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REPORT TITLE:  Law Enforcement Committee – AB 900 
RESPONSE BY:  Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
RESPONSE TO:  Findings F 1.3 – F 1.5 and F1.7 – F1.10 

 

Finding F 1.3:  While the opportunity to apply for a grant from Phase II of AB 900 is several years 

in the future, it would be worthwhile to prepare now. 
 

Response F 1.3:  The respondent agrees with the finding.  Public Works staff is working 
with County Planning staff on a conceptual site master plan for the Laurel-Natividad campus, 
including Jail expansion, pursuant to Board direction at its December 16, 2008 meeting.  
County staff will coordinate public involvement through the Salinas City Council and their 
staff.  Although AB 900 funds may not be available in the future, the County’s actions will 
assist the County in pursuing future grants should the State or Federal Government offer 
funding opportunities in the future.  Meanwhile, community-based re-entry programming is 
being supported and developed further. 

 
Finding F 1.4:  Absent a grant from the State, the residents of the County need to fund 

improvements to the County Jail. 

 
Response F 1.4:  The respondent agrees with the finding.  Public Works staff is working 
with County Planning staff on a conceptual site master plan for the Laurel-Natividad campus, 
including Jail expansion, pursuant to Board direction at its December 16, 2008 meeting.  
Public Education and Outreach will be an essential element in building the public support to 
finance County matching funds for any future grant opportunity.  County staff will work 
collaboratively to apply lessons learned to maximize the effectiveness of future efforts. 

 
Finding F 1.5:  The AB 900 grant application developed by the Sheriff’s Office, Public Works 

Department, County Administration Office, and others, was well prepared as demonstrated by 

success in receiving a conditional grant from the State on March 18, 2008. 

 

Response F 1.5:  The respondent disagrees partially with the finding.  The State issued a 
tentative conditional award effective May 8, 2008.  Lessons learned from the previous grant 
proposal and subsequent SCRF siting efforts will be useful tools in preparing for future grant 
opportunities. 

 
Finding F 1.7:  The Board of Supervisors and Sheriff’s Office were aware of AB 900 many months 

before the deadline for selection of a re-entry site. Public engagement was initiated very late in the 

process, August 2008. 

 

Response F 1.7:  The respondent disagrees partially with the finding.  The State issued a 
tentative conditional award effective May 8, 2008.  The County objected to the State’s 
unreasonably short amount of time allowed for site selection for a State Prison Re-Entry site 
in 90 days and requested an additional 90 days to provide additional time to involve the 
public.  Public outreach efforts initiated during Phase I of the AB900 process has laid a 
strong foundation for future efforts.  Staff will build upon the relationships and lessons  
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REPORT TITLE:  Law Enforcement Committee – AB 900 
RESPONSE BY:  Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
RESPONSE TO:  Findings F 1.3 – F 1.5 and F1.7 – F1.10 

 
learned from Phase I to tailor outreach to effectively engage the community and allow 
appropriate feedback. 
 

Finding F 1.8:  The public information program related to AB 900 consisted of two town hall 

meetings focused on the City of Salinas and selection of a re-entry site. Other elements of the 

“Secure Re-Entry Outreach Target Performance Goals” were not implemented. The program as 

implemented falls short of what the Grand Jury expected when it recommended broad and intense 

public information programs. 

  

Response F 1.8:  The respondent disagrees partially with the finding.  Most of the objectives 
were met even though the duration of the outreach was abbreviated by the decision to change 
the focus of the siting effort to unincorporated Monterey County, the subsequent decision of 
the Corrections Standard Authority (CSA) Board to withdraw Monterey County’s tentative 
conditional grant, and the Governor’s notification that AB900 program funding was in 
jeopardy because of the State’s inability to issue construction bonds.  It was always the 
staff’s and California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation’s (CDCR) intention to 
continue the outreach effort until this series of unforeseen events resulted in the premature 
termination of the AB900 effort in Monterey County.  

  
As an example, the County held two town hall meetings in locations both accessible and well 
known to all, including neighborhoods selected by city council members of impacted 
districts, thereby reaching the residents most affected by the project.  These meetings 
included bilingual services. Additionally, follow-up television broadcast reached those 
portions of County population who were otherwise unable to attend.  An additional two 
Focus Group discussions helped identify and build relationships with key opponents and 
proponents. Finally, the County provided Frequently Asked Questions and Answers in both 
English and Spanish to all attendees.   
 

Finding F 1.9:  The AB 900 grant application process includes a series of milestones or hurdles that 

counties must meet. Throughout the process, the focus by employees of the County appears to have 

been solely on the next hurdle, rather than with foresight of and preparation for future hurdles. 

Because the process took place over a short period of time, addressing one hurdle at a time was 

insufficient to achieve success. 

 

Response F 1.9:  The respondent disagrees partially with the finding.  The County 
successfully prepared an application and was successful in receiving a tentative conditional 
award of $80 million from the State of California.  AB900 site selection of a State Prison Re-
Entry Facility is required to be responsive to California Department of Corrections and 
Rehabilitation (CDCR) criteria.  The program guidelines evolved throughout the Primary 
Due Diligence phase.  During this period, staff reviewed 21 potential sites throughout the 
County, vetted those sites with local political leadership, and worked closely with CDCR 
staff to respond to specific site validation concerns.  The County objected to the State’s  
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REPORT TITLE:  Law Enforcement Committee – AB 900 
RESPONSE BY:  Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
RESPONSE TO:  Findings F 1.3 – F 1.5 and F1.7 – F1.10 

 
requirement for selection of a State Prison Re-Entry site in 90 days and requested an 
additional 90 days to provide additional time to involve the public.  CDCR and CSA staffs 
readily acknowledge the deficiencies of Phase I of AB900 and have answered many of the 
questions which hindered the process. Lessons learned from Phase I will clearly improve and 
clarify milestones for the next grant opportunity.   
 

Finding F 1.10:  The Board of Supervisors’ response that financial analysis of the benefits of a re-

entry facility was a State responsibility missed both the point and spirit of the Grand Jury’s 

recommendation. The County badly needs a new Jail. Educating the public and engaging them in 

support of funding a new Jail should be a priority for County government, even if it requires seeking 

support from sources outside the County. 

 

Response F 1.10:  The respondent disagrees partially with the finding.  The County 
recognizes the importance of providing adequate jail facilities and engaging the public 
support and funding a new jail is a priority for County government.  The County has shown 
support by working with the Sheriff’s Office in identifying alternative funding sources, the 
impact of those alternative funding sources and selecting the best funding source to 
pursue. The County has also participated in public hearings, and secured support from the 
State to participate in those public hearings.  The County does not agree that expenditures of 
County funds would be appropriate for preparing a financial analysis on the benefits of a 
State owned and operated Prison Re-Entry Facility.  A County analysis isn’t possible for a 
State facility because County staff does not have access to real cost data, has no control of 
programmatic decisions, which would drive the benefits, and lacks authority over operational 
expenditures. 
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REPORT TITLE:  Law Enforcement Committee – AB 900 
RESPONSE BY:  Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
RESPONSE TO:  Recommendations R 1.1, R1.3 and R 1.4 

 

Recommendation R 1.1:  The Sheriff’s Office, Public Works Department, and County 

Administration Office work with officials of appropriate cities to determine whether there is a 

suitable site for a re-entry facility on property in Monterey County outside the limits of any city or 

town. Knowing whether such a site exists will be very helpful if participation in Phase II of AB 900 

becomes possible.  [Related Findings: F1.1, F1.2, and F1.3] 

 
Response R 1.1:  The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be in the 
future pursuant to the achievement of the following conditions: determination by the State 
that funds are available; that locating a State Re-Entry Facility is a selection factor for 
receiving funds for Phase II of AB 900; that the County is eligible to participate in Phase II 
of AB 900; and the Board of Supervisors determines it is appropriate to continue the pursuit 
of a Re-Entry Facility in the unincorporated portions of Monterey County.  County Staff will 
engage the public in future siting activities through the use of appropriate Land Use Advisory 
Committees and the Planning Commission. 

 

Recommendation R 1.3:  The Board of Supervisors and Sheriff’s Office: 

• Conduct a review of the AB 900 grant application process with a focus on 

lessons learned, especially about public education/engagement and 

foresight/preparedness during the process  

• Make a public report of the results. [Related Findings: F1.7, F1.8, F1.9, and 

F1.10]   

 
Response R 1.3:  The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be in the 
future pursuant to the achievement of the following conditions:  determination by the State 
that funds are available; that locating a State Re-Entry Facility is a selection factor for 
receiving funds for Phase II of AB 900; that the County is eligible to participate in Phase II 
of AB 900; and the Board of Supervisors determines it is appropriate to continue the pursuit 
of a Re-Entry Facility in the unincorporated portions of Monterey County.  County Staff has 
built strong working relationships with State staff and gathered useful data that will be 
extremely helpful in future opportunities. 

 
Recommendation R 1.4:  The Sheriff’s Office, supported by the County Administration Office makes 

a best effort to develop quantitative information (such as the costs related to housing violent inmates 

in dormitory settings) that can be included in the plan for a new Jail.  [Related Finding: F1.10] 

 
Response R 1.4:  The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be 
implemented in the future.   Public Works staff is working with County Planning staff on a 
conceptual site master plan for the Laurel-Natividad campus, including Jail expansion, 
pursuant to Board direction at its December 16, 2008 meeting.  The County in concert with 
the Sheriff can continue to work to optimize costs and improve processes to demonstrate the 
effective use of funds at the County Jail.  This is an essential step in making the case for 
additional funds to expand existing facilities and programs.  Building support for funding this  
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REPORT TITLE:  Law Enforcement Committee – AB 900 
RESPONSE BY:  Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
RESPONSE TO:  Recommendations R 1.1, R1.3 and R 1.4 

 

program in these currently tough economic conditions will require the dedicated effort of a 
broad coalition of county staff and citizens who recognize the long-term benefits to the 
community. 
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REPORT TITLE:  Law Enforcement Committee – Monterey County Juvenile Hall  
RESPONSE BY:  Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
RESPONSE TO:  Findings F 3.1 – F 3.4 

 
Finding F 3.1: The facility is kept clean and in repair despite its poor condition. We commend the 

staff for their dedication to this effort. 
 

Response F 3.1:  The respondent agrees with the finding.  Staff works diligently and 
continues to perform admirably despite the present challenging conditions.  

 
Finding F 3.2:  Because of its antiquated design and its changing juvenile population, the current 

Juvenile Hall is inadequate to fulfill its purpose of providing a safe and secure environment. It is a 

dangerous place for both staff and detained juveniles. 

 

Response F 3.2:  The respondent partially agrees with the finding. The department provides 
a safe and secure environment for staff and residents in the facility. It utilizes all available 
resources to counteract the antiquated design, and address the needs of the changing juvenile 
population. 

 

Finding F 3.3:  SB 81 provides an excellent opportunity for the County to share the cost of 

constructing a new Juvenile Hall with the government of the State of California. 

 

Response F 3.3:  The respondent agrees with the finding. All possible efforts have been 
made to optimize this opportunity. 
 

Finding F 3.4: Because SB 81 requires matching funds from the County and the new Juvenile Hall 

will involve construction that affects nearby residents, public support of the program will be critical 

to its overall success. 

 

Response F 3.4:  The respondent agrees with the finding.  However, timing of the 
community outreach process has been scheduled for a later stage, after confirmation that 
there will be funding available for this project.  
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RESPONSE BY:  Monterey County Board of Supervisors  
RESPONSE TO:  Recommendations R 3.1 - R 3.3 

 
Recommendation R 3.1:  The Probation Department, working with the Department of Public 

Works and the County Administrative Office, aggressively pursues a grant under SB 81. The 

grant proposal should be submitted well ahead of the deadline, in order to get feedback and 

optimize the final proposal. [Related Findings: F3.2 and F3.3] 
 

Response R 3.1:  The recommendation has been implemented. The proposal was submitted 
to Corrections Standard Authority (CSA) staff ahead of schedule for their review, and 
incorporates clarifications and additions as suggested. Deadline for the submission proposal 
to CSA was January 6, 2009; Monterey County presented its proposal to the CSA’s 
Executive Committee on February 18, 2009. 

 
On February 27, 2009, the Probation Department was notified that the CSA Executive 
Steering Committee will recommend to the CSA Board that only a small portion, about $3.8 
million, of the requested $35 million be awarded to Monterey County. The CSA Board will 
have made a final determination on March 19, 2009.  

 
Due to the restrictions associated with the award, further discussion will be needed to 
determine if accepting it would be in the best interest of the County. 

 
Recommendation R 3.2:  Before the grant proposal deadline the Probation Department pursues an 

aggressive public education and engagement program to enlist support for the construction of a new 

Juvenile Hall. The program should involve all parties who will be impacted including constituencies 

near the construction and residents of the county who will support the provision of matching funds.  

[Related Findings: F3.2, F3.3, and F3.4] 

 

Response R 3.2:  The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be 
implemented in the future, upon final confirmation of the facility site location, and the 
availability of state and local funding required to make the project feasible during these 
fiscally challenging times.  

 
Recommendation R 3.3:  The Board of Supervisors provides the support needed by the Probation 

Department in order to implement Recommendation R3.2.  [Related Finding: F3.4.] 

 

Response R 3.3:  The recommendation has not yet been implemented. The Board of 
Supervisors supports a public education and community engagement program for the 
construction of the new juvenile facility. Upon final confirmation of the facility site 
location, the Board of Supervisors will support and assist the Probation Department in 
outreach and community education activities to gain the community buy-in on this 
important project. 
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REPORT TITLE:  Law Enforcement Committee – Monterey County Juvenile Hall 
RESPONSE BY:   Probation Department  
RESPONSE TO:  Additional Comments Made by the Board on March 24, 2009 

 
In response to additional comments made by the Board on March 24, 2009, the Probation 

Department offers the following addendum regarding mental health services: 
 

Addendum Regarding Mental Health Services 

 
The Probation Department and the Health Department’s Behavioral Health division work closely to 
coordinate the delivery of mental health services to adult and juvenile offenders. 
 
For the adult population, services are monitored through a mental health court and by a team of 
social workers, probation officers, community housing and treatment providers.  Creating New 
Choices (CNC) is an evidenced-based program that utilizes cognitive behavioral therapy with the 
mentally ill and dually-diagnosed offenders to reduce criminogenic thinking patterns and reduce 
recidivism. 
 
For the juvenile population, the Collaborative Action Linking Adolescents (CALA) consists of early 
mental health screening, psycho-social assessments, a mental health court and support services for 
youth in the criminal justice system that exhibit mental health issues. 
 
A psychologist is on staff at Juvenile Hall to address the acute mental health issue of residents.  
 
La Familia Sana/ The Healthy Family is a comprehensive collaborative centered around Behavioral 
Health to provide services to youth with serious mental health problems, create linkage and access to 
services, improve the quality of life within the family, and deter criminal behavior. 
 
Behavioral Health therapists are assigned to the Youth Center, Rancho Cielo and at the Silver Star 
Resource Center. One therapist was added to the Youth Center and one to Rancho Cielo through 
funding from the state Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) Realignment. 
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REPORT TITLE:  Law Enforcement Committee – Monterey County Youth Center  
RESPONSE BY:  Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
RESPONSE TO:  Findings F 6.1 – F 6.7 

 
Finding F 6.1:  The Missouri Model being adopted by the Youth Center will create smaller 

treatment groups (pods) and a more positive treatment approach when it is enacted. 

 
Response F 6.1:  The respondent agrees with the finding.  The model adopted by Monterey 
County is inspired by the successful Missouri Model, and emphasizes rehabilitating young 
offenders in a home-type environment, small-group setting that incorporates therapy, and 
positive peer pressure under the direct guidance of well-trained counselors. 

 
Finding F 6.2:  Completion of construction of new classroom facilities will facilitate resident 

education. 

 
Response F 6.2:  The respondent agrees with the finding. The classroom facilities are now 
completed and in use.   

 
Finding F 6.3:  Although family reunification and community reintegration are stated goals for 

residents of the Youth Center, for some residents these outcomes are not possible.   
 

Response F 6.3:  The respondent agrees with the finding.   
 
Finding F 6.4:  Sentencing requires that the Youth Center residents be released to the aftercare 

program at the end of nine months.  Since transitional housing placements are limited in Monterey 

County and in nearby counties, there is a need for more transitional or alternative housing for 

residents who cannot be placed at home. 
 

Response F 6.4:  The respondent agrees with the finding.  Some Youth Center residents do 
not have a family to return to, or the return to a highly dysfunctional family environment is 
not in the minor’s best interest; therefore transitional or alternative housing is a critical need 
for this youth. 

 
Finding F 6.5:  Since the Youth Center currently does not systematically identify, collect or analyze 

program, exit or recidivism data, there is no way to evaluate the effectiveness of its programs. 

 
Response F 6.5:  The respondent disagrees partially with the finding. While there is no 
systematic, efficient process to collect and analyze data, the effectiveness of the programs 
can nevertheless be measured manually, although manual processes are cumbersome, time 
consuming and costly.  These manual processes, however, are quite challenging as they 
impose a very significant burden on staff.   
 
The Probation Department has outgrown its current databases and is in need of a 
comprehensive Case Management System (CMS) to track, monitor and report on juvenile 
and adult populations. This is critical, core infrastructure needed to track, analyze, and 
evaluate the success of programs and program participation.  The Youth Center  
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REPORT TITLE:  Law Enforcement Committee – Monterey County Youth Center  
RESPONSE BY:  Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
RESPONSE TO:  Findings F 6.1 – F 6.7 

 
recommendation is closely related to, and part of, this project, as data related to all adult 
and juvenile populations cannot be kept in separate, stand-alone databases, and must be 
integrated in the CMS.    

 

In recognition that this is a fundamental and long-term project, the Department has initiated 
the pre-implementation phase of the process to research and select a new case management 
system.  This phase is critical to identify business needs, map processes and gap analysis, and 
determine data collection and reporting criteria.  Through its involvement with PITMA 
(Probation Information Technology Managers Association), the Department is networking 
with other California counties to share information and leverage current technology 
solutions.     

 
Finding F 6.6:  Since the Youth Center does not have a standardized database in which to enter 

data or track graduates, it is limited in its ability to share information with the greater justice 

system. 

 
Response F 6.6:  The respondent agrees with the finding.  The department’s need to 
effectively standardize, aggregate and report on all data for adults and juveniles through the 
use of effective technology is consistently growing. 

 
Finding F 6.7:  The Strategic Plan developed by the Probation Department includes steps for 

improving staff development, communication, data collection and analysis, and facilities 

construction that could positively impact the Youth Center when enacted. 
 

Response F 6.7:  The respondent agrees with the finding.  These are the four areas identified 
as strategic long-term imperatives for the department. 
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REPORT TITLE:  Law Enforcement Committee – Monterey County Youth Center 
RESPONSE BY:  Monterey County Board of Supervisors  
RESPONSE TO:  Recommendations R 6.1 - R 6.3 

 
Recommendation R 6.1:  Necessary site improvements including dormitory remodeling and new 

classroom construction be completed in a timely manner. [Related Findings: F6.1 and F6.2] 

 

Response R 6.1:  The recommendation has been implemented.  The Youth Center has been 
re-structured in four pods (three of them housing 16 residents each, and the fourth housing 12 
residents, for a total of 60 residents).  A pod is designed as open-dorm style with a lounge 
area, housing small groups of residents. 

 
Recommendation R 6.2:  The Probation Department and Monterey County Board of Supervisors 

support development of additional transitional housing for aftercare participants of the Youth 

Center, either by construction of facilities within Monterey County or through contract with facilities 

in nearby counties.  [Related Findings: F6.3 and F6.4] 
 

Response R 6.2:  The recommendation has not yet been implemented.  The existing 
transitional housing is not sufficient to meet the needs of Monterey County.  Additional 
transitional housing is included in Rancho Cielo’s Master Site plan. Collaborative efforts, 
between County agencies and community-based organizations to develop more housing, 
particularly for youth 18-24, are ongoing. This is a long-term goal.   

 
Recommendation R 6.3:  The Youth Center obtains financial and technical support for the 

Probation Department’s Strategic Plan Goal 4, “Strengthen the Department’s use of technology,” to 

develop a computerized data system to: 

• Evaluate the success of the Missouri Model and the aftercare program 

• Track recidivism of Youth Center graduates. [Related Findings: F6.5, F6.6 and 

F6.7]  
 

Response R 6.3:  The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but it is recognized 
as one of the department priorities. The Probation Department has outgrown its current 
databases and is in need of a comprehensive Case Management System (CMS) to track, 
monitor and report on juvenile and adult populations. This is critical, core infrastructure 
needed to track, analyze, and evaluate the success of programs and program participation.  
The Youth Center recommendation is closely related to, and part of, this project, as data 
related to all adult and juvenile populations cannot be kept in separate, stand-alone 
databases, and must be integrated in the CMS.    

 

In recognition that this is a fundamental and long-term project, the Department has initiated 
the pre-implementation phase of the process to research and select a new case management 
system.  This phase is critical to identify business needs, map processes and gap analysis, and 
determine data collection and reporting criteria.  Through its involvement with PITMA 
(Probation Information Technology Managers Association), the Department is networking 
with other California counties to share information and leverage current technology 
solutions.   
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REPORT TITLE:  Health and Social Services Committee – Monterey County Ambulance Service  
RESPONSE BY:  Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
RESPONSE TO:  Findings F 7.1 – F 7.9 

 
Finding F 7.1:  The relationship between the County and its contracted ambulance providers has 

not been smooth since 1990. 
 

Response F 7.1:  The respondent agrees with the finding. 
 
Finding F 7.2:  The County now has less than one year to formulate a realistic and accurate RFP 

and create a contract with an ambulance provider. 
 

Response F 7.2:  The respondent agrees with the finding. 
 
Finding F 7.3:  Past RFPs have not given ambulance providers adequate information to offer 

realistic bids. The current situation offers EMS a new opportunity to provide an accurate RFP and 

establish a realistic contract. 
 

Response F 7.3:  The respondent disagrees partially with the finding.  The previous Request 
for Proposal (RFP) process was made more difficult because American Medical Response 
(AMR) considered certain data to be proprietary and refused to make it available to other 
potential bidders.  This situation has since been resolved as the data is now the property of 
Monterey County and will be made available to all prospective bidders. 

 
Finding F 7.4:  Since detailed statistics, such as response times, frequency of calls and types of 

emergencies, are now available from EMS, a better RFP and contract can be written. 
 

Response F 7.4:  The respondent agrees with the finding. 
 
Finding F 7.5:  The County is very diverse in population density. Current response times and 

coverages need to be redefined so realistic response times and coverages can be established. 
 

Response F 7.5:  The respondent disagrees partially with the finding.  The Emergency 
Medical Services (EMS) Agency system demands are for an ambulance provider to provide 
service in a manner that requires active management of its resources in what is called a “high 
performance” EMS system.   Ambulance providers will be required to properly assess, 
deploy and manage the resources to meet the contract parameters. 
 

Finding F 7.6:  All stakeholders have been involved in the formulation of the RFPs.  However, not 

all of the stakeholders’ recommendations can be fulfilled. 
 

Response F 7.6:  The respondent agrees with the finding. 
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REPORT TITLE:  Health and Social Services Committee – Monterey County Ambulance Service  
RESPONSE BY:  Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
RESPONSE TO:  Findings F 7.1 – F 7.9 

 

Finding F 7.7: EMS has not had the authority to oversee the implementation of ambulance 

providers’ contracts.  
 

Response F 7.7:  The respondent disagrees with the finding.  Under State law and the 
Monterey County Code, the local Emergency Medical Services Agency has sufficient 
authority to oversee the implementation of ambulance provider contracts. 

 
Finding F 7.8:  The Board of Supervisors has required that the ambulance provider hire an 

incumbent workforce. 
 

Response F 7.8:  The respondent disagrees partially with the finding.  The prior franchise 
agreement with Westmed Ambulance, Inc, and the current RFP approved by the Board of 
Supervisors contains language that provides some workforce protection.  However, the 
language does not require that individual members of the incumbent workforce be hired if 
they did not successfully complete objective and job-related requirements such as 
background check, drug testing, and skills assessments. 
 

Finding F 7.9: The Board of Supervisors has intervened in labor negotiations.  
 

Response F 7.9:  The respondent disagrees partially with the finding.  The Board of 
Supervisors, in recognizing the value of a dedicated and experienced paramedic and 
Emergency Medical Technicians (EMT) workforce, amended the County’s contract with 
Westmed to provide Westmed more resources for labor costs to ensure continuity of this 
critical life-safety service. 
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REPORT TITLE:  Health and Social Services Committee – Monterey County Ambulance Service 
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Recommendation R 7.1: EMS and the Board of Supervisors make optimum use of this interim 

period to write a well-researched RFP.   [Related Finding:  F7.2]  

 

Response R 7.1:  The recommendation has been partially implemented.  The accelerated 
timeline necessitated by the issuance of an interim, one-year contract, dictated the rapid 
development of a Request for Proposal  (RFP) to establish a long-term franchise agreement.  
The Emergency Medical Service (EMS) Director is primarily responsible for completing all 
actions listed in the recommendations. 
 

Recommendation R 7.2: EMS and the Board of Supervisors establish a contract that will be feasible 

for all parties. The Grand Jury recommends devoting adequate time to the development of the new 

contract to ensure clear understanding among all parties.   [Related Finding:  F7.2]  

 

Response R 7.2:  The recommendation has been partially implemented due to the 
accelerated RFP development timelines.  External experts contributed to the development of 
this RFP in order to ensure that it was both feasible and consistent with best practices within 
the industry.  The new contract will be based on the responses to the RFP. 

 
Recommendation R 7.3:  EMS ensures that enough information is made available to the bidders so 

an accurate and realistic contract can be developed.   [Related Findings:  F7.3 and F7.4] 

 

Response R 7.3:  The recommendation has been implemented.  All 2007 and 2008 EMS 
system data, which includes call volumes, location of responses, and response times, is 
posted on the EMS Agency web site, and is available for potential bidders to utilize in the 
design of their responses to the RFP.  A pre-bidders conference is also scheduled to answer 
RFP questions. 

 
Recommendation R 7.4: EMS undertakes an in-depth study of the County’s population densities and 

develops a realistic plan for ambulance coverage and response times to be incorporated into the 

next contract.   [Related Finding:  F7.5]  

 

Response R 7.4:  The recommendation has been implemented.  A detailed analysis of 
response locations and historical data has occurred.  Expected response times included in the 
RFP take into account population density, call volume, and geography.  Public input, 
including the County Fire Chiefs Association, was solicited as well.  This information 
resulted in the proposed RFP response times. 
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Recommendation R 7.5:  The Board of Supervisors identifies and supports a single agency or 

person to take a leadership role in making decisions regarding stakeholder input into the next 

ambulance provider contract.   [Related Finding:  F7.6] 

 

Response R 7.5:  The recommendation has been implemented.  The EMS Director was 
designated as the lead in presenting the RFP draft during five public input sessions.  The 
EMS Director then made decisions on the extent to which specific input was incorporated 
into the RFP, developed the final language, and forwarded his recommendations to the Board 
of Supervisors.  The Board made several changes and approved the release of the RFP 
subsequent to its review and approval by the State EMS Authority. 

 
Recommendation R 7.6:  EMS creates an ambulance contract that: 

� Covers all contingencies for all parties.   [Related Finding:  F7.6]  

� Includes specific alternate means of resolution, short of fines or termination, 

for breaches of contract.   [Related Finding:  F7.7]  

� Allows the ambulance provider to have the ability to hire candidates that they 

feel are most qualified.   [Related Finding:  F7.8] 

� Clearly defines the roles of the Board of Supervisors, EMS, and the 

management of the contracted ambulance service provider.   [Related 

Finding:  F7.9] 
 

Response R 7.6:  These recommendations have been partially implemented.  The RFP 
addresses each of the recommendations.  The contract that results from the RFP will also 
address these items. 
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Finding F 8.7:  Community emergency operations agencies did not adequately respond to extended 

power outages, a “disruption of essential services” hazard. 
 

Response F 8.7:  The respondent disagrees partially with the finding.  Monterey County 
Office of Emergency Services (OES) and Emergency Communications Department began 
searching for a Telephonic Emergency Notification System (TENS) contractor in May 2008.  
The State of California provided grant funds for the purchase of such a system and a grant 
application was submitted by Monterey County that promised a “multi-jurisdictional” and 
“multi-disciplinary” system capable of reaching every resident and business within the 
County.  The grant application also stated that the system delivered through the grant would 
be available for use by each city and district within the County. 
 
Upon award of grant funding, OES and Emergency Communications staff launched a 
rigorous effort to evaluate TENS systems and contractors.  Some features of the various 
systems were rated on a scale while other critical “must have” features were rated as 
“Go/No Go”.  This included the availability of “unlimited minutes”, the ability of businesses 
and residents to register their own contact information (cell phones numbers, email 
addresses, voice over internet protocol numbers) via the Internet, and the ability of the 
system to be “accessible” from an unlimited number of locations.  These features were 
considered critical for the County system so that it could serve not only the residents of 
Carmel, Monterey, Pacific Grove, and Pebble Beach, but those of all cities and communities 
within the County.                                                                                                                                                                     
 

On July 11, 2008, Monterey County entered into a contract with Twenty First Century 
Communications for TENS services.  The system, and the County’s contract with the 
vendor, allows for its use by any city, district, or community agency within the County, can 
send messages in a variety of languages, utilizes six redundant “call centers” to ensure fast 
twenty-four hour-a-day availability, incorporates maps covering the entirety of Monterey 
County, and accesses all popular communications systems and networks that are useful in 
providing emergency notifications to residents and businesses. 

 

Finding F 8.8:  The “Reverse 911” telephone emergency system in Pebble Beach did not reach 

enough people to be effective. 
 

Response F 8.8:  The respondent cannot evaluate this finding. The Telephone Emergency 
Notification System in question is operated by the Pebble Beach Community Service 
District.  It functions at a standard established by its administrators, and its effectiveness is not 
established by the County. Nonetheless, these telephone systems are evolving applications of 
technology and those that have already employed them are on the front edge of the learning  
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curve. Monterey County, through its endeavors to establish a Multi- Jurisdictional Telephone 
Emergency Notification System, learned from the Pebble Beach Community Service District’s 
earlier experience. The question remains how to increase effectiveness of these systems.  One 
possible cause of this problem is the quality of data fed into the system.  Both the County 
system and the system employed by the Pebble Beach Community Service District are 
dependent on AT&T, both for the database of landline telephone numbers, and the network 
and lines necessary to deliver large numbers of calls in a concentrated area.  Data and 
network quality issues have been noted nationally by jurisdictions that employ these systems.  
As a result, both the State of California and the Federal Government have established 
committees that are developing standards designed to improve the effectiveness of such 
systems.  

 

Finding F 8.9:  Although Pebble Beach is making a good effort, the four jurisdictions do not 

currently have sufficient databases of the addresses and phone numbers of the homebound, elderly, 

and people with special needs who might require extra help during an emergency. 
 

Response F 8.9:  The respondent partially disagrees with the finding. 
 
The new Countywide TENS system contains the ability for all user agencies to create and 
maintain multiple contact lists, such as for homebound and special needs individuals within 
their jurisdiction.  Once created, such a contact list could be used to send a special or separate 
outbound notification message to these individuals.  Note that such messages, using a local 
contact database, are subject to the same AT&T network congestion and delivery issues 
referred to in OES response under F8.8. 

 

Finding F8.9 specifically suggests that the development of a database of residents who might 
require assistance in times of emergency could be done in conjunction with programs 
designed to register people in the new Countywide TENS.  Serving as the TENS 
Administrator, the Emergency Communications Department is working with all local 
jurisdictions and developing a plan to coordinate and partner with many community 
organizations for the broadest possible campaign and ongoing programs to get all County 
residents registered.  It will be up to local jurisdictions, however, to determine how best to 
serve their special needs populations, and how best to identify such needs and manage data in 
their contact lists. 
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Finding F 8.11: Communication and coordination with PG&E was the main problem for emergency 

agencies trying to deal with storm related hazards and proved to be their biggest obstacle as they 

worked to safeguard the public. Because prolonged electric power outages and downed power lines 

are hazards that can threaten public safety throughout the County – they usually accompany 

disasters such as severe earthquakes and tsunamis – it is essential that the problems encountered 

with the system that was in effect during the storm be prevented in the future.    
 

Response F 8.11:  The respondent agrees with the finding. 
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Recommendation R 8.10:  The Monterey County OES includes cell phones and other pertinent 

means of communication in the new County-wide emergency telephone system in order to have an 

alternative for reaching residents whose cordless phones are inoperable during power outages and 

to meet the notification needs of people with special needs.  

[Related Findings: F8.7, F8.8, and F8.9] 

 

Response R 8.10:  The recommendation has not been implemented, but will be implemented 
in 2009.  The Monterey County OES includes cell phones and other pertinent means of 
communication in the new Countywide emergency telephone system in order to have an 
alternative for reaching residents whose cordless phones are inoperable during power outages 
and to meet the notification needs of people with special needs. [Related Findings: F8.7, 
F8.8, and F8.9] 

The Emergency Communications Department notes that cell phones, email, and text message 
capability will be part of the Countywide TENS campaign to register alternate means for 
receiving emergency messages.  In addition, the campaign will include information on 
communication problems during power outages; especially the potential inability to receive 
emergency messages on cordless and VoIP (Internet) phones, and the need to keep cell 
phones charged. 

 
Recommendation R 8.11: The OES, working with all jurisdictions in the County and public service 

agencies, conducts an aggressive campaign to inform the public about the new emergency telephone 

system and to register as many people in the system as possible. [Related Findings: F8.7, F8.8, and 

F8.9]     

 

Response R 8.11:  The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be 
implemented in 2009. An aggressive campaign, coordinated with all local jurisdictions and 
many community organizations is being planned.  The campaign will include ways to register 
residents’ addresses, cell phones, and other devices, and the creation of bilingual materials 
that can be provided to new cell phone purchasers, sent with utility bills, provided by 
employers with paychecks, delivered with community services, and more.  In addition, a 
follow-up campaign is planned one year later to remind people to register and/or refresh the 
database. 

 
Recommendation R 8.12: The Board of Supervisors assigns responsibility to a person or persons to 

investigate possibilities and design solutions for establishing a new system of communication and 

coordination between the County’s emergency operations agencies and PG&E. [Related Finding: 

F8.11]  

 

Response R 8.12:  The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be 
implemented in 2009.  An After Action Review was conducted between Pacific Gas and  
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Electric, CAL Fire, and the Office of Emergency Services that confirmed the 
communications and coordination problems identified in Finding F8.11. The principal 
challenge is obtaining actionable information. The secondary challenge is getting information 
to the public, by both the utility and the government agencies. To that end Monterey County 
has acquired and employed a Multi-Jurisdictional TENS, and is in the process of 
establishing, under the direction of the Emergency Communications Department’s System 
Administrator, the appropriate policies and protocols for the operations of this system by all 
local governments.  

 

Additionally, the introduction of a 2-1-1 information system by the United Way in early 2009 
will broaden the capability to provide information and interface with the public. The OES 
will seek to co-chair a working group of local governments and key response agencies to 
explore means of improving information flow between agencies and providing actionable 
information. Target date for completion will be the Winter Storm Preparedness Conference 
held annually in the October/November 2009 timeframe. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


