does not have adequate oversight methods in place for 
ensuring Corizon Health staff are following their medical intake procedures at the Santa Barbara 
County Main Jail before the inmate is transferred to custody officers for classification.  
 
Recommendation 3 
That the Santa Barbara County Sheriff update Appendices A and B and add two signature blocks, 
one for medical clearance staff the other for the custody officer prior to classification at the Santa 
Barbara County Main Jail.  . 
 
Finding 4 
The Santa Barbara County Sheriff medical intake prescreening questionnaire is now being 
conducted by Corizon Health registered nurses; however,  the Medical Process Overview Chart 
does not reflect this.    
 
Recommendation 4 
That the Santa Barbara County Sheriff continue to use Corizon Health registered nurses to 
conduct all medical intake screening of arrestees entering the Jail and include this provision in all 
future contracts and in the Medical Process Overview Chart. 
 
Finding 5 
The Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s Custody Operations Policy and Procedures Manual 
regarding the intake process needs revision. 
 
Recommendation 5 
That the Santa Barbara County Sheriff update the Custody Operations Policy and Procedures 
Manual to reflect the new changes being implemented to the intake process.   
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Finding 6 
The Santa Barbara County Sheriff staff has not always confirmed arrestees were medically 
cleared by Corizon Health staff prior to classification and placement into the Jail population.   
 
Recommendation 6 
That the Santa Barbara County Sheriff initiate a procedure to ensure that all medical intake 
procedures are properly completed prior to classification and that inmate classification not be 
allowed to occur without verification of the completion of medical evaluation and clearance. 
 

REQUEST FOR RESPONSE 
 
Pursuant to California Penal Code Section 933 and 933.05, the Santa Barbara County Grand 
Jury requests each entity or individual named below to respond to the enumerated findings and 
recommendations within the specified statutory time limit: 
 
 Santa Barbara County Sheriff 60 days 
 Findings 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 
 Recommendation 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 
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APPENDIX A  
Santa Barbara Sheriff’s Medical Pre Screening  
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APPENDIX B 
Intake and Receiving Screening CS1101 
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APPENDIX C 
MEDICAL PROCESS OVERVIEW 
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APPENDIX D 
CLINICAL OPIATE WITHDRAWAL SCALES (COWS) 
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APPENDIX E 
Receiving Screening Process 
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LOMPOC UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
 

Problems on the Board  
 
 

SUMMARY 
 
The 2015-2016 Santa Barbara County Grand Jury (Jury) completed an investigation into the Lompoc 
Unified School District (LUSD) after receiving complaints concerning a perceived conflict of interest 
involving a member of the Lompoc Unified School District Board of Education (Board) and his 
spouse, an employee of LUSD. The complainants reported that they came to the Grand Jury because 
they feared retaliation if they spoke out publicly on the issue, having already been subjected to threats 
of termination and other workplace hostility. 
 
The Jury found that there was at least the appearance of a conflict of interest. Consistent with its role as 
“the public’s watchdog” in civil matters, the Jury deferred to the Santa Barbara County District 
Attorney the question of whether any criminal laws were broken. 
 
The Jury also found that the Board lacks adequate internal financial controls regarding transfers from 
the General Fund and payments of travel expenses. 
 
Finally, the Jury found that the Board did not adequately oversee staff attendance, allowed unethical 
behavior, and permitted a hostile work environment to exist. 
 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
The Lompoc Unified School District (LUSD) has close to 1,700 employees serving approximately 
9,300 students, about 1,000 of whom require special education.  There are eight elementary schools, 
two intermediate schools, and two high schools in the district.  The Lompoc Unified School District 
Board of Education (Board) consists of five members who are elected to four-year terms that are 
staggered so an election occurs every two years.  According to the Board’s bylaws, the Board “shall 
ensure that the district is responsive to the values, beliefs, and priorities of the community.”  Its mission 
is “to provide leadership and citizen oversight of the district.”1   
 
The Superintendent of LUSD is employed by the Board and serves as the chief executive officer of the 
school district.  He is the professional advisor to the school board, chief administrator of the schools 
within the district, and leader of the staff.  He is responsible for the implementation of Board policies 
and the development of procedures for management of the entire school district. (See Chart 1.)  
 
The LUSD has classified employees who are union members and are hired, fired, and promoted on a 
merit system from within.  These employees include the kitchen staff, bus drivers, janitors, and other 
                                                 
1 Lompoc Unified School District Bylaws of the Board, § BB 9000. 
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workers in similar jobs.  There are also certified staff who are part of the Association of Lompoc 
School Administrators (ALSA), which is not a bargaining unit.  ALSA includes teachers and 
management staff who are promoted by seniority when applying for new positions.  Some ALSA 
employees are also confidential employees who work with management to develop or present positions 
during collective bargaining. 
 
 

METHODOLOGY 
 
The Santa Barbara County Grand Jury (Jury) interviewed current and past employees of the LUSD, 
members of the LUSD Board, and a member of the Santa Barbara County Education Office.  Board 
member Bill Christen declined to meet with the Jury.  In addition, the Jury reviewed the LUSD budgets 
for the past four years, independent audits, travel expenses, and department expenditure records. Jury 
members also attended a LUSD Board meeting. 
  


