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benefits would be saved or generated for the General Fund. This figure is net of 
recommended new expenses for critical needs. Further, implementation of the 
recommendations would result in improvements, particularly improvements that would 
reduce various financial and operational risks, but we cannot readily quantify the future value 
of such savings. Implementation of the recommendations in this report would: 

• Reduce the cost of both kitchen and laundry operations by nearly $1 million a year by 
reducing excess staff and shifting certain tasks from Probation to the Elmwood 
Correctional Complex; 
 

• Reduce seven vehicles from the administrative fleet and improve the efficiency of the 
use of the remaining administrative vehicles; 
 

• Generate General Fund revenue by charging rent to the non-General Fund department 
that is currently leasing General-Fund owned Probation property free of charge; 
 

• Bring fees in line with actual costs;  
 

• Improve the Department’s fiscal control by creating a business manager position that 
could oversee fiscal, contracts and grant functions. These functions are decentralized 
and not coordinated to the point that, among other deficiencies, the Department paid 
one contractor almost $50,000 for services never rendered, and grant account 
balances on a day-to-day basis throughout the year are undermined; 
 

• Improve the security of Department personnel, clients and data systems by conducting 
thorough background checks prior to hiring civilian personnel, who today are hired 
with minimal screening; 
 

• Improve management information, thereby enabling Probation managers and 
supervisors to exercise improved oversight and managed more proactively. 

Although outside the scope of this audit, the level of institutional staffing relative to the 
declining institutional population is raised in the Introduction as a matter the Board of 
Supervisors may wish to review in the future. 

We would like to thank all of the staff and management of the Probation Department for their 
generous and patient assistance to us during this audit. Their cooperative assistance and 
helpful insights are greatly appreciated. In addition, we would like to thank the management 
of the County-wide Facilities and Fleet Department, the Parks and Recreation Department 
and the Sheriff’s Office for assistance with portions of this audit. 
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Executive Summary 
 

This Management Audit of the Santa Clara County Probation Department Administrative and 
Support Services was authorized by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Clara, as 
part of the County’s FY 2011-12 management audit program, pursuant to the Board’s power of 
inquiry specified in Article III, Section 302 (c) of the Santa Clara County Charter. The purpose 
of the management audit was to examine the operations and practices of the administrative and 
support services of the Probation Department, with the objective of identifying opportunities to 
increase efficiency, effectiveness and economy. If implemented, our recommendations would 
reduce operating costs, increase revenue, reduce financial and security risks, and improve the 
information available to management. If all recommendations were implemented, the net annual 
fiscal benefit to the General Fund would exceed $1,338,000. This amount does not include 
savings and revenues that cannot readily be quantified. Findings and recommendations are 
summarized below. 
 

Part I: Opportunities to Reduce Operating Costs 
 
1. Reducing Kitchen Staffing 
Despite a large decline in the population at its juvenile facilities over the last few years, the 
Probation Department has not adjusted its staffing levels at its two kitchens.  As a result, its 
kitchens have more staff than necessary, particularly in the Food Service Worker positions, and 
the Department spends approximately $3.0 million dollars per year to staff and operate the 
kitchens.  By reducing staff, the Department could improve its kitchen operations, better match 
staffing to workload, and save the County an estimated $758,000 annually.  
 
2. Reducing Laundry Services Staffing 
The Probation Department operates two laundry facilities: one at Juvenile Hall and the other at 
William F. James Boys Ranch. Together, these two facilities process about 800,000 pounds of 
laundry per year, at an estimated cost of $471,000. Meanwhile, the Department of Correction 
(DOC) has excess capacity at its laundry facility at the Elmwood Correctional Complex in 
Milpitas. Transferring Probation’s laundry services to Elmwood would reduce Probation’s costs, 
but increase DOC’s costs, resulting in net savings to the County of about $213,000 per year. 
 
3. Reducing the Administrative Fleet 
The Probation Department’s 27 administrative and support vehicles averaged only an estimated 
3,713 miles during calendar 2012, too few to be cost effective. We recommend elimination of 
seven most infrequently used vehicles from the county fleet, and re-allocation of eight vehicles 
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to non-administrative functions within the department. This would save an estimated $48,000 per 
year, and delay the expense of replacement of older vehicles in non-administrative functions. 
 
Part II: Opportunities to Increase Revenue 
 
4. Charging Rent for Use of the Former Wright Center 
The Probation Department entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the 
Department of Parks and Recreation to permit Parks to use a substantial portion of the former 
Muriel Wright Juvenile Rehabilitation Center. The January 2013 agreement requires Parks to pay 
certain expenses, such as its share of utility costs, but it does not provide for rental payments to 
the Probation Department for use of the property. The cost to acquire and develop this property 
was borne by the County General Fund. The Department of Parks and Recreation is not a 
General Fund department; it is funded primarily by property tax allocations as specified in the 
County Charter. Therefore, failure to charge rent to the Parks Department for use of the property 
results in an increased subsidy of the Park Charter Fund by the General Fund beyond what is 
required by the Charter. We recommend that Probation amend the MOU to charge the 
Department of Parks and Recreation a reasonable rent for the Wright property. The fair market 
rent for the portion of the center currently used by Parks is undetermined. However, the average 
rent paid by the County for its leased sites is $1.99 per square foot. If a rental charge were 
implemented at that rate, the Probation Department would receive about $500,000 annually in 
rental income from Parks. 
 
5. Increasing Probation Fees  
The Probation Department assesses various types of fees against clients who receive its services 
in accordance with State law, and last increased its fees in 2009. The current fee rates are less 
than what would be needed to fully cover costs. As a result, the General Fund bears some of 
these costs. By raising its fees, it would recover a greater proportion of its costs. It should also 
consider seeking State legislation to increase statutory limits on some fees. Due to statutory 
limits on some fees, and the requirement to determine clients’ ability to pay, potential additional 
revenue from increasing fees is uncertain. However, based on fee collections in Fiscal Year 
2011-12, each one percent increase in collections from fee sources would generate an additional 
$35,000 annually for the Department.  
 

Part III: Opportunities to Reduce Financial and Security Risks 
 
6. Improving Fiscal Management and Organization 
This audit identified current or past instances of waste, fraud, poor controls, and general 
dysfunction in the areas of fiscal management, contracts and grants. In the absence of greater 
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control, there is the continuing potential for development of contracts that are not in the county’s 
best interests and loss of grant monies or other outside funding. In particular, there is a high risk 
that the Department may inadvertently overpay contractors, which we have documented has 
already occurred at least once. The Department is not enforcing the contract requirements for 
timely invoicing, resulting in the inability of the department to properly track its grant balances. 
At present, there is also the potential that the department may expend grant funds that it already 
has spent, or fail to spend grants, potentially resulting in unnecessary General Fund costs. We 
recommend creating a new executive position, such as a Manager of Business and Finance, 
reporting to the Chief Probation Officer, that would have oversight of the Fiscal Unit, and the 
managers and staff presently responsible for grants and contracts. The top-step cost of this 
position with benefits is estimated to be $213,000. Savings associated with better fiscal and 
contract management cannot be quantified but could be significant. 

7. Management of Grants and Other Non-General Fund Revenue 
The Probation Department has an estimated 25 grants and other restricted, non-General Fund 
revenue sources amounting to almost $28 million in FY 2012-13. Management of these funds is 
spread throughout the Department. There is no overall planning, coordination, and reporting to 
ensure that grant funds are spent in the most efficient way possible. In addition, no grants 
management and financial reports are developed on a monthly basis and provided to Executive 
Management, Grants Unit Staff or program managers to facilitate their managerial 
responsibilities related to these grants programs. Timeliness of grant fund expenditures have 
been delayed resulting in the need to roll monies intended to be expended in one fiscal year to 
the subsequent fiscal year. The absence of comprehensive monthly grant funds management 
reporting impedes timely management of grants programs and increases the risk of non-
compliance with grant expenditure requirements and the potential loss of grant funds. The 
Probation Department should create a centralized Grants function with financial management 
responsibility to provide the strategic oversight, reporting, and invoice review for all grants and 
restricted non-General Fund programs.  
 
8. Improving Background Checks for Civilian Staff 
The Probation Department does not conduct detailed background checks of persons under 
consideration for civilian positions. The Sheriff’s Office disqualifies many civilian applicants 
who are otherwise qualified, but these disqualified applicants could potentially be hired by 
Probation. As a result of the lack of detailed background examinations, the Probation 
Department currently employs clerical personnel whose immediate family members have 
sometimes been on probation for criminal offenses. At least one staff person is married to a high-
ranking gang member, according to management. Employees who have not had thorough 
background checks have access to the department’s staff, data systems, records, facilities and 
probationers.  These checks would cost at least $25,000 per year, but would improve the security 
of Department personnel, systems, records, facilities and probationers, and can be paid for on an 
ongoing basis with ongoing savings identified in the remainder of this report. 
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Part IV: Opportunities to Improve Management Information 
 
9. Improving Management Information 
The Department needs a comprehensive management information system that supports unit 
supervisors, division managers and administrative staff by providing pertinent and accurate 
operational and financial information on a timely basis. However, the Department has still not 
implemented audit recommendations adopted by the Board of Supervisors in January 2007 to: 1) 
perform a comprehensive assessment of Department-wide management information needs; and, 
2) develop a monthly reporting system to address those needs.  Consequently, many Probation 
managers still lack the management information (particularly fiscal information) they need to 
make timely and informed decisions regarding staffing, workloads, programs, policies and other 
important matters. As a result, several operational issues, which should have been rectified by 
the responsible managers, persist. For example, staff who are operationally responsible for grants 
and programs funded by other restricted revenues are unable to plan the expenditure of such 
funds due to the uncertainty of the availability of funds at any point in time. The Department 
should perform an immediate and thorough assessment of Department-wide management 
information needs, and fully implement a system of monthly management information reports to 
unit supervisors, division managers and administrative staff with managerial responsibilities.  
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Introduction 
This Management Audit of the Santa Clara County Probation Department Administrative and 
Support Services was authorized by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Clara, as 
part of the County’s FY 2011-12 management audit program, pursuant to the Board’s power of 
inquiry specified in Article III, Section 302 (c) of the Santa Clara County Charter.  

Purpose and Scope 
The purpose of the management audit was to examine the operations and practices of the 
administrative and support services of the Probation Department, with the objective of 
identifying opportunities to increase efficiency, effectiveness and economy. This audit 
encompassed the services and activities of a little more than 200 staff, about half of whom are 
clerks. The scope specifically excluded general operations, including all elements of Adult 
Probation, Juvenile Probation and the Institutional services, except for aspects of administration 
and support. For example, we evaluated the kitchen and laundry services at Juvenile Hall, but not 
its overall management, staffing, policies, programs or resources. We evaluated the management 
of contracts, such as whether contracts contained adequate requirements, but did not assess the 
services provided by contractors, including their quality, efficacy or cost effectiveness. 

This audit report includes findings and recommendations related to increasing revenue by 
increasing the department’s fees. We also found excessive staff and inefficiencies in the 
department’s kitchen and laundry services. We identified under-utilization of vehicles assigned 
to administrative staff, and determined that the department is providing General Fund property 
rent-free to a non-General Fund department. We identified opportunities to improve the 
department’s management of grants, and its management and organizational structure relative to 
management of fiscal, contracts and grants functions, which have internal control weaknesses. In 
addition, we found the current background checks performed on the department’s civilian (non-
peace officer) job candidates to be insufficient. We also found insufficient information available 
to senior management regarding various aspects of the department’s operations.    

Audit Methodology 
Auditors interviewed administrative and supports staff throughout all units from the senior 
management to the supervisory level. Auditors also interviewed staff in and obtained data from 
the County’s Facilities and Fleet Department. Auditors reviewed and analyzed documents, 
reports, policies and procedures, spreadsheets and records provided by Probation and surveyed 
administrative and support functions in other large California counties to enhance our 
understanding of administrative functions in similarly-sized Probation Departments.  

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis 
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for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. Pursuant to these requirements, 
we performed the following management audit procedures: 

• Audit Planning – The management audit was selected by the Board of Supervisors using a 
risk assessment tool and estimate of audit work hours developed at the Board’s direction by 
the Management Audit Division. After audit selection by the Board, a preliminary 
management audit work plan was developed and provided to the Department. 

• Entrance Conference – An entrance conference was held on August 22, 2011. However, the 
audit was placed on hold due to our staff being assigned to other projects with statutory or 
other immovable deadlines. Once those projects were completed, a second entrance 
conference was held on November 9, 2012 with senior department management to introduce 
the management auditors, describe the management audit program and scope of review, and 
respond to questions.  A letter of introduction from the Board, a management audit work 
plan, and a request for background information were also provided at the November entrance 
conference.  

• Pre-Audit Survey – A preliminary review of documentation and interviews with managers 
were conducted to obtain an overview understanding of the division and associated units, and 
to identify areas of operations that warranted more detailed assessments.  Based on the pre-
audit survey, the work plan for the management audit was refined. 

• Field Work – Field work included: (a) interviews with management and staff of the 
administrative and support staff and associated units; (b) a further review of documentation 
and other materials provided by the department and other sources; (c) analyses of data 
collected manually and electronically; (d) comparative surveys of other jurisdictions and (e) 
observations of selected functions, such as kitchen and laundry services.  

• Draft Report – A draft report was prepared and provided to the department on April 9, 2013. 
The draft report was also provided to County Counsel to obtain input regarding legal and 
labor issues that surfaced during the course of the audit. Other departments described or 
discussed substantively in the draft report were provided applicable sections of the report for 
their review and comment. 

• Exit Conference – An exit conference was held with department managers on May 1 , 2013 
to collect additional information pertinent to the report, and to obtain their views on the 
report findings, conclusions and recommendations.  

• Final Report – A final report was prepared after review and discussion of the report content 
with responsible managers and the department. Management was requested to provide a 
written response, which is attached. 
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Overview of Administrative and Support Services 
 
The FY 2012-13 budget provided for 223 full-time equivalent (FTE) administrative and support 
staff distributed across 17 cost centers. These staff represent approximately 25 percent of all of 
the department’s personnel. As of the October 18, 2012 department organizational chart, which 
is provided as Attachment I.1, these administrative and support FTEs were organized as follows: 
 

• 80 in the Administrative Services Division, which includes the division’s executive 
Administrative Support Manager and an executive assistant. The manager oversees:1 
 

o The Administrative Resources Unit, which has 14 FTEs and is responsible for the 
department’s contracts, grants, fleet, and facilities. 

o The Fiscal Resources Unit, which has 18 FTEs and is responsible for fiscal 
functions such as accounts payable, accounts receivable, payroll, budget, etc. 

o The Food and Support Services unit, which has 46 FTEs and is responsible for 
laundry and food service for Juvenile Hall and James Ranch.2 
 

• 17 FTEs in the Information Systems Division, including the Director of Information 
Systems 

• 7 FTEs in the Staff Development unit, which is responsible for the department’s training 
program 

• 1 Director of Research and Outcome Measurement 
• 8 FTEs responsible for Human Resources, including administration of the worker’s 

compensation and injury prevention programs 
• 21 FTEs, primarily Law Enforcement Clerks and Justice System Clerks, to support 

Juvenile Hall and James Ranch 
• 28 FTEs, primarily Law Enforcement Clerks and Justice System Clerks, to support 

Juvenile Probation Services 
• 4 FTEs in Internal Affairs 
• 57 FTEs, primarily Justice System Clerks, in Adult Services for Clerical Support 

 

Recommendation Priorities 
Each audit recommendation in this report is ranked according to its priority based on a 
classification adopted by the Finance and Government Operations Committee of the Board of 
Supervisors, as follows: 

Priority 1: Recommendations that address issues of non-compliance with federal, State and 
local laws, regulations, ordinances and the County Charter; would result in increases or 

                                                 
1 Prior to issuance of the audit report, responsibilities at this level were changed. Our fieldwork was carried out prior 
to these changes going into effect.    
2 This unit previously provided services to the Wright Center, prior to its closure in May, 2012. 
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decreases in expenditures or revenues of $250,000 or more; or, suggest significant changes in 
federal, State or local policy through amendments to existing laws, regulations and policies. 

Priority 2: Recommendations that would result in increases or decreases in expenditures or 
revenues of less than $250,000; advocate changes in local policy through amendments to existing 
County ordinances and policies and procedures; or, would revise existing departmental or 
program policies and procedures for improved service delivery, increased operational efficiency, 
or greater program effectiveness. 

Priority 3: Recommendations that address program-related policies and procedures that would 
not have a significant impact on revenues and expenditures, but would result in modest 
improvements in service delivery and operating efficiency. 

Survey of Other Jurisdictions 
To gain an understanding of distinctions and similarities across California counties, auditors 
attempted to survey the Probation Departments of the 10 largest counties, by population, 
including Santa Clara. We received a total of eight responses, including Santa Clara.  

Where appropriate, information from the surveys has been included in the body of the audit 
report.  It should be noted that the survey responses are self-reported information.  We did not 
verify the accuracy of the information reported by other agencies. A summary of survey 
responses from each agency is incorporated as Attachment I.2. Copies of the full response by 
each jurisdiction are available upon request. 

Highlights from the survey responses include: 

• The amount of grant funds received by Santa Clara’s Probation Department appears to be 
higher per staff person than all six of the other responding counties except Sacramento, 
which appears to have included non-grant revenues in its total. 

• Of the five outside counties that reported having a Community Day School for probation 
youth that is an alternative to incarceration, all of them reported that the instructional 
costs are entirely funded by the state. Santa Clara will pay an estimated $230,000 to 
$557,000 in FY 2012-13 for these instructional services. 

• Of the eight responding counties, Santa Clara reported the highest number of issued 
purchasing cards per staff person.  

• Of the five departments that reported a per-meal cost in their institutions, Santa Clara’s is 
higher than those. 

• Of the eight counties that responded to questions regarding background checks of 
civilians, five reported conducting thorough checks, and three – including Santa Clara – 
reported conducting basic checks. 
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Accomplishments 
At our request, the department furnished a synopsis of recent accomplishments. This synopsis is 
provided as Attachment I.3. We noted some of these achievements in the course of our fieldwork 
– most notably the department’s adoption of evidence-based practices, and the reduction of the 
number of youth who are in Juvenile Hall or James Ranch. Highlights are noted below. 

 
• In FY13 the Institutions Division, consisting of the Juvenile Hall and the James Ranch, 

made a significant investment in training nearly 300 staff in the areas of fundamental 
Evidenced Based Practices, Motivational Interviewing, Juvenile Assessment Tools and 
Core Competencies related to building professional alliances, engaging in skill practice, 
effective case planning and appropriate use of rewards and sanctions.   

• In May of 2012 the Institutions Division successfully closed the Muriel Wright Center 
and relocated the few remaining youth at the James Ranch facility.   

• The Probation Department prides itself on being progressive and most recently took the 
opportunity to apply for and was awarded a grant to assist in the implementation of the 
new federal standards of the Prison Rape Elimination Act (PREA).   

• The Enhanced Ranch Program continues to be a model program receiving significant 
attention for its positive outcomes and unique approach to serving high risk youth locally.  

• In August 2013 the Juvenile Hall will establish an Assessment and Orientation Unit for 
new admits.  The unit will utilize outputs from the Juvenile Assessment Inventory System 
to identify risks and criminogenic needs to better serve youth while detained.  
Furthermore, assessments by the County Office of Education, Department of Mental 
Health and Department of Alcohol and Drugs will be administered to create a full care 
plan.  

• Also in late summer of 2013 the Juvenile Institutions will establish Teaching Adolescent 
Skills in the Community (TASC), a community work program containing cognitive 
behavioral intervention tools.  The program will serve as an alternative to detention for 
youth facing challenges on probation. 

• The Direct Referral Program (DRP) serves youth age 14 and under who live within the 
San Jose Police Department’s jurisdiction. When a child in this target population is 
contacted by SJPD for a minor first time offense; such as petty theft, vandalism without 
significant damage, disturbing the peace, intoxicated in public, etc., the youth is directly 
diverted to one of three community based providers who screen the family for service 
need. If deemed appropriate, through the assessment, the youth and family are offered 
services by one of these agencies. The offense is not listed as an arrest even if the youth 
and family do not engage in services; participation in services is entirely voluntary. 
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• Re-Entry - the Probation Department was fortunate to be awarded a one-year 
demonstration grant in the amount of $750,000 from the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Prevention to serve our highest-end youth exiting from our local James Ranch. Using 
these funds combined with other funding, youth exiting the Ranch receive family based, 
intensive Wrap-Around services that begin 60 days prior to exit, extensive substance 
abuse treatment for those youth in need, vocational and educational opportunities, pro-
social activities and any other services the youth or family need. 

• Reduction in foster care and increase in wrap-around services - for the past few years, 
there has been tremendous focus on reducing the number of youth in out-of-home foster 
care placement and to increase the number of youth and families being served in their 
homes with community based services. The number of youth in foster care placement has 
been reduced by more than half and the number of youth in Wrap-Around services has 
more than tripled. Not only is this a significant cost savings, it is also an evidence based 
practice that treats families holistically and in the least restrictive setting. 

• Dually-involved youth initiative - most of this year the Juvenile Division has partnered 
with the Department of Family and Children's Services, the Courts, other stakeholder 
agencies, and community representation to develop new practices to better serve youth 
who have or are experiencing maltreatment and are engaging in criminal activity. Santa 
Clara County is fortunate to be one of four sights chosen nationally to receive technical 
assistance expertise funded through the MacArthur Foundation to assist with this vast 
system reform effort. 

• Equity Sight Work - Santa Clara County is also fortunate to be one of two sights chosen 
nationally to receive technical assistance expertise funded through anonymous donors to 
develop best practices for lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender youth in the juvenile 
justice system. To date, almost 100% of juvenile detention and services probation staff 
have received training in this area. 

• The Probation Department delivers a variety of services to Adults, Juveniles and their 
families living in Santa Clara County. To ensure that meaningful access to services is 
provided in a variety of languages, the Department has embarked upon establishing a 
Language Access Plan. The Department has expanded its current focus on Spanish and 
Vietnamese populations, to incorporate the variety languages spoken by residents of 
Santa Clara County. Probation has enhanced its services for the limited English proficient 
population in a number of ways. One undertaking is to change the intake process by 
exposing the clients to the variety of languages at the onset of their first encounter with 
Juvenile Probation Services. Immediately, juveniles and their parents will understand 
how their language can be translated upon request and free of any charges.  

• Multiple Information technology projects have been implemented to support the 
objectives of the department and improve operational efficiency.  

 
• The Adult Case Management System has been enhanced to effectively mechanize AB109 

business processes, and technological infrastructure resources have been deployed to 
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establish the Re-Entry Resource Center. Furthermore, the development of a virtual visitation 
solution with video conference technology allows for strengthening family support for Juvenile 
out of state placement and reducing county transportation costs. 

 
• In alignment with the County vision, the Probation department has initiated the 

development of a Juvenile Business Intelligence system with dashboard and drill-down 
data capabilities to enhance decision making with real-time data analysis and monitoring 
of Juvenile performance measurement and results. 
 

• Public Safety Realignment has significantly impacted Santa Clara County, by shifting the 
responsibility of providing services and supervision to more than 1,500 adult offenders 
transitioning from the State to the County.  This transition has resulted in the addition of 
three High Risk Offender Units to provide intensive supervision to this high risk 
population at a ratio of 1:30.  Through a thorough assessment, effective linkages to 
evidence based service delivery models and supervision, positive results have been 
achieved. 

• The Santa Clara County Re-Entry Resource Center has been a cross-systems 
collaborative effort to provide a one-stop center to provide referrals and wraparound 
services to individuals returning to the community following incarceration.  Five deputy 
probation officers are located at the Re-Entry Center to provide on-site Intake and 
Assessment services for AB 109 clients.   

• The Santa Clara County Re-Entry Network was established to direct a comprehensive re-
entry and recidivism reduction strategy to leverage existing efforts and to streamline 
processes to link clients to effective programming.  The Five-Year Adult Re-Entry 
Strategic Plan outlines an approach to create a seamless system of services, supports and 
supervision inherent in the mission of the Re-Entry Network.   

 
Topics Requiring Additional Review 
During the course of a management audit, certain issues may be identified and brought to the 
attention of the department being audited and the Board of Supervisors, even though a specific 
finding is not included in the report for various reasons, such as the matter is outside the scope of 
the audit. Discussed below are topics for further review. 

 
Staffing of the Institutions Relative to their Populations 
This audit includes findings related to the staffing of certain administrative functions. However, 
the scope of this audit does not include staffing of operations functions, such as counselors at 
Juvenile Hall. Therefore, we did not develop findings in this area. Nonetheless, our observations, 
interviews and review of staffing data all indicated that the operational staff of the department’s 
institutions exceeds what is necessary for the safe and proper functioning of these facilities.  
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At the start of FY 2009-10, the staff budgeted in the Wright Center3, James Ranch and Juvenile 
Hall cost centers amounted to 350 full-time equivalent (FTE) staff. At that time, the population 
of those three facilities was approximately 355 persons. The ratio of Probation institutional staff 
to persons in those institutions was therefore approximately one staff person to one inmate.  

At the start of FY 2012-13, the staff budgeted in the three institutions amounted to 302 staff. The 
institutional population as of November, 2012 – the most recent information available – was 
approximately 225 persons. The ratio of Probation institutional staff to persons in those 
institutions was therefore approximately 1.3 staff persons to each inmate. Over three years, the 
institutional population has declined by about 37 percent, but the staffing has dropped only 14 
percent. Put another way, the staff to inmate ratio has increased by 36 percent in three years. This 
information is summarized in Table I.1 and Chart I.1, below. The source of this data is budgeted 
position detail reports from the Office of Budget and Analysis for FY 2009-10 and    FY 2012-
13, and institutional population trend line data supplied by the department during this audit. The 
trend line data is provided at Attachment I.4. 

Table I.1 
 

Institutional Staffing Vs. Average Institutional Populations  
FY 2009-10 and FY 2012-13 

 
  FY 2009-10 FY 2012-13 % Change 
Budgeted Institutional 
Staff 350 302 -14% 
Institutionalized Persons 355 225 -37% 
Staff to Inmate Ratio 1.0 1.3 36% 

                  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
3 The Wright Center was closed in May, 2012. 
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Chart I.1 
 

Institutional Staffing Vs. Average Institutional Populations  
FY 2009-10 and FY 2012-13 

 

In addition to the data summarized above, we observed overstaffing of institutional staff, and 
multiple department personnel asserted in interviews that the institutions have more staff than 
necessary. We suggest the administration evaluate the institutional staffing and develop a plan to 
make reductions as soon as possible. Due to the fact that this staffing issue is outside the scope of 
this audit, we did not conduct any analysis to determine which positions could be safely 
eliminated and what those positions are worth.  

Staff Development 
 
Probation’s Staff Development unit provides mandated training for all Probation Officers, 
Institutional Supervisors and Group Counselors. The unit establishes the available courses for the 
fiscal year and then holds a two-week open enrollment period for sworn staff to register for 
classes. The State requires Probation Officers and Institutional Supervisors to complete 40 hours 
of training and Group Counselors to complete 24 hours of training annually. Probation staff is 
responsible for tracking these hours to ensure that Probation is in compliance with the State 
Mandate. The State conducts an audit of staff training annually. Staff Development managers use 
a database to track attendance and registered and completed training hours. However, this 
database only tracks individuals who have registered for classes. There is no automated way to 
check the list of registered individuals in the database against the list of all Probation Officers, 
Institutional Supervisors and Group Counselors employed by Probation. According to Staff 
Development management, they conduct a manual review to ensure that all Probation Officers, 
Institutional Supervisors and Group Counselors employed by Probation are registered for classes. 
We conducted a manual review of these records. We compared a list provided by Probation’s 
Human Resources Unit of all Probation Officers, Institutional Supervisors and Group Counselors 
employed by Probation as of January 21, 2013 to a list of all individuals registered for training 
provided by Staff Development as of January 30, 2013. Our review found three individuals on 
the list provided by Human Resources that were not on the list provided by Staff Development. 
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Two of the three individuals were on extended leave. The other individual was a new employee 
that had started on December 24, 2012. The Staff Development Manager stated that the unit 
receives notifications regarding new employees from Human Resources. Staff Development adds 
each new hire to the database once they receive the notification. A manual review is time 
consuming and labor intensive. We suggest that Probation explore a method to tie the Training 
Department Database to the Human Resources database so that this review can be conducted 
automatically to ensure that all employees that are required to complete State-mandated training 
are registered for training. 

Acknowledgements 
The Management Audit Division would like to thank the Probation Department for its 
cooperation and assistance throughout this audit. Staff were cooperative, courteous, and generous 
with their time. Some recommendations are the result of interviews with department staff, and 
the majority of the data contained in the report was provided by department personnel.  Lastly, in 
the course of our fieldwork, we noted that, since our last review of the department in 2006, the 
department has made a number of very important improvements. These improvements are 
highlighted in the Accomplishments section of this Introduction. 
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Responding County

Total 
Budgeted 

FTEs
Sworn 
FTEs

Sworn 
% P-cards

FTEs Per 
P-Card

Cost per 
Meal

Community 
Day School 
Instruction 

Entirely State 
Funded?

Civilian 
Background 

Checks
FY 2013 Grant 

Dollars

Grant 
Dollars 

per FTE Notes

Contra Costa 332           269        81% 9          37           n/a Yes Basic 12,608,555$        38,035$   
Fresno 546           406        74% 4          137         $2.21 Yes Thorough 1,750,000$          3,205$     
Orange 1,457        1,007     69% 8          182         n/a Yes Thorough 7,952,015$          5,458$     
Riverside 1,086        786        72% 27        40           $8.84 n/a Thorough 13,600,000$        12,523$   
Sacramento 648           517        80% 6          108         $2.65 Yes Basic 46,000,000$        70,999$   1
San Bernardino 1,279        904        71% 81        16           $6.12 Yes Thorough $553,000 432$        
San Diego 1,332        1,059     80% 25        53           $4.16 n/a Thorough 6,000,000$          4,505$     
Santa Clara 878           640        73% 69        13           $8.93 No Basic 25,000,000$        28,474$   2, 3

Avg. Excluding Santa Clara 954 698 75% 23 82 4.80$    Yes n/a 12,642,503$        16,187$   
1. Regarding grants, Sacramento's amount most likely represents a variety of funding sources including grants. 
2. Regarding grants, this amount includes all non-General Fund support. Actual grant receipts for FY 2012-13 are $16.2 million, which means grants fund $18,451 per FTE.
3. Regarding the instructional funding for the Community Day School, the Probation Department will spend between $230,000 and $557,000 in FY 2012-13.

        Highlights of Survey Responses of Other Large Probation Departments                    Attachment I.2
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The employees of the Santa Clara County Probation Department are committed to 
being nationally recognized as a leader in Probation Services.  We strive for excellence 
by creating safe and healthy communities, positive change and lasting impacts. 

In order to facilitate the Department’s Vision listed above, in early 2012 the Probation 
Department established a strategic goal to become an evidenced based organization, 
using research and data to inform decisions that would ultimately improve outcomes for 
our clients.  Listed below are some of the Department’s key accomplishments. 

• In FY13 the Institutions Division, consisting of the Juvenile Hall and the James 
Ranch, made a significant investment in training nearly 300 staff in the areas of 
fundamental Evidenced Based Practices, Motivational Interviewing, Juvenile 
Assessment Tools and Core Competencies related to building professional 
alliances, engaging in skill practice, effective case planning and appropriate use 
of rewards and sanctions.  Moreover, each facility enrolled a number of staff into 
Train the Trainer courses to become trainers, coaches and mentors in an effort to 
sustain the effort.     

 

• In May of 2012 the Institutions Division successfully closed the Muriel Wright 
Center and relocated the few remaining youth at the James Ranch facility.  The 
consolidation culminated in a co-location of male and female youth on one 
campus, while maintaining the fidelity of the enhanced ranch and staying true to 
its tenets of programmatic separation.  This undertaking required significant 
collaboration and cooperation from our County Office of Education, Drug and 
Alcohol Services as well as the many community based organizations providing 
services to the youth. 

 

• The Probation Department prides itself on being progressive and most recently 
took the opportunity to apply for and was awarded a grant to assist in the 
implementation of the new federal standards of the Prison Rape Elimination Act 
(PREA).  PREA aims to establish best practices, policies and procedures aimed 
to bringing awareness to sexual misconduct within correctional settings.  Grant 
funds will be used to hire a PREA Coordinator to assist with the implementation 
phase, create a PREA orientation video to educate youth on awareness, and 
contract with the Rape Crises Center to provide educational services. 

 

• The Enhanced Ranch Program continues to be a model program receiving 
significant attention for its positive outcomes and unique approach to serving 
high risk youth locally.  Visitors including a number of juvenile justice 
professionals, state officials and other county jurisdictions have come to learn 
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more about the cognitive behavioral individual and group programming to see if 
they could replicate it. 

 

• In August 2013 the Juvenile Hall will establish an Assessment and Orientation 
Unit for new admits.  The unit will utilize outputs from the Juvenile Assessment 
Inventory System to identify risks and criminogenic needs to better serve youth 
while detained.  Furthermore, assessments by the County Office of Education, 
Department of Mental Health and Department of Alcohol and Drugs will be 
administered to create a full care plan.  

 

• Also late this summer 2013 the Juvenile Institutions will establish Teaching 
Adolescent Skills in the Community (TASC), a community work program 
containing cognitive behavioral intervention tools.  The program will serve as an 
alternative to detention for youth facing challenges on probation. 

 

• The Direct Referral Program (DRP) serves youth age 14 and under who live 
within the San Jose Police Department Jurisdiction. When a child in this target 
population is contacted by SJPD for a minor first time offense; such as petty 
theft, vandalism without significant damage, disturbing the peace, intoxicated in 
public, etc. the youth is directly diverted to one of three community based 
providers who screen the family for service need. If deemed appropriate, through 
the assessment, the youth and family are offered services by one of these 
agencies. The offense is not listed as an "arrest" even if the youth and family do 
not engage in services; participation in services is entirely voluntary. 

 

• Re-Entry - the Probation Department was fortunate to be awarded a one year 
demonstration grant in the amount of $750,000 from the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Prevention to serve our highest end youth exiting from our local 
James Ranch. Using these funds combined with other funding, youth exiting the 
Ranch receive family based, intensive Wrap-Around services that begin 60 days 
prior to exit, extensive substance abuse treatment for those youth in need, 
vocational and educational opportunities, pro-social activities and any other 
services the youth or family need. 

 

• Reduction in foster care and increase in wrap-around services - for the past few 
years, there has been tremendous focus on reducing the number of youth in out 
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of home foster care placement and to increase the number of youth and families 
being served in their homes with community based services. The number of 
youth in foster care placement has been reduced by more than half and the 
number of youth in Wrap-Around services has more than tripled. Not only is this 
a significant cost savings, it is also an evidence based practice that treats 
families holistically and in the least restrictive setting. 

 

• Dually involved youth initiative - most of this year the Juvenile Division has 
partnered with the Department of Family and Children's Services, the Courts, 
other stakeholder agencies, and community representation to develop new 
practices to better serve youth who have or are experiencing maltreatment and 
are engaging in criminal activity. Santa Clara County is fortunate to be one of 
four sights chosen nationally to receive technical assistance expertise funded 
through the MacArthur Foundation to assist with this vast system reform effort. 

 

• Equity Sight Work - Santa Clara County is also fortunate to be one of two sights 
chosen nationally to receive technical assistance expertise funded through 
anonymous donors to develop best practices for lesbian, gay, bisexual and 
transgender youth in the juvenile justice system. To date, almost 100% of 
juvenile detention and services probation staff have received training in this area. 

 

• The Probation Department delivers a variety of services to Adults, Juveniles and 
their families living in Santa Clara County. To ensure that meaningful access to 
services is provided in a variety of languages, the Department has embarked 
upon establishing a Language Access Plan. The Department has expanded its 
current focus on Spanish and Vietnamese populations, to incorporate the variety 
languages spoken by residents of Santa Clara County. Probation has enhanced 
its services for the limited English proficient population in a number of ways. One 
undertaking is to change the intake process by exposing the clients to the variety 
of languages at the onset of their first encounter with Juvenile Probation 
Services. Immediately, juveniles and their parents will understand how their 
language can be translated upon request and free of any charges. The Language 
Access Plan incorporates a continuous quality improvement process, ensuring 
that language access services are current and rendered appropriately.  The 
establishment of a Language Access Plan brings the Probation Department into 
compliance with the United States President’s Executive Order 13166 of 2000, 
"Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency; Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; and the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Street Acts of 1968. 
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• Multiple Information technology projects have been implemented to support the 
objectives of the department and improve operational efficiency.  

 
• The Adult Case Management System has been enhanced to effectively 

mechanize AB109 business processes, and technological infrastructure 
resources have been deployed to establishing the Re-Entry Resource center.  
Furthermore, the development of a virtual visitation solution with video 
conference technology allows for strengthening family support for Juvenile out of 
state placement and reducing county transportation costs. 

 
• In alignment with the County vision, the Probation department has initiated the 

development of a Juvenile Business Intelligence system with dashboard and drill-
down data capabilities to enhance decision making with real-time data analysis 
and monitoring of Juvenile performance measurement and results. 
 

• Public Safety Realignment has significantly impacted Santa Clara County, by 
shifting the responsibility of providing services and supervision to more than 
1,500 adult offenders transitioning from the State to the County.  This transition 
has resulted in the addition of three High Risk Offender Units to provide intensive 
supervision to this high risk population at a ratio of 1:30.  Through a thorough 
assessment, effective linkages to evidence based service delivery models and 
supervision, positive results have been achieved. 

• The Santa Clara County Re-Entry Resource Center has been a cross-systems 
collaborative effort to provide a one-stop center to provide referrals and 
wraparound services to individuals returning to the community following 
incarceration.  Five deputy probation officers are located at the Re-Entry Center 
to provide on-site Intake and Assessment services for AB 109 clients.  In addition 
to the Intake and Assessment, clients are referred for services including mental 
health, substance abuse, general assistance benefits, health care, peer 
mentoring, and resources available through the faith communities, food 
assistance and clothing. 

• The Santa Clara County Re-Entry Network was established to direct a 
comprehensive re-entry and recidivism reduction strategy to leverage existing 
efforts and to streamline processes to link clients to effective programming.  The 
Five-Year Adult Re-Entry Strategic Plan outlines an approach to create a 
seamless system of services, supports and supervision inherent in the mission of 
the Re-Entry Network.  Probation’s Adult Division staffs have been active 
participants in this effort through participation on various workgroups. 
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• In an effort to gain consensus and a shared understanding on how we define and 
track recidivism, the Executive Committee of the Community Corrections 
Partnership analyzed and adopted a definition of recidivism as “The occurrence 
of convictions or sustained petitions of new law violations (both misdemeanors 
and felonies) within five years of exiting custody or entering supervision, 
whichever is later.”  This definition will clearly define how recidivism is tracked 
and reported. 
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Section 1.  Staffing Analysis of Food Services 
 

Background 
Title 15 of the California Code of Regulations sets minimum standards for juvenile 
facilities, but it does not specify the baseline staffing required to safely and efficiently 
operate a kitchen within a juvenile facility.  Consequently, the Probation Department 
assesses its own staffing needs including staffing levels for its kitchens. Over the last five 
years, the youth populations at both Juvenile Hall and James Ranch have dropped 
dramatically, with the average daily population at Juvenile Hall dropping from 340 youth 
in June 2008 to 160 youth in November 2013.   
 

Problem and Adverse Effect 
Despite the significant decline in the population at the juvenile facilities, the Probation 
Department has not adjusted its staffing levels at its two kitchens over the same period.  As 
a result, its kitchens are overstaffed, particularly in the Food Service Worker positions, and 
the Department spends approximately $3.0 million dollars per year to staff and operate the 
kitchens.  In FY 2011-12, kitchen costs totaled about $2.4 million for labor and about 
$600,000 for food, which resulted in an average cost per meal of $8.93 based on about 
289,000 meals prepared and served. This average cost per meal is high when compared 
with the $4.80 average of the five other counties that provided cost-per-meal data in 
response to our survey. 
    

Recommendations, Savings and Benefits 
By reducing staff, the Department could improve its kitchen operations, better match 
staffing to workload, and save the County an estimated $758,000 annually.  
 
Minimum Standards for Juvenile Facilities 
 
The Food Services component of the Probation Department’s Food, Laundry and Support 
Services (FLSS) Division plans menus and prepares regular and special diet meals for all in-
custody juveniles at Juvenile Hall and William F. James Boys Ranch in accordance with 
minimum standards established by Title 15 of the California Code of Regulations.  However, 
these minimum standards do not specify the number of food services staff required to safely and 
efficiently operate a kitchen within a juvenile facility.  Instead, Section 1321(f) of Title 15 
generally states:  
 

“Each juvenile facility must have sufficient food service personnel 
relative to the number and security of living units, including staff 
qualified and available to: plan menus meeting nutritional 
requirements of the gender and age groups fed; provide kitchen 
supervision; direct food preparation and servings; conduct related 
training programs for culinary staff; and maintain necessary 
records…”        
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Average Cost Per Meal is Too High 
 
The Probation Department operates two in-house kitchens: one is located at Juvenile Hall, the 
other at James Ranch.  Each of these kitchens has its own cooking equipment and supplies, as 
well as staff for preparing and serving meals to juveniles and staff.  In FY 2011-12, the total cost 
of operating the two kitchens was $2,937,470, including both labor and food costs.  However, 
because the Department participates in the National School Lunch and Breakfast Programs, it 
receives a cash reimbursement from the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) for each meal 
served. In return, the Probation Department must serve meals that meet federal regulations for 
dietary requirements.  In FY 2011-12, the Department’s USDA reimbursement totaled $354,532.  
As shown in the following table, after this reimbursement was accounted for, the total cost of 
operating the two kitchens was reduced by $354,532, from $2,937,470 to $2,582,938. This 
equates to $8.93 per meal based on 298,168 total meals prepared and served in FY 2011-12, as 
follows: 
 

Table 1.1 
 

Probation Department 
FY 2011-12 Average Cost Per Meal Prepared & Served* 

 
 No. of Meals Prepared & Served 289,168 
   
 Labor Cost $2,331,089 
 Food Cost 606,381  
 Less USDA Reimbursement  (354,532) 
 
 Total Cost of Food and Labor $2,582,938 
  
 Average Cost Per Meal Prepared & Served $8.93 
 

* Food costs are actual FY 2011-12 costs, whereas labor costs are budgeted FY 2011-12 costs. 
 
The Auditors surveyed the probation agencies of the 10 largest counties in the State and found 
that County of Santa Clara Probation Department has the highest average cost per meal as 
compared to the reported but unaudited answers of eight survey respondents.  The Probation 
Department’s average cost per meal was on the order 0.1 to 4.0 times higher than reported costs 
of the other jurisdictions. 
 
Budgeted Staffing Level 
 
The FY 2012-13 Recommended Budget for Food Services includes 31 full-time equivalent 
(FTE) positions, as follows: 
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Table 1.2 
 

Probation Department 
FY 2012-13 Budgeted Food Service Staff 

 
 Position Total 
 Count Cost 
 
 Food Service Supervisor 1 $104,196 
 Cook II 4 335,184  
 Cook I 6 451,908 
 Food Service Worker II* 19 1,284,864  
 Food Service Worker I 1 70,128 
  
 Total 31 $2,246,280 
 
*Includes 12 FSW IIs budgeted at Step 5 ($72,492 per year) and 7 FSW IIs budgeted at Step 98 ($59,280 per year).  
 
The youth populations at both Juvenile Hall and James Ranch have dropped dramatically over 
the last five years.  For instance, the average daily population at Juvenile Hall dropped from 340 
youth in June 2008 to 160 youth in November 2013.  However, the Probation Department has 
not adjusted its staffing levels at its kitchens over the same time period.  Indeed, the Department 
recently closed the Muriel Wright Residential Center (a rehabilitation center) due to its 
dwindling population, and it transferred the Wright Center’s food services staff to Juvenile Hall.  
 
As discussed later in this report, five of the 31 budgeted positions are currently vacant.  All of 
them are located at Juvenile Hall.  They include three Food Service Worker (FSW) IIs, one Cook 
II and one Cook I.  Notably, three of five currently vacant positions have been eliminated in the 
Probation Department’s FY 2013-14 recommended budget. The eliminated positions are one 
Food Services Worker II, one Cook II and one Cook I.  
 
Staffing Analysis of Food Services 
 
Staff costs comprised approximately 79 percent of the Probation Department’s FY 2011-12 
operating costs related to its kitchens (before accounting for USDA’s reimbursement).  We 
undertook an analysis to determine the level of staffing required to safely and efficiently operate 
the Probation Department’s kitchens.  Our analysis and the resulting recommended staffing in 
this report were developed following nationally recognized methodologies developed by the U.S. 
Department of Justice, National Institute of Corrections (NIC) in its publication Staffing Analysis 
for Jails, Second Edition (March 2003) (Second Printing).  These NIC methodologies are widely 
used by detention and corrections agencies across the United States.  They provide suggestions 
for assessing staff needs and allocating staff in jail settings, including kitchen facilities, using a 
ten-step analytical process.  Our analysis employs three of the 10 steps of this process as listed 
on the following page.  
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• Calculating net annual work hours for each classification of staff; 
• Developing a staff coverage plan; and, 
• Calculating operational costs. 

 
Other steps suggested by the NIC include profiling the detention or corrections facility; 
developing a facility activity schedule; completing a staff summary plan; developing various 
shift schedules and shift rosters; evaluating, revising and improving the plan; and, preparing a 
report. 
 
Using Net Annual Work Hours and Required Hours of Coverage to 
Calculate a Relief Factor 
 
Both Juvenile Hall and James Ranch operate a kitchen that prepares and serves three meals per 
day for youth and staff.  Based on several discussions with the Director of FLSS and the Food 
Service Supervisor and our own observations of food preparation and servings, we concluded 
that:  
 

1) Each kitchen must have a constant minimum level of staffing 
for two staggered 8-hour shifts per day (i.e., 5:00 A.M. to 1:30 
P.M. and 10:45 A.M. to 7:15 P.M.); 
 
2) The kitchen at Juvenile Hall must have sufficient staff to 
schedule one Cook I/II and three Food Services Worker II staff per 
shift; and,  
 
3) The kitchen at James Ranch must have sufficient staff to 
schedule one Cook I/II and one Food Services Worker II staff per 
shift.   

 
To determine appropriate levels of staffing for the kitchens, it was first necessary to calculate the 
net annual work hours (NAWH) for each classification of staff.  NAWH represents the actual 
number of hours staff is available to work, based on the total average number of actual work 
hours per year less the average number of actual hours off per staff person per year.  Different 
classifications of employees have different NAWH, because of their varying hours off due to 
vacation, compensatory time, sick leave, training time, personal leave, holidays, bereavement, 
furloughs, jury duty and leave without pay.   
 
Next we calculated the total hours per year that each position needs coverage (ex. 14.25 hours 
per day over two staggered shifts times 7 days per week times 52.14 weeks per year = 5,201 
hours of coverage per year). 
 
We then divided total annual hours by NAWH for each classification of staff to determine a 
relief factor.  The term “relief factor” describes the number of FTEs needed to staff a position 
that is covered on a continuous basis. For instance, 5,201 total annual work hours divided by 
NAWH of 1,762 = 2.95.  In other words, it takes 2.95 FTEs to staff the position.   
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As shown in Table 1.3, the kitchen at Juvenile Hall requires three FTEs to staff the Cook I/II 
position and about 9.75 FTE to staff the FSW II position, while the kitchen at James Ranch 
requires three FTEs to staff the Cook I/II position and about 3.25 FTE to staff the FSW II 
position. Therefore, a total of 20 FTEs, including one Food Service Supervisor position, are 
needed to staff the Probation Department’s two kitchens. 
 

Table 1.3 
 

Probation Department 
NAWH & Required Hours of Coverage 

 
 Required Net Total Rounded 
 Hours Annual No. of  No. of 
 Of Coverage Work FTEs FTEs 
 Juvenile Hall Per Year Hours* Needed Needed 
 
 Food Service Supervisor 2,086 1,922 1.09 1.0 
 Cook II 1,734 1,762 0.98 1.0 
 Cook I 3,467 1,636 2.12 2.0 
 Food Service Worker II 5,201 1,594 3.26 3.25 
 Food Service Worker II 5,201 1,594 3.26 3.25 
 Food Service Worker II 5,201 1,594 3.26 3.25 
 
 Subtotal  13.75 
 James Ranch 
 
 Cook II 1,734 1,762 0.98 1.0 
 Cook I 3,467 1,636 2.12 2.0 
 Food Service Worker II 5,201 1,594 3.26 3.25 
     
 Subtotal 6.25 
 
 Grand Total 20.0 
 
* Based on actual data of various types of employee leave for the three year period from FY 2009-10 through FY 
2011-12 as provided by the Probation Department’s Fiscal Unit.  
 
Recommended Staffing Level 
 
The Probation Department should reduce the total number of food service staff by 11 FTE 
positions, from 31 FY 2012-13 budgeted positions to the 20 recommended positions.  Table 1.4 
shows that these 20 positions would cost the Department $1,515,456 per year, or $730,824 less. 
In other words, the County would save $730,824 annually by reducing the staff by 11 FTEs. 
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Table 1.4 
 

Probation Department 
Recommended Food Service Staff 

 
 Position Total 
 Count Cost 
 
 Food Service Supervisor 1 $104,196 
 Cook II* 2 167,592 
 Cook I 4 301,272 
 Food Service Worker II** 13 942,396  
  
 Total 20 $1,515,456 
 
 *  

 ** All 12 FSW IIs are budgeted at Step 5 ($72,492 per year). 
 
 
Table 1.5 shows our recommendation to reduce the total number of food service staff by 11 
positions, from 31 budgeted positions to 20 recommended positions. We recommend deleting 
one Food Service Worker I, six Food Service Worker IIs, two Cook Is and two Cook IIs. 
 
 

Table 1.5 
 

Probation Department 
Recommended Staffing Changes 

 
 Budgeted Recommended 
 No. of Positions No. of Positions Difference 
 
 Food Service Supervisor 1 1 0 
 Cook II 4 2 -2 
 Cook I 6 4 -2 
 Food Service Worker II 19 13 -6 
 Food Service Worker I 1 0 -1 
  
 Total 31 20 -11 
 
 
Implementation Methodologies 
 
The Probation Department could make the recommended staffing changes through employee 
attrition or transfers, and elimination of some vacant positions.   
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For instance, five budgeted positions are currently vacant, including three FSW IIs, one Cook II 
and one Cook I.  The Department reduced one vacant FSW II position in its FY 2013-14 
recommended budget.  If the Department eliminates the two remaining vacant FSW IIs, then it 
would only need to reduce an additional three FSW IIs to arrive at the recommended 13 FSW II 
positions. 
The Department also reduced one vacant Cook II and one vacant Cook I in its FY 2013-14 
recommended budget.  Thereafter, the Department would only need to reduce one additional 
Cook II and one additional Cook I to arrive at the recommended two Cook II and four Cook I 
positions. 
  
Existing employees in food service positions that are not required under the recommended 
staffing level could be transferred to either the Department of Correction or Valley Medical 
Center.  Both of these departments employ food service personnel and the FY 2012-13 budget 
included vacancies amid those food service positions.  
 
National School Lunch and Breakfast Programs 
 
In-custody youth eat most of their meals in the Probation Department’s cafeterias, but sometimes 
they eat them in their living quarters.  These meals are supervised by Group Counselors who are 
responsible for: 1) recording the number of meals eaten by youth and staff on standard-issue 
meal count forms (only meals consumed by youth are reimbursable); and, 2) signing and 
returning completed meal count forms to the Food Service Supervisor.  These forms then 
become the basis for the Department’s claims for reimbursement from USDA.   
 
However, based on our interviews with the Director of FLSS and Food Services Supervisor and 
review of summary meal count data, we discovered that for a variety of different reasons, some 
Group Counselors are not filling out forms correctly.  Sometimes counselors commit counting 
errors, other times they fail to accurately record the number of meals eaten by youth versus staff, 
and still other times they do not sign the forms.  Erroneous or incomplete forms are not 
submitted to USDA for reimbursement, because according to the Director of FLSS, they would 
not pass audit.  Therefore, the Probation Department is not reimbursed for any of the meals on 
incorrectly completed forms. 
 
For instance, as previously mentioned, in FY 2011-12, the Probation Department was reimbursed 
$354,532 by USDA (i.e., 78,237 breakfasts reimbursed at $1.80 per breakfast = $140,827 plus 
76,597 lunches reimbursed at $2.79 per lunch = $213,706).  However, if Group Counselors had 
filled out all forms correctly, the Department could have been reimbursed for an additional 
11,478 meals, including 4,919 breakfasts and 6,559 lunches. This translates into an unrealized 
reimbursement amount of $27,154 in FY 2011-12, as illustrated in Table 1.6 on the following 
page. 
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Table 1.6 
 

Probation Department 
FY 2011-12 USDA Reimbursement* 

 
  No. of Realized/ 
 Meals (Unrealized) 
 
 Breakfasts Reimbursed 78,237 $140,827  
 Breakfasts Not Reimbursed 4,919 (8,544)  
  
 Lunches Reimbursed 76,597 213,706  
 Lunches Not Reimbursed 6,559 (18,300)  
 
 Total Breakfasts & Lunches Reimbursed  154,834 $354,532 
 Total Breakfasts & Lunches Not Reimbursed  11,478 ($27,154)  

 
* In FY 2011-12, 122,856 dinners prepared and served were not eligible for reimbursement through USDA’s 
National School Lunch and Breakfast Programs. 
 
The Department should ensure Group Counselors fill out meal count forms correctly to ensure 
that the Department does not spend General Fund dollars for meals that are eligible for federal 
funding. 

 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Although the population of in-custody youth has dropped dramatically over the last five years, 
the Probation Department has not adjusted its staffing levels within its two kitchens over the 
same period.  This has led to inefficiencies and excessive staffing, particularly in the Food 
Service Worker positions.  By reducing staff, the Department could improve its kitchen 
operations, while simultaneously saving the County an estimated $758,000 annually.  
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Probation Department should: 
 
1.1 Reduce the number of food service staff by 11 FTE positions, from 31 budgeted positions   

to 20 positions (Priority 1) 
 
1.2 Ensure Group Counselors fill out meal count forms correctly to ensure that the Probation 

Department does not spend General Fund dollars for meals that are eligible for federal 
funding. (Priority 2). 
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SAVINGS, BENEFITS AND COSTS 
 
Implementation of Recommendation 1.1 would reduce 11 staff, resulting in net ongoing, General 
Fund savings of $730,824 per year, while implementation of Recommendation 1.2 would result 
in additional revenues of about $27,000 annually. Together annual budget savings would total 
about $758,000. 
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Section 2. Transferring Laundry Services to Elmwood 
Correctional Complex 

 
Background 

Title 15 of the California Code of Regulations sets minimum standards for juvenile 
facilities, including for the exchange and clean replacement of all personal clothing, 
bedding and linen items for youth on a daily, weekly or monthly basis. To comply with this 
requirement, the Probation Department operates two laundry facilities: one at Juvenile 
Hall and the other at William F. James Boys Ranch. Together, these two facilities process 
about 800,000 pounds of laundry per year.  
 

Problem and Adverse Effect 
However, the operation of these two small laundry facilities is not cost effective, resulting in 
a cost of $471,000 per year, including labor, laundry chemicals and maintenance and 
repair of laundry equipment. 
 
Alternatively, the Department of Correction (DOC) has a high-volume laundry facility with 
excess capacity at the Elmwood Correctional Complex in Milpitas. It processes about 1.8 
million pounds of laundry per year for the adult inmates of the Main Jail and Elmwood 
Men’s and Women’s Facilities as well as blankets for the County’s homeless shelters. DOC 
reports it has the capacity to clean all of Probation’s laundry without additional equipment 
or supervisory staff, and would only need to add a driver to transport the laundry. 
  

Recommendations, Savings and Benefits 
By transferring laundry services to Elmwood, the County would decrease Probation’s costs 
by $360,000 per year, but increase DOC’s costs by $150,000 per year, for net savings of 
about $213,000 per year. However, prior to transferring laundry services to Elmwood, the 
Probation Department should establish a contract with a private launderer for emergency 
laundry services during lockdowns at Elmwood which occur on average about three days 
per year. 

 
Minimum Standards for Juvenile Facilities 
 
The Laundry Services component of the Probation Department’s Food, Laundry and Support 
Services (FLSS) Division launders all standard-issue personal clothing, bedding and linens for 
in-custody youth of Juvenile Hall and William F. James Boys Ranch in accordance with 
minimum standards established by Title 15 of the California Code of Regulations.   
 
The following table shows standard-issue personal clothing, bedding and linens and the 
frequency at which they are exchanged for clean replacement by FLSS pursuant to Title 15 
minimum standards: 
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Table 2.1 

 
Probation Department 

Standard Issue Items & Frequency of Clean Replacement 
 
 Undergarments & socks Daily 
 Outer garments Weekly 
 Sheets Weekly 
 Mattress covers Weekly 
 Pillow cases Weekly 
 Towels Weekly 
 Blankets Monthly 
 
 
In-House Laundry Facilities 
 
The Probation Department operates two in-house laundry facilities: one at Juvenile Hall and the 
other at James Ranch.  Each of these facilities has its own laundry equipment and staff for 
sorting, cleaning and folding laundry.  The Director of FLSS reported that the Probation 
Department does not budget for the cost of laundry services alone.  Instead, each year it 
determines an overall budget amount for the FLSS Division.  However, we estimate that the 
Probation Department’s FY 2011-12 laundry services costs totaled approximately $471,000, as 
follows: 
 

Table 2.2 
 

Probation Department 
FY 2011-12 Laundry Services Costs* 

 
 Labor costs $465,669  
 Laundry chemicals costs 2,350 
 Laundry equipment maintenance & repair costs 2,590 
 
        Total $470,609 
  
* Laundry chemicals and maintenance and repair costs are actual FY 2011-12 costs, whereas labor costs are 
budgeted FY 2011-12 costs. 

 
Note: Does not include the cost of outsourcing blankets to Angelica Corporation as discussed later in this report. 
 
 
Estimated Volume of Laundry at Juvenile Hall and James Ranch 
 
The Probation Department does not weigh its laundry prior to washing it; and therefore, it is 
impossible to know the exact volume of laundry that its two facilities process. Nonetheless, the 
FLSS Laundry Service Supervisor advised us that Juvenile Hall has two 95-pound capacity 
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washers, and that staff run each of these washers for approximately 10 loads per day, seven days 
per week.  Auditors observed and the Laundry Service Supervisor concurred that on average 
each of these loads is only two-thirds full (about 65 pounds). Consequently, we estimate that 
Juvenile Hall processes 1,300 pounds of laundry per work day (two washers times 10 loads per 
day times 65 pounds per load). This translates into an estimated 474,500 pounds of laundry per 
year (based on 365 total work days). 
 
Similarly, James Ranch has three 65-pound capacity washers, and each of these washers is run 
for approximately 10 loads per day, five days per week (as compared to seven days per week at 
Juvenile Hall).  On average, each of the loads at James Ranch is only two-thirds full (about 45 
pounds) just as they are at Juvenile Hall.  Therefore, we estimate that James Ranch processes 
1,350 pounds of laundry per work day (three washers times 10 loads per day times 45 pounds per 
load).  This translates into an estimated 352,350 pounds of laundry per year (based on 261 net 
work days).   
 
As illustrated in Table 2.3, we estimate that the Probation Department’s two in-house laundry 
facilities process a combined 826,850 pounds of laundry per year. Recall, however, that this 
figure does not include the weight of blankets outsourced to Angelica for cleaning.  
   

Table 2.3 
 

Probation Department 
Estimated Pounds of Laundry at Juvenile Hall & James Ranch 

  
 Juvenile Hall 474,500 
 James Ranch 352,350 
 
 Total Pounds of Laundry Per Year 826,850 
    
 
High-Volume Laundry Facility at Elmwood Correctional Complex 
 
The Department of Correction (DOC) operates a high-volume laundry facility at Elmwood 
Correctional Complex in Milpitas.  It launders all standard-issue personal clothing, bedding and 
linens for the adult inmates of the Main Jail as well as Elmwood Men’s and Women’s Facilities, 
in accordance with minimum standards established by Title 15 of the California Code of 
Regulations.  It also launders the blankets of the County’s homeless shelters during a five-month 
period of each fiscal year.     
 
The DOC laundry facility at Elmwood has five large capacity washers (two 400-pound capacity 
washers, two 275-pound capacity washers and one 200-pound capacity washer).  It also has four 
large capacity dryers.  It is open for 16 straight hours per day (i.e., two back to back 8-hour shifts 
per day), five days per week.  As shown in Table 2.4, DOC processed 1,854,862 pounds of 
laundry in FY 2011-12.  This translates into approximately 7,107 pounds per work day (based on 
261 net work days).              
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Table 2.4 

 
Department of Correction 

Actual Pounds of Laundry at Elmwood 
  
  FY 2011-12 
 
 Main Jail 651,200 
 Elmwood Men’s Facility 714,132 
 Elmwood Women’s Facility 377,650 
 County Homeless Shelters 111,880 
 
 Total Pounds of Laundry Per Year 1,854,862 
  
 Average Pounds of Laundry Per Net Work Day 7,107 
 
 
Transferring Laundry Services to Elmwood Correctional Complex 
 
The FY 2012-13 Recommended Budget for the DOC laundry facility at Elmwood includes three 
full-time equivalent (FTE) positions, including one Custody Support Assistant (CSA) Supervisor 
and two CSA positions.   
 
In addition to paid staff, DOC uses free inmate labor for sorting, cleaning and folding laundry.  
The CSAs supervise the inmate labor as well as transport laundry between Elmwood and the 
Main Jail and the County’s homeless shelters.  DOC has designated two large cargo trucks for 
this purpose.   
 
Both the current and former CSA Supervisor in charge of the DOC laundry facility at Elmwood 
reported that DOC has the capacity to clean all of the Probation Department’s laundry provided 
that it is able to add one FTE Messenger Driver position, as described later.  As shown in Table 
2.5, we estimate that with the addition of Probation’s laundry, DOC would process an estimated 
2,681,712 pounds of laundry per year, or 10,275 pounds per work day (based on 261 net work 
days).  In other words, its workload would increase by 3,168 pounds of laundry per work day, 
from 7,107 pounds to 10,275 pounds.  
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Table 2.5 
 

Department of Correction 
Estimated Pounds of Laundry at Elmwood 

 
 Department of Correction 1,854,862 
 Probation Department 826,850 
 
 Total Pounds of Laundry Per Year 2,681,712 
 
 Average Pounds of Laundry Per Net Work Day 10,275 
 
The Probation Department should transfer its laundry services to the DOC laundry facility at 
Elmwood, and reduce six laundry services positions from Probation (one Laundry Services 
Supervisor and five Laundry Worker IIs), resulting in ongoing, General Fund savings of 
$465,669 per year.   
 
At the same time, Probation would need to hire one Supervising Storekeeper position to: 1) 
assume the non-laundry duties of the Laundry Services Supervisor, namely supervising 
warehouse staff, which are discussed later in this section; and, 2) perform laundry collection, 
distribution and inventory management duties, in coordination with DOC’s laundry pick-ups and 
deliveries.  These laundry collection/distribution duties could be performed at both Juvenile Hall 
and James Ranch by one position because most laundry items are exchanged for clean 
replacement on a weekly (not daily) basis pursuant to minimum standards set by Title 15, as 
shown previously in Table 2.1.  The annual cost of one Supervising Storekeeper at its top step is 
$107,172 per year. 
 
NOTE: In the Probation Department’s response to this section of the audit, the Chief Probation 
Officer recommends that in addition to the proposed Supervising Storekeeper position, the 
Department would need two additional Store Clerk positions to collect, distribute and coordinate 
laundry inventory.  However, based on our review of the job descriptions of the proposed 
Supervising Storekeeper and his/her five would-be direct reports, including three Senior 
Warehouse Materials Handlers and two Storekeepers, we do not support this recommendation 
because these six positions could effectively and efficiently perform laundry collection, 
distribution and inventory management duties at both Juvenile Hall and James Ranch, without 
additional staff.  For instance, among other functions, a Supervising Storekeeper “maintains or 
supervises the maintenance of a storeroom inventory and recording keeping system”, a Senior 
Warehouse Materials Handler “loads and unloads stock from delivery vehicles,” while a 
Storekeeper “issues and delivers items from the storeroom.”  All of these functions are 
compatible with the functions required for the collection, distribution and management of 
laundry at the Probation Department.         
 
DOC would also need to add one Messenger Driver position at a total annual cost of $79,210 to 
transport laundry between the Probation Department and Elmwood.  In addition to supervising 
inmates working in DOC’s laundry facility at Elmwood, the CSA Supervisor and two CSA staff 
are responsible for driving laundry to the Main Jail and County’s homeless shelters.  With the 
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addition of Probation’s laundry, the recommended Messenger Driver position could assume all 
of DOC’s laundry pick-ups and deliveries, and allow CSA staff to focus their attention on 
processing the growth in laundry and supervising inmate laundry workers. 
 
NOTE: In the Department of Corrections’ response to this section of the audit, the Chief of 
Correction points out that the emphasis of the Messenger Driver job description is on the 
operation of a “light automotive vehicle,” as opposed to the large cargo trucks used by DOC.  
He recommends, and the Auditors concur, that the proposed Messenger Driver position should 
be replaced by one CSA position at a total annual cost of $93,693 due to the size of the trucks 
and because laundry delivery is already part of CSA duties. 
 
The Chief of Corrections advises that in addition to the one CSA position to transport laundry, 
DOC would need to hire one other CSA position to assist with the increased workload.  
However, the current and former CSA Supervisor in charge of laundry facility at Elmwood 
reported that there is approximately five hours of “down time” during any given 16-hour work 
day (2.5 hours per 8-hour shift) when inmate laundry workers return to their cells because they 
have completed that day’s workload.  This means that each work day DOC processes 7,107 
pounds of laundry in approximately 11 hours, or 646 pounds per hour.  By applying this rate to 
the 3,168 pounds of laundry to be transferred from Probation on a daily basis, DOC’s existing 
laundry staff and inmate labor could process all of Probation’s laundry in just under the 
reported five hours of down time during each work day. Given this, we do not support this 
recommendation to hire one additional CSA position to assist with the increased workload.                            
 
Transporting laundry to Juvenile Hall would add a few extra yards to DOC’s existing trip to the 
Main Jail (Juvenile Hall and the Main Jail are located on the same block and they share a 
common alleyway for pickups and deliveries).  Thus, the additional cost of transporting laundry 
to Juvenile Hall would be minimal. On the other hand, we estimate that transporting laundry to 
James Ranch in Morgan Hill would increase: 1) DOC’s fuel costs by $5,250 per year (based on 
using a large cargo truck that gets 10 miles per gallon at $3.50 per gallon traveling 60 round-trip 
miles per day over the course of 250 net work days); and, 2) its vehicle maintenance and repair 
costs by $2,000 per year.  Thus, the additional cost of transporting laundry between Elmwood 
and James Ranch would total $7,250 annually. 
 
NOTE: In DOC’s response to this section of the audit, the Chief of Correction estimates, and the 
Auditors concur, that DOC’s fuel costs would increase by $6,682 per year (not $5,250), and that 
there would be no additional vehicle maintenance and repair costs, since these charges are 
already paid for by DOC to the County’s Facilities and Fleet Department via its rate structure 
determined annually.   
 
We also concur with the Chief’s estimate that DOC’s laundry chemical costs would increase by 
$41,342 per year, from $92,743 to $134,086 annually, based on DOC’s $0.05 cost per pound of 
laundry,1 and that DOC’s laundry equipment maintenance and repair costs would increase by 
$8,580 per year (44 percent), from $19,500 to $28,080 annually, which is proportionate to the 
increased workload. However, because the need for additional rolling bulk laundry bins has not 
                                                 
1 We noted a difference between Probation’s $0.003 laundry chemical cost per pound and DOC’s $0.05 cost per 
pound, but we have not been able to reconcile the two figures. 
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been demonstrated, we do not support DOC’s request for 30 additional bins at a total cost of 
$24,000, or $800 per bin.     
 
Table 2.6 shows that by transferring Probation’s laundry services to Elmwood, the County would 
realize net savings of about $213,000 annually. 
 
 

Table 2.6 
 

Transferring Laundry Services 
Net Annual Savings to the County 

 
 Probation Department 
 Eliminated Laundry Worker labor costs ($465,669) 
 Eliminated laundry chemical costs (2,350) 
 Eliminated laundry equipment maintenance & repair costs (2,590) 
 Added Supervising Storekeeper labor costs 107,172 
  Subtotal (363,437) 
 Department of Correction 
 Added Custody Support Assistant labor costs 93,693 
 Increased laundry transportation costs 6,682 
 Increased laundry chemical costs 41,342 
 Increased laundry equipment maintenance & repair costs 8,580 
  Subtotal 150,297 
 
        Net Annual Savings ($213,140) 
 
 
 
Other Issues to Consider 
 
The following issues should be considered prior to transferring laundry services to Elmwood:   
 

1. Because all six of its laundry services positions are currently filled, the Probation 
Department could not make the recommended staffing changes through elimination of 
vacant positions.  However, it could make them through employee attrition or transfers.  
Indeed, the latest vacancy report (May 2012) published by the County Executive’s Office 
of Budget and Analysis at the time of our fieldwork shows that there are regular 
vacancies in laundry services positions in other departments. 

  
2. In addition to supervising five Laundry Worker IIs, Probation’s Laundry Services 

Supervisor currently supervises three Senior Warehouse Materials Handlers and two 
Storekeepers and is in charge of purchasing all supplies for Probation’s Institutions 
Division.  He and his staff are also responsible for receiving and distributing supplies and 
moving offices and employee belongings as necessary.  Before making the recommended 
staffing changes, the Probation Department should transfer these non-laundry related 
duties to the recommended Supervising Storekeeper position. 
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3. Because DOC’s laundry facility at Elmwood operates only five days per week (it is 

closed on Saturdays and Sundays), the Probation Department should create a reserve 
supply of undergarments and socks at both Juvenile Hall and James Ranch to last through 
the weekends until DOC resumes its laundry services on Mondays.  Recall that 
undergarments and socks must be exchanged for clean replacement on a daily basis 
pursuant to minimum standards set by Title 15.  All other laundry can be exchanged less 
frequently. 
 

4. DOC officials could temporarily place the Elmwood Correctional Complex on lockdown 
due to an emergency or a disturbance like a fight between inmates.  During lockdowns, 
all inmates, including those who work at DOC’s laundry facility at Elmwood, would be 
confined to their cells.   However, Elmwood correctional staff advised that lockdowns are 
infrequent (typically three times per year) and never for more than 24 hours, and that in 
the event of an extended lockdown (more than 24 hours), DOC would allow inmates to 
work in the laundry facility at Elmwood and thereby meet Title 15 minimum standards 
regarding the clean replacement of laundry items for its adult inmates as well as 
Probation’s in-custody juveniles.  Nonetheless, to reduce the risk of service interruptions 
and add an extra layer of reliability to the proposed transfer of laundry services to DOC, 
the Probation Department should establish a contract with a private launderer for 
emergency laundry services during lockdowns at Elmwood.   

 
 
Santa Clara Valley Health and Hospital Inadvertently Paid 
Probation’s Blanket Laundering Costs 
 
Santa Clara Valley Health and Hospital (SCVHH) operates a medical unit at Juvenile Hall whose 
blankets are laundered in accordance with the pricing, terms and conditions of a master contract 
agreement between the County of Santa Clara and the Angelica Corporation (a private 
launderer), dated November 18, 2008.  In addition to SCVHH’s blankets, Angelica launders 
Probation’s blankets because they shed excessive amounts of lint that clog Juvenile Hall’s drains, 
pipes and systems.  However, Probation has never created purchase orders to charge against the 
County’s master agreement with Angelica.  As a result, it is likely that SCVHH has been billed 
for and paid Probation’s share of blanket laundering costs for several years.  The total amount of 
invoices inadvertently paid by SCVHH on behalf of Probation could not be determined.  
However, the FY 2011-12 invoices paid by SCVHH for blanket laundering services totaled 
$6,755.  A portion of this amount was for the cost of laundering Probation’s blankets.   
 
According to the CSA Supervisor in charge of DOC’s laundry facility at Elmwood, Probation’s 
blankets could be safely washed by DOC without clogging Elmwood’s plumbing systems.  
Therefore, if Probation’s laundry services are transferred to DOC, then Probation would no 
longer need to outsource its blankets to the Angelica Corporation.  However, if Probation’s 
laundry services are not transferred to DOC, then Probation should maintain its blankets separate 
from the SCVHH medical unit’s blankets, and pay its share of blanket laundering costs to 
SCVHH.   In addition, Probation should create purchase orders to charge against the County’s 
master agreement with the Angelica Corporation.  The master agreement already requires 
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Angelica to: 1) send all invoices to the SCVHH’s Accounts Payable unit; 2) reference on each 
invoice the purchase order number created by the individual County department; and, 3) itemize 
all laundry services in accordance with the pricing, terms and conditions of the master 
agreement. Accordingly, SCVHH’s Accounts Payable unit should establish an accounting 
procedure to bill Probation for its share of blanket laundering costs based on the purchase order 
numbers to be created by Probation and referenced on Angelica’s invoices.       
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The Department of Correction has a high-volume laundry facility with excess capacity at its 
Elmwood Correctional Complex in Milpitas. It uses a small number of paid staff to supervise 
inmates. It has the capacity to clean all of Probation’s laundry without additional supervisory 
staff or laundry equipment.  By transferring Probation’s laundry services to Elmwood, the 
County would realize net savings of about $213,000 annually, after accounting for new staff 
costs in both Probation and DOC, and other non-staff costs. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Probation Department should: 

 
2.1 Transfer its laundry services to the Department of Correction’s laundry facility at 

Elmwood Correctional Complex, and eliminate six laundry services positions from 
Probation (Priority 1). 
 

2.2 Create one FTE Supervising Storekeeper position to assume the non-laundry duties 
currently managed by the Laundry Services Supervisor, and perform laundry collection, 
distribution and inventory management at the Probation Department, in coordination with 
DOC laundry pick-ups and deliveries (Priority 2).   

 
2.3 Create a reserve supply of undergarments and socks to meet the regulatory requirements 

of laundry items that must be exchanged for clean replacement on seven-days-per-week 
basis since DOC operates its laundry facility at Elmwood only five days per week 
(Priority 2). 

 
2.4 Establish a contract with a private launderer for emergency laundry services during 

lockdowns at Elmwood (Priority 2). 
 
2.5 Track its blankets separate from the Santa Clara Valley Health and Hospital’s blankets, 

and create purchase orders to charge against the County’s master agreement with the 
Angelica Corporation (if Probation’s laundry services are not transferred to DOC) 
(Priority 2). 
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Santa Clara Valley Health and Hospital should: 
 
2.6 Establish an accounting procedure to bill Probation for its share of blanket laundering 

costs based on the purchase order numbers to be created by Probation and referenced on 
Angelica Corporation’s invoices (if Probation’s laundry services are not transferred to 
DOC) (Priority 2).       

 
The Department of Correction should: 
 
2.7 Create one FTE Custody Support Assistant position to transport laundry between the 

Probation Department and Elmwood Correctional Complex (Priority 2).     
 
 
 
SAVINGS, BENEFITS AND COSTS 
 
Implementation of Recommendations 2.1, 2.2 and 2.7 would reduce Probation’s costs by 
$363,437 per year, but increase DOC’s costs by $150,297 per year, for net General Fund savings 
to the County of $213,140 annually.  Implementation of Recommendations 2.3 and 2.4 would 
have no direct fiscal impact, but would ensure smooth transition of laundry services from one 
department to the other.  However, Recommendation 2.4 could require the Probation Department 
to pay for emergency laundry services if Elmwood is locked down for an extended period of 
time.  The total cost of implementing Recommendations 2.5 and 2.6 could not be determined.  
However, we estimate that it would be a portion of SCVHH’s total blanket laundering costs of 
$7,000 annually. 
 
NOTE: Implementation of all the changes recommended by Probation and DOC in their 
responses to this section of the audit would decrease Probation’s costs by only $198,387 per 
year, and increase DOC’s costs by $243,990 per year, for net additional costs to the County of 
$45,603 annually. 
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Section 3.  Administrative and Support Vehicle Inefficiencies 
 

Background 
As of November 2012, the Probation Department of the County of Santa Clara had 27 
vehicles allocated to its major administrative and support cost centers. These 27 vehicles 
were in use by staff throughout calendar 2012, but averaged only an estimated 3,713 miles 
for the year.  
 

Problem and Adverse Effect 
On average, these vehicles incurred approximately $5,098 in charges over the year, for an 
average estimated operating charge of $1.37 per mile.  This cost is due to the infrequency of 
the use of the vehicles. For example, the 10 least-used vehicles averaged just 30 miles a 
week, at an average operating charge of $2.55 per mile. To put this expense in perspective, 
it is equal to a senior citizen’s per-mile cab fare in San Jose.  
 

Recommendations 
To improve the efficiency of the administrative and support vehicle fleet, it is 
recommended that seven low-use vehicles be eliminated and/or reallocated to other 
departments where they may be used more frequently. We recommend re-allocating eight 
low-use vehicles to other non-administrative functions to replace older vehicles in those 
units. We recommend retaining the remaining 12 vehicles in administration. 
 

Savings and Benefits 
Implementation of this recommendation would save an estimated $48,424 every year in 
operating and replacement costs and make better use of existing vehicles, thereby delaying 
replacement of older vehicles in non-support areas of the department. 
 
Vehicles Assigned to Administrative and Support Staff 
 
The administrative and support staff of the Department of Probation are spread across 17 
different cost centers.  Most of the staff and vehicles are concentrated in three cost centers: 
Administrative Services (3720); Adult Investigation Support (3725); and Juvenile Support 
(3703). Based on the County Fleet Division’s monthly billing reports for calendar 2012, these 
three cost centers had 27 vehicles assigned to administrative and support cost centers as of the 
end of November, 20121. All 27 of these vehicles were used throughout the 11-month period 
from January 1 to November 30, 2012. 
 
The County Fleet Division billing reports provide use and charge information for each assigned 
vehicle, such as the number of miles it was driven each month, its total mileage and monthly 

                                                 
1 During the course of the year, there were three other vehicles that were in use in one of these cost centers for a 
portion of the year, but which were no longer in use as of late 2012. These three vehicles have been excluded from 
the analysis. In addition, this audit commenced in November 2012, prior to the availability of December billing 
reports. Therefore, this analysis reflects 11 months of data, and projects the 12th month as the average of the prior 11 
months.  
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charges for each vehicle, including overhead, depreciation, equipment, and mileage-maintenance 
charges. Analysis of these reports yielded the information in Table 3.1 on the following page. 
 
Only administrative staff are budgeted in the administrative cost centers in which the actual 
expenses for the vehicles are charged. There are no Probation Officers or Group Counselors 
budgeted in these cost centers. Nonetheless, the Department furnished a spreadsheet indicating 
that certain of the vehicles, although they are assigned and billed to an administrative cost center, 
actually are used for non-administrative functions. Due to time constraints, we did not view the 
driver logs of these vehicles to determine whether and when non-administrative staff may have 
used the vehicles. The vehicles in question are marked with an asterisk in tables 3.2 and 3.3. In 
any case, there is no dispute about the fact that these vehicles have low annual use. 
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Table 3.1 
 

Administrative and Support Personnel Assigned Vehicles 
Average Estimated Miles and Charges 

 Calendar 2012, by Cost Center 
 

 Vehicle 
Count 

County Vehicle 
Number

2012 
Estimated 

Miles

2012 
Estimated 
Charges

Charge 
per Mile

1                 01004 509            2,969$       5.83$      
2                 08016 685            8,838$       12.90$   
3                 07009 1,329        3,888$       2.93$      
4                 07004 1,808        3,246$       1.80$      
5                 98423 1,898        3,465$       1.83$      
6                 00525 2,028        3,568$       1.76$      
7                 98461 2,102        3,543$       1.69$      
8                 02051 2,624        3,597$       1.37$      
9                 07048 2,723        8,072$       2.96$      

10              08106 3,284        3,626$       1.10$      
11              08540 3,733        6,502$       1.74$      
12              08469 4,221        7,716$       1.83$      
13              96044 6,614        4,534$       0.69$      
14              01415 8,056        8,926$       1.11$      

Administrative 
Services Cost Ctr 41,614      72,490$    1.74$     
CC Average: 2,972        5,178$      1.74$     

15              97041 2,240        3,441$       1.54$      
16              01062 2,348        3,347$       1.43$      
17              01425 3,140        5,175$       1.65$      

#10 above 08106 4,227        4,478$       1.06$      
18              02013 4,613        3,823$       0.83$      

Adult Investigation 
Support Cost Ctr 16,568      20,264$    1.22$     
CC Average: 3,314        4,053$      1.22$     

19              97013 467            2,977$       6.38$      
20              95064 3,576        3,761$       1.05$      
21              02012 4,244        3,750$       0.88$      
22              00021 4,429        4,091$       0.92$      
23              08017 4,533        9,319$       2.06$      
24              00105 5,163        3,892$       0.75$      
25              95051 5,602        4,157$       0.74$      
26              00010 5,944        4,104$       0.69$      
27              07056 8,111        8,833$       1.09$      

Juvenile Support 
Cost Ctr 42,069      44,884$    1.07$     
CC Average: 4,674        4,987$      1.07$     

Grand Total 100,250    137,638$  1.37$      
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This table shows that several vehicles are not driven very much. Vehicles that are driven less 
than 200 miles per month on average include the first seven vehicles in the Administrative 
Services cost center, the first two vehicles in the Adult Investigation Support cost center, and the 
first vehicle in the Juvenile Support cost center, or 10 (37 percent) of the 27 vehicles. Overall, 
these 27 personnel drive their assigned vehicles on average about 3,700 miles over the course of 
a year. However, the 10 least-used vehicles were driven on average 1,541 miles each, at an 
estimated average charge of $2.55 per mile. This rate is equal to the per-mile senior citizen rate 
for a San Jose taxi. It is much higher than County’s 2012 private-vehicle mileage reimbursement 
rate of the 55.5 cents per mile.  
 
The same information in Table 3.1 can be represented as shown below in Chart 3.1, which shows 
that, in general, the less a vehicle is driven, the more costly each mile. The blue line below shows 
each vehicle’s total 2012 miles. The total miles increase from a low of about 500 miles on the 
left to a high of about 8,100 miles on the right. The red line shows the average cost of each of 
these miles. In general, per-mile cost is lower where miles are greater. This is why the Board’s 
Vehicle Policy (Appendix B 3.52.6) has established utilization criteria of at 8,000 miles per year 
as a rule of thumb for most passenger vehicles.2 
 

Chart 3.1 
 

Average Cost per Mile by Total 2012 Miles Driven  
 

 
 
Based on the fact that the Department is paying rates several times higher than the mileage 
reimbursement rate for vehicles that its staff uses relatively infrequently, and these rates are 
                                                 
2 This is a guideline, not a minimum usage requirement. 
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equivalent to certain taxi rates, we conclude that these vehicles could be used more efficiently. 
We recommend retaining the 12 most-used vehicles as assigned to the same cost centers, as 
shown in Table 3.2 below. These vehicles are driven on average about 480 miles per month 

Table 3.2 
 

Twelve Vehicles Recommended to Remain Unchanged  
 

Vehicle  2012 Miles  
08469 4,221 
02012 4,244 

00021* 4,429 
08017* 4,533 
02013 4,613 

00105* 5,163 
95051* 5,602 
00010* 5,944 
96044 6,614 
08106 7,511 
01415 8,056 

07056* 8,111 

  Average 5,753 
 
The Department reports that some of its own non-support vehicles are aged and in need of 
replacement. We recommend replacing aged vehicles in non-support units with the vehicles 
listed below, which are not driven enough to be cost effective. 
 

Table 3.3 
 

Eight Vehicles Recommended to Re-allocate within the Department 
 

Vehicle 2012 Miles 
98461 2,102 
97041 2,240 
01062 2,348 
02051 2,624 
07048 2,723 
01425 3,140 

95064* 3,576 
08540 3,733 

    
Average   2,811             
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Lastly, we recommend the reduction of seven vehicles from the fleet.  
These seven vehicles are shown in Table 3.4.  The average annual miles of these vehicles is 
1,246, with three of these vehicles driven less than 1,000 miles a year. These vehicles may be of 
use elsewhere in the County, as these vehicles are generally not obsolete. For example, as of the 
end of November 2012, the recorded mileage on vehicle 8106 was 20,669 miles. This vehicle 
could be used somewhere in the County’s fleet for about another 80,000 miles and could be used 
to replace a higher-mileage vehicle that is regularly used somewhere else in the countywide fleet. 
 

Table 3.4 
 

Seven Vehicles Recommended to Redeploy 
 to Other Departments or  Eliminate 

 
Vehicle 2012 Miles 
97013* 467 
01004 509 
08016 685 
07009 1,329 
07004 1,808 
98423 1,898 
00525 2,028 

  Average 1,246 
 

 
Tables 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 illustrate how our recommendations could be implemented. If the 
department prefers to substitute one vehicle for another based on its preferences, such 
substitutions are acceptable so long as the overall goal of reducing the fleet cost is met by 
reducing the total number of administrative and support vehicles and increasing the use of the 
remaining vehicles. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The Probation Department had 27 vehicles consistently assigned to administrative and support 
staff during calendar 2012. Some of these vehicles were not well used, resulting in high per-mile 
costs. These costs could be reduced by eliminating seven vehicles and converting eight others 
from assigned to individuals to a motor pool for use on an as needed basis by administrative and 
support staff. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Probation Department should work with the Fleet Division of the Facilities and Fleet 
Department to:  
 
3.1 Eliminate seven very low use vehicles from the administrative and support cost centers, 

and either decommissioning or re-allocating these vehicles to replace obsolete vehicles in 
the county fleet. (Priority 2) 

 
3.2 Shift eight other relatively low-use administrative and support vehicles from support 

units and instead allocate them to non-support units to replace aged vehicles within the 
Department.  (Priority 2) 

 
SAVINGS, BENEFITS AND COSTS 
 
Implementation of Recommendation 3.1 would save an estimated $48,424 per year in reduced 
replacement and maintenance expenses. Implementation of Recommendation 3.2 would reduce 
the per-mile cost of operating these vehicles, and delay the expense of with replacing older 
vehicles in other units. 
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Section 4.   Wright Center Rental Income  
 

Background 
Effective January 1, 2013, the Probation Department entered into a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) with the Department of Parks and Recreation to permit Parks to 
use a substantial portion of the former Muriel Wright Juvenile Rehabilitation Center. The 
agreement requires Parks to pay certain expenses, such as its share of utility costs, but it 
does not provide for rental payments to the Probation Department for use of the property. 
The initial agreement is for one year. 

The portion of the facility used by Parks is estimated by County Fleet and Facilities at 
about 21,250 square feet, or about 60 percent of the total facility. There is another rent-free 
MOU with the County Sheriff’s Office, another General Fund department, for most of the 
remainder of the property. As of early 2013, the net book value of the Parks portion of the 
site was about $2.8 million, or about $130 per square foot. This value is likely well below 
the fair market value of the property, as the net book value includes –little or no value for 
the land.  

Problem and Adverse Effect 
The cost to acquire and develop this property was borne by the County General Fund. The 
Department of Parks and Recreation is not a General Fund department; it is funded 
primarily by property tax allocations as specified in the County Charter. Therefore, failure 
to charge rent to the Parks Department for use of the property results in an increased 
subsidy of the Park Charter Fund by the General Fund beyond what is required by the 
Charter. 
 

Recommendation, Savings and Benefit 
As of June 30, 2012, the unrestricted cash balance in the Parks funds from which rental 
expenses could be payable (Funds 39, 56 and 68) was $66.3 million. The Department states 
that $40.6 million of this is committed to various capital projects.  Even taking this into 
account, Parks and Recreation has sufficient funds available to compensate the Probation 
Department for the use of the property. We recommend that Probation amend the MOU to 
charge the Department of Parks and Recreation a reasonable rent for the Wright property, 
and that reasonable rent be included in any subsequent MOUs or leases between Probation 
and Parks or any other non-General Fund department.  The fair market rent for the 
portion of the center currently used by Parks is undetermined. However, the average rent 
paid by the County for its 51 leased sites is $1.99 per square foot. At that rate, the 
Probation Department would receive about $500,000 annually in rental income.  

 
History, Cost and Size of the Facility 
  
The County acquired the property now known as the Muriel Wright Center via eminent domain 
in 1962. That acquisition of the facility property was in conjunction with the acquisition of other 
adjacent property. The other property acquired at the same time was for the Parks and Recreation 
Department. The Resolution to Condemn, shown as Attachment 4.1, indicates that the Board of 
Supervisors specified that the facility property was acquired for the Probation Department to use 
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as a rehabilitation center for girls. This property was subsequently developed into what is now 
known as the Wright Center, at 298 Bernal Road in San Jose. To be clear, although it was 
acquired at the same time as property for Parks, the Wright Center facility is not a park, and was 
not acquired for use as a park. Over the years, there were various improvements to the property, 
including a programs building and a 30-bed dormitory. The County’s financial system shows the 
acquisition value of the property and its various improvements cost the County General Fund 
more than $6.1 million. The net book value, after depreciation, was recorded as almost $4.6 
million as of early 2013. 
 
As of February 2013, according to the Fleet and Facilities Department (FAF), which manages the 
property, the site consisted of an estimated 35,256 square feet. In 2008, 2009, and 2010, the site 
housed about 40 to 50 girls and young boys per month. Beginning in January 2011, the 
population declined to about 30, and each month thereafter, fewer and fewer children resided at 
the center, until finally it was closed in June 2012. About six months later, in December 2012, 
FAF, the Probation Department, the Department of Parks and Recreation and the County 
Executive’s Office entered into the MOU to permit Parks to use portions of the facility. 
According to the MOU, the center will not be used by Probation “for the foreseeable future.”  
 
Use of the Facility by Parks and Recreation 
 
The MOU, effective January 1, 2013, allows Parks to use the facility for the department’s 
volunteer program, including housing of AmeriCorps volunteer teams and for staff offices for 
some Supervising Park Rangers. The MOU specifies that Parks has exclusive use of the 
dormitory sections, administrative offices, a multi-purpose room, the laundry room and the 
kitchen. The portion of the facility that is in use by Parks was estimated by an FAF staff engineer 
to be 21,250 square feet.  
 
At the same time that the MOU was entered into with Parks, Probation also entered into an 
agreement to allow the Sheriff’s Office to use some of the remaining portions of the property. 
The MOUs for both departments specify that certain portions of the property, such as the dining 
room and parking areas, are to be shared by Parks and the Sheriff. Each department is 
responsible for certain expenses, such as its own utilities. Neither department pays rent for use of 
the property.  
 
Charging Rent to Parks 
 
The Board policy governing lessor/landlord and lessee/tenant relationships between County 
departments (5.9.5.1 C), in which one party is General-Fund funded and the other is funded with 
restricted dollars, does not specify how rental amounts should be set, except to require that such 
costs “satisfy the requirements of United States Office of Management and Budget Circular      
A-87.” Section 37 a. of Attachment B to that circular states that “…Rental costs are allowable to 
the extent that the rates are reasonable in light of such factors as: rental costs of comparable 
property, if any; market conditions in the area; alternatives available; and, the type, life 
expectancy, condition, and value of the property leased.” We obtained a list of the rates paid by 
the County as of late 2012 to lease various facilities. This list shows 51 properties for which the 
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County pays rent. These payments range from $0.59 to $3.25 per square foot per month. The 
average rent per square foot is $1.99. 
 
The Wright Center property has not been appraised; therefore, its fair market value is 
undetermined. The portion of the facility used by Parks is estimated by County Fleet and 
Facilities at about 21,250 square feet, or about 60 percent of the total facility. As of early 2013, 
the value on the County’s financial statements of that portion of the site was about $2.8 million, 
or about $130 per square foot. This value is likely well below the fair market value of the 
property, as the net book value includes –little or no value for the land. Assuming the value of 
the land is somewhere between 10 and 100 percent of the improvement value, a reasonable rent 
could be roughly estimated to be between $1 and $2 per square foot per month. As previously 
indicated, the average rent paid by County departments overall is $1.99 per square foot. We 
recommend that the MOU between Parks and Recreation and the Probation Department be 
amended to permit Probation to charge parks a reasonable rent, about $2 per square foot, for the 
use of the Probation Department’s property.  
 
The Parks and Recreation Department is funded primarily through a voter-approved dedication 
of property tax revenues as specified in Section 604 of the County Charter. These monies are 
restricted to Parks uses and accounted for in multiple funds. Permissible uses of Parks Fund 39 – 
Operations and Maintenance – include the cost of “services and supplies, fixed assets and 
expenditure transfers.” As of June 30, 2012, the unrestricted cash balance in that fund was almost 
$10.6 million. As of early May 2013, the unrestricted cash balance was $3.3 million. Therefore, 
Parks has sufficient cash in the appropriate fund to cover the expense of leasing property from a 
General Fund department. Parks also has three other funds. Two of these other funds contain 
monies that are also available under the Charter for operating expenses, including rent payments. 
Fund 68 (County Park Fund) as of early May 2013 had $36.6 million in unrestricted cash and 
equivalent investments which could be used for rent payments. In addition, Fund 56 (County 
Park Fund – Discretionary), had $17.3 million in unrestricted cash and equivalent investments 
which could be used for rent payments.   Table 4.1 below summarizes the FY 2013 beginning 
balances of these funds, and the balances as of early May 2013. 
 

Table 4.1 
 

FY 2012-13 Unrestricted Cash Balances 
 in Parks Operating Funds 

 
Fund  Beginning Balance FY 2012-13 Balance - Early May 2013 

39. Operations and Maintenance $10.6 million $3.3 million 
56. Discretionary $19.7 million $17.3 million 
68. Interest $36.0 million $36.6 million 
   
Total $66.3 million $57.2 million 
 
According to the Parks and Recreation Department, $40.6 million of the $57.2 million has been 
committed to capital projects that have been approved by the Board of Supervisors. Even so, 
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Parks has sufficient resources to pay its own operating expenses. The Department does not 
financially require the General Fund subsidy presently provided by Probation in the form of free 
rent.  
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The Department of Parks and Recreation is leasing a large portion of a former juvenile 
rehabilitation center owned by the Probation Department without compensating the Probation 
Department for that use. The acquisition and development of the property was funded with 
General Fund dollars, and is now being used by a non-General Fund department. By modifying 
the existing lease agreement to permit the Probation Department to charge rent for the use of the 
property, and by charging a reasonable rent of around the average County-wide rental rate for the 
property use, the Probation Department would receive rental income to offset its acquisition and 
development costs for the property. We estimate the revenue to be approximately $500,000 per 
year based on a rental rate of $2 per square foot. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Administrative Resources Unit of the Probation Department should: 
 
4.1  Amend the existing MOU between the Department of Parks and Recreation and the 

Probation Department to allow Probation to charge a reasonable rent for Parks’ use of its 
former Wright Center property. Probation should work with Parks and the County’s Fleet 
and Facilities Department to determine a reasonable rent (estimated at $2 per square foot 
per month) and collect that rent as soon as practicable after amendment of the MOU. 
(Priority 2) 

 
4.2  Ensure that any future MOUs between the Probation Department and any non-General 

Fund entity provide for payment of reasonable rent for use of Probation’s properties. 
(Priority 3) 

 
SAVINGS, BENEFITS AND COSTS 
 
Implementation of Recommendations 4.1 and 4.2 would ensure that the General Fund is 
compensated for its acquisition and development of properties that may be used by non-General 
Fund departments. In the case of the former Wright Center, we estimate that Probation would 
receive annual revenues of approximately $500,000, assuming a rental charge of $2 per square 
foot per month. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

50



   Board of Supervisors Management Audit Division 

Section 5. Increasing Probation Fees to Match Costs 
 

Background 
The Probation Department assesses various types of fees against clients who receive its 
services in accordance with State law. 
 

Problem and Adverse Effect 
A review of the annual analysis of costs on which the fees were based shows that the 
analytic methods used are proper, but that the current fee rates are less than what would 
be needed to fully recapture costs. As a result, the Probation Department does not 
maximize its ability to collect fees from clients that would help support its programs, and 
lessen its General Fund costs. 
 

Recommendation, Savings and Benefit 
The Probation Department, which last increased its fees in 2009, should do so again, to 
current full-cost recovery levels. It should continue to raise fees annually to recover 
increased costs, since higher fees are only imposed on clients that enter the system after the 
fees are raised. It should also consider seeking State legislation to increase statutory limits 
on some fees. 

Due to statutory limits on some fees, and the requirement to determine clients’ ability to 
pay, potential additional revenue from increasing fees is uncertain. However, based on fee 
collections in Fiscal Year 2011-12, each one percent increase in collections from fee sources 
would generate an additional $35,000 annually for the Department.  
 
Background 
 
The Probation Department receives fees from clients who receive various Department services. 
The fees are imposed pursuant to State law, generally portions of the California Penal Code, and 
are imposed by the Superior Court at the time a criminal offender is sentenced to probation. The 
fees are collected by the County’s Department of Revenue, along with other fees and fines 
imposed on offenders, and are remitted to the Probation Department by the Department of 
Revenue. The following table, based on information provided by the Probation Department, lists 
the probation fees collected, their purpose, and the current fee amount: 
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Table 4.1 
 

List of Current Probation Fees, 
With Description, Statute and Current Fee Amount 

 
Fee Name  

Statute 
 

Fee Description 
 

Current Top Rate 
Diversion PC 1001.15 Collected from first-time drug 

offenders whose cases are diverted for 
potential deferred entry of judgment 
pending successful completion of a 
drug abuse treatment program. Fee is 
calculated by the Crime Lab, who 
receives most of the revenue to pay 
for drug tests of clients. 

$100 misdemeanor 
$150 felony 

Adult EMP: 
Daily Fee 

PC 
1203.016(g) 

Collected from offenders participating 
in home detention with electronic 
monitoring, based on County’s 
contract cost with monitoring firm. 

$49 per day 

Adult EMP: 
Application 

PC 
1203.016(g) 
PC 1208.2 

Application fee collected from 
offenders being considered for 
electronic monitoring program. 

$50 

Juvenile EMP 
Daily Fee 

PC 
1203.016(g) 
WIC 903.2(a) 

Collected from the person responsible 
for the support of a minor for minors 
participating in home supervision with 
electronic monitoring. 

$14 per day 

Parole PC 1203.1e Fee collected for supervision of 
offenders sentenced to County Jail, 
but then paroled by county parole 
commissioners. 

$24 per day 

Pre-sentence 
Report 

PC 1203 
PC 1203.7 
PC 1203.1b(a) 

Fee collected to recover the cost of a 
pre-sentence investigation and report, 
collectible whether or not the offender 
is sentenced to probation. 

$450 per report 

Adult 
Supervision 

PC 1203.1b(a) Fee collected to recover the cost of 
supervising offenders sentenced to 
probation. 

$110 per month 

GPS Fee-High 
Risk Sex Offe. 

PC 1202.8 
PC 1210.7 

Fee collected to recover the cost of 
supervising high-risk sex offenders 
sentenced to 24-hour continuous 
electronic monitoring. The fee is 
based on the County’s contract cost 
with a firm that provides this service, 
and is in addition to the $49 standard 
EMP daily fee. 

$8.29 per day 
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Juvenile Ward WIC 903 Collected from the person responsible 
for support of a minor to recover 
support costs for a minor detained in 
an institution or other place by the 
Juvenile Court. Includes only food, 
clothing and other support costs, not 
incarceration or supervision costs. 

$30 per day 

Adult 
Clearance 

PC 1203.4(d) Collected from offenders who have 
fulfilled their conditions of probation, 
and are petitioning for a certificate of 
rehabilitation and pardon, clearing and 
sealing their criminal record. Covers 
costs of the review, whether or not the 
petition is granted. 

$150 each 

Juvenile 
Sealing 

PC 1203.45 
WIC 903.3 

Similar to adult clearance, but applies 
to proceedings that occurred when the 
offender was under the age of 18. 
Penal Code section applies to 
misdemeanors charged in adult court, 
while Welfare and Institutions Code 
refers to Juvenile Court petitions. 
Collected from individual (Penal 
Code), or the person responsible for 
their support (WIC). 

$150 each 

Juvenile Adm. 
Review 

PC 1205(c)(d) 
GC 54985 
 

Fee collected for costs of 
determination of eligibility for EMP. 
Similar to adult application fee. 
Collected under general County 
authorities in State law to recover 
probation fines and other costs. 

$30 each 

 
The relevant sections of the statutes authorizing these fees provide for the Board of Supervisors 
to establish the fee, and require that the fee be no higher than necessary to recoup costs of the 
service. A review of Board of Supervisors and Board committee agendas, and information 
provided by the Department, indicate that the Board has approved these fees. 
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Current Fee Amounts Do Not Fully Recoup Costs 
 
To comply with the requirement of State law that probation fees do not exceed the amount 
necessary to recoup the costs of the services, a staff member in the Fiscal Unit prepares an 
annual review of each fee, calculating what the fee should be based on the costs of the associated 
services. We have reviewed these calculations, and find them appropriate, taking into account, in 
detail, the number and cost of staff that provide the services, how long staff estimates taking to 
provide the services, and associated services and supplies costs. 
 
However, our review of the fee rates shows that most of these fees, most of which were last 
increased in 2009, with three increased in 2011 and one dating back to 2003, do not fully recover 
costs. The following table compares the current fee amount to what the fee should be, based on 
the costs of the associated services, as calculated by Department fiscal staff. 
 

Table 5.2 
 

Comparison of Current Probation Fees 
With Full-Cost Recovery   Amounts 

 
Fee Title Current Rate Full-Cost Recovery Rate 

   
Adult EMP Daily Fee $49 per day $78 per day 
Adult EMP Application Fee $50 per client $92 per client 
Juvenile EMP Daily Fee $14 per day $24 per day 
Parole $24 per day $116 per day 
Pre-sentence Report $450 per client $459 per client 
Adult Supervision $110 per month $175 per month 
GPS Monitoring/High Risk 
Offenders 

$8.29 per day $8.29 per day 

Support for Juvenile Wards $30 per day $71 per day 
Adult Clearance $150 per client $258 per client 
Juvenile Sealing $150 per client $324 per client 
Juvenile Administrative Review $30 per client Not determined 

 
As this table shows, the actual costs for services on which these fees are charged are 
substantially higher, in almost every case, than the current fee charged. We note that one of the 
fees, the Juvenile Administrative Review fee, has not had a fiscal-staff analysis to establish the 
proper fee in relation to the cost of service. We recommend that such an analysis be conducted to 
establish the proper fee level. 
 
These fees should be increased to recoup the full costs of service. 
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Impediments to Fee Increases and Collection of Higher Fee 
Amounts 
 
As the previous information shows, current probation fee levels are far less than are needed to 
recoup the costs of the services provided. However, two impediments exist to increasing the fees, 
and to collecting the increased fee amounts, if the rates are raised. 
 
First, there are statutory limits on some fees. The adult clearance and juvenile sealing fees, 
authorized by Penal Code Sections 1203.4 and 1203.45, are limited to $150 per client. That limit 
was most recently increased in State law, effective January 1, 2010, and was increased in this 
County by the Board of Supervisors in March 2011. Similarly, the charge for support of juvenile 
wards held in facilities is limited to $30 per day, but may be adjusted every third year, starting 
January 1, 2012, to reflect the percentage change in the calendar year annual average of the 
California Consumer Price Index, as established by the State Department of Industrial Relations, 
for the three-year period. That fee limit was also established effective January 10, 2010. The 
Department should pursue, through the County’s legislative advocacy program, increasing the 
limits in these fees to permit fee rates that fully account for the Department’s cost of providing 
these services. 
 
The other impediment is requirements in State law that probation clients pay no more than they 
are able to pay for services, based on a determination by the Probation Department of the client’s 
ability to pay. According to the Probation Manager for Adult Supervision Services, this 
determination is actually made by the Department of Revenue, based on financial history 
information offenders provide following sentencing. As Penal Code Section 1203.016 states, 
regarding electronic monitoring programs: “Inability to pay all or a portion of the program fees 
shall not preclude participation in the program, and eligibility shall not be enhanced by reason of 
ability to pay.” 
 
Penal Code Section 1203.1b spells out the determination method, and states: 
 

 The term “ability to pay” means the overall capability of the defendant to reimburse the 
costs, or a portion of the costs, of conducting the presentence investigation, preparing the 
pre-plea . . .  and probation supervision or conditional sentence, and shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, the defendant’s: 
 
(1) Present financial position. 
(2) Reasonably discernible future financial position. In no event shall the court 

consider a period of more than one year from the date of the hearing for purposes 
of determining reasonably discernible future financial position. 

(3) Likelihood that the defendant shall be able to obtain employment within the one-
year period from the date of the hearing. 

(4) Any other factor or factors that may bear upon the defendant’s financial capability 
to reimburse the county for the costs. 
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This section also requires the offender to receive a court hearing on the ability to pay, 
represented by counsel, if he disagrees with the Department’s determination, and allows the 
offender to seek later review of the initial determination based on changed circumstances. 
 
Due to the requirement that this determination be made, Probation Department fiscal staff reports 
that the practice, when probation fees have been increased by authority of the Board of 
Supervisors and state law, has been to impose the increased fees only on new probation clients 
that come into the system after the new fees go into effect. No attempt is made to determine if 
existing clients have the ability to pay the new higher fee. As a result, fee increases approved by 
the Board of Supervisors in August 2009 have had minimal impact on Department revenues. For 
example, the supervision fee paid by clients, which is the largest source of Department fee 
revenue, was increased from $64 per month to $110 per month. According to a review of receipts 
in the County’s SAP accounting system, however, actual fee revenues were $3,103,939 in Fiscal 
Year 2008-09, and actually fell, to $2,780,611 in FY 2010-11, and 2,728,292 in fiscal year 2011-
12. Furthermore, the collections per case month also fell, from $24.52 per case per month in FY 
2008-09, to $22.88 in FY 2010-11, and $23.34 in FY 2011-12. The decline in overall revenues 
partially reflects the decline in active cases that occurred over this period, and may also reflect 
the effects of the recent recession. 
 
Management Audit Division staff reviewed the relevant fee statutes and case law, and found 
nothing that would prevent the County from imposing higher fees, once approved by the Board 
of Supervisors, on existing Probation Department clients, so long as the required ability-to-pay 
analysis was conducted. 
 
Our preference would be to impose higher fees, based on current higher costs, on all 
probationers, for the remainder of their probation period. However, the Department stated it 
believes this is not feasible, because it would not be supported by the Superior Court and because 
of the expense of the hearings. Management reports that when a probation officer provides the 
Court a presentence report recommending a probation sentence, the report requests imposition of 
the supervision fee at the current level, and the judge issues a minute order requiring a specific 
amount be paid. Changing that amount would require a new court order, which would entitle the 
probationer to a new hearing with counsel. Having thousands of such hearings would be cost 
prohibitive and likely would not generate much new revenue, since, according to management, 
the Court is currently waiving the fee that is supposed to be imposed for preparation of the pre-
sentence report, and is also generally ordering supervision fees at lower levels that the 
Department requests after taking into account the ability to pay.  
 
Revenue receipts for the pre-sentence report fee for Fiscal Years 2010-11, 2011-12, and for the 
first 10 months of FY 2012-13 show that in fact monthly collections fell from an average of 
$15,983 in FY 2010-11, to $10,876 for the first 10 months of FY 2012-13, which supports 
management’s assertion as to the Court’s unwillingness to impose fees. 
 
Management reports that judges are increasingly permitting probationers to use private electronic 
monitoring services, rather than the program provided by the Department, because the private 
services charge far less than the fees the Department charges. In response, the Department is now 
developing a sliding fee scale for adult electronic monitoring. The proposed sliding fee scale 
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would range from $20 to $49 per day, based on the probationer’s monthly income and number of 
dependents. The Department also plans to offer an electronic alcohol consumption monitoring 
option in the revised program, as requested by the Court. We support the proposed changes, 
based on the information provided by the Department.

Given the Department’s belief that applying higher fees to existing clients is not technically 
feasible, we recommend that the Probation Department be directed to update its fees annually, 
and present them to the Board of Supervisors for approval at the maximum legal levels that fully 
recoup Department costs. Fees must be updated at least annually, because each probationer who 
receives a court order for a fee that is not based on current costs represents a loss of revenue that 
could potentially be recouped. This step, which could be completed in conjunction with the 
Board’s annual review of the Probation Department budget, would minimize the loss of revenue 
that now occurs from the practice of only imposing higher fees on new clients. Essentially, the 
longer the Department delays between updates of its fees, the more new clients able to pay the 
full cost of services escape being required to do so. Given the uncertainty of the ability-to-pay 
process, and of the Superior Court’s unwillingness to impose fees at the levels recommended by 
the Probation Department, we cannot accurately estimate the potential benefit of a fee increase.
However, based on FY 2011-12 fee collections totaling $3,489,283, each one percent increase in 
the amount of revenue collected from fees would result in additional revenue of about $35,000 
annually.

CONCLUSION

A review of methodologies used by the Probation Department to compare current fee levels to 
the cost of the associated services found the methods to be sound, but also found that the 
Department is charging fee amounts that are far less than needed to recoup its costs. Increasing 
fees and generating additional fee revenue from higher rates are hampered by statutory limits on 
some fees, and by the requirement that clients be charged no more than they are able to pay, 
based on a financial evaluation required by State law.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Probation Department should:

5.1 Pursue, through the County’s legislative advocacy program, legislation to increasing 
existing fee limits on support of wards in institutions, adult record clearance and juvenile 
record sealing, so that those fees may be increased to levels that reflect service costs.
(Priority 3)

5.2 Increase the existing fees annually to match the current service costs, as reflected by the 
Probation Department’s annual fiscal staff analysis. This should occur as part of Board of 
Supervisors action on the Department’s budget, so that new clients, to the maximum 
extent possible, are paying at rates reflecting the current cost of services. (Priority 3)
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SAVINGS, BENEFITS AND COSTS 
 
Adoption of these recommendations would ensure that the Probation Department maximizes its 
ability to charge clients for the cost of its services, as permitted by State law. We estimate that 
for each additional one percent of revenue generated by adoption of these recommendations, the 
Department would receive an additional $35,000 annually, based on the fee amounts collected in 
FY 2011-12.  
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Section 6.  Improving Fiscal Management and Organization 
 

Background 
Under the Probation Department’s organizational structure, the Departmental Fiscal 
Officer does not report to the Chief Probation Officer, and the duties and pay of that 
position are not commensurate with the management of a $130 million budget for a 24/7 
Department with nearly 878 staff, complex funding streams, and a large number of grants, 
contracts and monthly billing activities. The Departmental Fiscal Officer does not have 
oversight of the grants or contract unit staff. 
  

Problem and Adverse Effect 
Placing management of grants and contracts in a unit separate from the fiscal personnel 
has reduced the Department’s internal control. As a result, some contracts do not contain 
adequate requirements for contractors, and at least one contractor was paid for services 
that were not provided. At least one contract was modified inappropriately and the amount 
the County owes under that contract is not clear. At any given time, no one in the 
Department knows the unexpended balance of grant funds. Although no recent problems 
have been identified, there is a history of fraudulent purchasing card charges in the 
Department. 

Recommendations, Savings and Benefits 
We recommend creating a new executive position, Manager of Business and Finance, 
reporting to the Chief Probation Officer, with oversight responsibility for the Fiscal Unit, 
and the managers and staff presently responsible for grants and contracts.  
 
Implementation of this recommendation would centralize responsibility for fiscal, contract 
and grant matters under one executive fiscal manager. This organizational change would 
improve the focus on and management of the Department’s finances and contracts, reduce 
the potential for losses, and increase the opportunity for revenue generation in the form of 
grant receipts. 

 
Organizational Structure 
 
The Probation Department operates with a $130 million budget, and has 878 budgeted, full-time-
equivalent staff. Fiscal staff process payroll for all of these employees, as well as 500 invoices 
per month. The Department has $7.7 million worth of service contracts, operates multiple 
facilities on a 24/7 basis, and at least $28 million worth of grants and federal and state dollars 
which require a significant amount of record-keeping. In short, the Department’s fiscal, grant and 
contracts functions are large and complex. 
 
As of early 2013, the Chief Probation Officer had eight direct reports. These are the Deputy 
Chiefs over Adult Probation, Juvenile Probation, and Institutions, and the Administrative 
Services Manager, the Director of Information Systems and the Director of Research and 
Outcome Measurement. Other direct reports to the Chief Probation Officer are the managers of 
Human Resources and the manager of Staff Development. 
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The Administrative Services Manager oversees managers, supervisors and line staff responsible 
for the following major functions: contracts, grants, fleet, facilities, accounting, budget, payroll, 
receiving, food services, laundry services and warehouse functions. The Departmental Fiscal 
Officer, whose salary is equivalent to what some cities in the County pay their Senior 
Accountants, reports to the Administrative Services Manager, but does not have oversight of the 
staff which are responsible for contracts or grants. 
 
To summarize: 
 

• The Chief Probation Officer has eight direct reports, none of whom have exclusive 
responsibility for fiscal and related issues; 
 

• The Department’s highest-level fiscal manager has no oversight of contract or grant 
staff, does not report to the Chief, and is paid about what a Senior Accountant would 
make in a local city; 
 

• The Administrative Services Manager is responsible for a variety of administrative 
functions, plus fiscal, grant and contract functions. 

 
As a result of this structure, there is insufficient executive focus on fiscal, contract and grant 
matters. We have identified a variety of specific problems in these areas, as described below. To 
address these issues, we recommend the addition of an executive manager to focus exclusively 
on the Department’s fiscal, contract and grants functions. At present, the Department’s clerical 
staff report to the managers of the units they support; we do not recommend changes to that 
structure. 
 
Contracting/Payment Processing 
 
Inadequate Control of Vendor Payments  
 
The Probation Department contracts with a variety of organizations to provide services, such as 
counseling or placement in community service settings, to probationers. The FY 2012-13 budget 
for these contracts is $7.7 million. As of early 2013, the Department was in the process of 
developing evaluations of these contractors. Providers invoice the County pursuant to the terms 
of the contracts. Contracts specify what information is required of the vendor and how often it 
must be submitted in order for the County to pay the contractor’s invoices and to be satisfied that 
the services were adequate and as expected. 
 
However, in some cases, the information required of the contractor is insufficient to enable 
proper monitoring of the services provided. In some cases, the vendor is providing the 
information as requested per the contract and the Probation Department staff is reviewing the 
information prior to payment, but the information is either too summary or is not presented in a 
manner that enables the program monitor to be certain that services were provided as promised 
and that the invoiced amount is consistent with the services actually delivered. For example, 
some contracts do not require invoices that show the units of service, the rate per unit, and the 
total amount due. The invoices clearly show the inputs for the services (such as the expense of 

60



Section 6 - Improving Fiscal Management and Organization 

Board of Supervisors Management Audit Division 

the staff), but do not show the outputs (such as hours of counseling provided to a child). For 
example, the September 2012 invoice from one provider (Attachment 6.1) shows the salary and 
benefit costs for the contractor’s staff, a variety of office expenses, overhead, and costs for 
subcontractors. However, the invoice does not indicate who was served or when. Service 
information is submitted separately in a format that does not enable the program staff, who are 
responsible for approving the invoice to authorize payment, to readily make the connection 
between the inputs and the outputs.  
 
As a consequence of these factors, the Probation Department paid at least one contractor at least 
$45,404 for services the contractor did not render to the County. This is the same contractor 
whose invoice is shown in Attachment 6.1. The contractor’s own internal audit identified the 
overpayment; the Probation Department was unaware of it. As shown in Attachment 6.2, the 
contractor on its own accord apologized to Probation Department management and sent a refund 
check in the summer of 2011. We do not know the timeline of this overpayment – whether it 
occurred in one year or over several. Had it not been for the contractor’s own review and its 
honesty, the Probation Department would still not know that this overpayment occurred. This is 
true despite the fact that program staff carefully review the invoices, compare the expenses to the 
contract budget, and question unusual changes in charges. These overpaid funds were grant 
dollars.  
 
Once it became aware of the overpayment in 2011, the Department should have undertaken a 
review involving the grant, contract, program and fiscal staff to determine what internal control 
deficiencies existed that allowed the Department to unknowingly pay more than it owed. Not 
only was there no inquiry into the matter, the contract, grant and program staff were informed by 
us in early 2013 that the overpayment had occurred.  
 
In interviews, relevant staff stated that it would have been impossible for them to know that the 
Department had overpaid the contractor. More importantly, they said that, unless the entire 
contract budget was overspent in a single year, overpayment would not be evident if it occurred 
again today. In interviews, some program and grant staff questioned whether the Department had 
actually overpaid the contractor, and stated that some other party may have overpaid the vendor 
and somehow the County profited from this error. These staff stated that the services purchased 
were received, while also stating that verifying that invoices are consistent with the services 
received is not in their job duties. With the exception of the fact that it is the signature of 
program staff that authorizes the fiscal unit to pay the invoice, this appears to be correct. We 
were unable to find any procedures or policies that require contracts to include language 
stipulating submittal of transparent input-to-output information from vendors. We also did not 
find policies or procedures to require program, contract, or grant staff to evaluate contractor 
invoices to ensure that the bill is consistent with actual services received. Program managers 
have indicated that, if such a requirement were to be added to the list of duties for program staff, 
additional personnel would be necessary.  
 
In addition to the hiring of an executive to oversee fiscal, grants and contracts, we recommend 
that when the Department issues new contracts or renews existing contracts, that the contracts be 
amended to require vendors to submit invoices that clearly show in detail the service-unit basis 
for the claimed expenses. For example, for therapy services, documentation with invoices should 
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clearly state how many hours of therapy were provided to which clients on which days. 
Receiving a bill for staff salaries with subsequent narrative and statistical summary reports 
submitted is not adequate.  
 
In some cases, according to staff, the Department is paying for capacity to treat individuals, 
whether individuals are actually referred for treatment in the invoice period or not. The purpose 
of this is to prevent persons who require treatment from being turned away. If the invoiced 
amount is based on a combination of services rendered to some persons and the capacity to 
render services to additional persons, the invoices should separate these two components and this 
requirement to separate should be included in the contracts with the vendors. We recommend 
that the Department modify its relevant policies and procedures to specify these new contract 
requirements.       
 
Primary Contract with the County Office of Education 
 
The Department has a contract with the County Office of Education (COE) to provide 
Community Day School services for youth who are court-ordered into the program (which goes 
by the acronym EDGE) as an alternative to incarceration. These youth are supervised by 
Probation Officers while they attend classes taught by COE teachers and aides. The Probation 
Department pays for its own staff to supervise the youth. The basic funding for the instructional 
portion of the program is provided by the state, through COE, as part of its legal responsibility to 
educate the state’s children. In some other counties, such as Fresno and Sacramento, the state 
funding covers 100 percent of the instructional expenses for similar programs. However, for two 
primary reasons, the state funding does not cover all of the instructional expenses for the Santa 
Clara program. The primary reason the instruction costs more than the state funds is that the 
Probation Department, for programmatic reasons, has elected to pay for additional teachers, 
aides, and classrooms to separate youth who otherwise would be combined. This structure 
requires six COE staff, plus a principal, resulting in relatively high fixed expenses.  
 
The second major reason the program costs more than what the state funds is that most of the 
state payments are made on the basis of counts of children who actually attend the program. 
Actual attendance is about 80 percent of enrollment, which results in lower state payments than 
would be received if every enrolled child attended. The expense budget is based on enrollment. 
There are other, complex factors affecting the instructional cost-to-expense ratio, but service 
level and reduced attendance are the largest influences.  
 
As of early 2013, there were six instructional staff, plus a principal, under contract with the 
Probation Department to educate an average of about 30 high-school age attendees. The state 
funding allocation for 30 youth simply does not cover the cost of so many staff, plus significant 
expenses for supplies, overhead and other non-salary costs. Under the June 2012 contract, 
expenses incurred but not covered by the state are ultimately billed to Probation.  
 
The Board of Supervisors delegated authority to the Chief Probation Officer for up to $230,000 
for this contract via the May 2012 Master Contract List (Attachment 6.3). However, the            
FY 2012-13 adopted budget for the instructional portion of the program was almost $1 million, 
with state revenues covering a little more than $400,000 and the Probation Department 
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responsible for the balance, or almost $600,000, as shown in Attachment 6.4. The June 2012 
contract stated a somewhat lower obligation for the Department: 
 
“Maximum compensation under this Agreement will not exceed $230,000.00. … In the event the 
(state) reimbursement is less than the actual expenditures incurred by SCCOE, Probation will 
pay the difference up to $557,151.” Attachment 6.5 shows the cover page, the compensation 
page and the signature page of this contract. 
 
Therefore, the Board in May authorized the Department to spend up to $230,000 on this contract, 
but the contract entered into in June appears to obligate the Department to pay up to $557,151. 
The County Executive’s office signed this contract on June 29, 2012.  
 
The Probation Department’s staff had concerns, and declined to sign the document as they 
attempted to improve the terms for the Department. In October 2012, a revised net cost was 
developed and substituted into the existing, executed contract. New signatures of the original 
parties were not obtained, and the contract was not formally amended. Therefore, there are two 
versions of the same FY 2012-13 contract that obligate the Department to pay different amounts, 
and both of these payment amounts exceed the Department’s delegated expenditure authority. 
New budgetary information was also appended to the contract in October. These alterations 
appear to have been approved by County Counsel via email. The October revised cost obligation 
was as follows: 
 
“Maximum compensation under this Agreement will not exceed $230,000. However, in the 
event the (State) reimbursement is less than the actual expenditures incurred by SCCOE, 
Probation will also pay the difference up to $152,631.” This appears to have obligated the 
Department to pay COE up to $382,621. (Attachment 6.6 shows the cover page, the 
compensation page and the signature page for this version of the contract). However, the Board 
authorized only $230,000 for this contract under the Master Contract List.  
 
An estimate of the FY 2012-13 cost to Probation for will be prepared in June 2013, and the final 
cost will not be known until the end of August of 2013. It is possible that the total expense to 
Probation will be about $230,000 or less, or that it will exceed the authorized expense by as 
much as $327,151, in which case the Department would have to seek Board approval to pay it. 
The Department’s fiscal and contracts personnel, and the Controller of the County Office of 
Education, have all indicated that the contract will require more than $230,000 for FY 2012-13. 
The program staff have indicated that the $230,000 will be sufficient. For this audit, we surveyed 
Probation Departments in the state’s ten largest counties. We received responses from seven 
counties. Two counties reported not having this type of program. Of the five counties that 
reported having this type of program (Contra Costa, Fresno, Orange, Sacramento and San 
Bernardino) all of them reported that they do not provide cash payments for any of the 
instructional expense. 
 
The Department’s existing management processes failed to ensure that the County’s cost was 
clear, that the cost did not exceed the Department’s contracting authority, and that the contract 
was properly modified. We recommend that the Department hire a new executive manager over 
fiscal, contracts and grants and that this person review all contracts to ensure that costs are clear, 
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that the contract expenses are within the Department’s authority, and that modifications are 
conducted consistent with existing contract modification procedures. 
 
Budget  
   
The Department has for several years lacked a transparent budget. Both revenues and 
expenditures tend to be budgeted in line items to which the actual expenditures and revenues 
associated with those line items are not posted. Line item expenditures tend to be paid from line 
items where the expenses are not budgeted. For example, for several years, the Department never 
spent any of its “auto services” budget. Instead, it was using those funds to purchase food for 
Juvenile Hall. Also, multiple unrelated revenues are budgeted in one revenue line. The lack of 
transparency makes it difficult to ensure that monies are properly appropriated.  
 
According to Department management, improvements were made during FY 2011-12 and FY 
2012-13, including establishing new cost centers and establishing appropriate funding levels in 
those areas. According to Department management, the Department has moved to enforce staff’s 
use of the appropriate accounts for expenditures in the current fiscal year, which will create a 
“baseline” for budget purposes. Management reports that this baseline will be used in August 
2014 to enable the department to work with the Office of Budget and Analysis (OBA) to allocate 
funding to the proper cost centers and accounts based on actual spending. The Department 
should revamp its budget so that appropriations reflect the Department’s true planned 
expenditures and unrelated revenues are not co-mingled.  
 
Fiscal Information  
 
All managers we spoke with indicated that they never receive regularly generated, systematic 
fiscal information. For example, they do not receive regular expenditure reports or reports of 
grant balances. Instead, managers must request information on an ad hoc basis. Some managers 
have said that the fiscal information they receive when they request it is accurate and complete. 
Others have stated that it is not accurate or complete. As described in Section 7 of this report, we 
documented problems with the Department’s grants information, including the lack of any sort of 
reporting of grant totals or unspent balances to managers responsible for those grants or others. 
Further, the limited grant tracking spreadsheets completed for use within the fiscal unit did not 
provide clear balances. For example, one sheet we were provided was undated. We were told it 
was as of December 2012. A subsequent sheet was dated a month later and showed vastly 
different amounts, and, with only five months left in the fiscal year, large unexpended balances. 
We asked about these large balances and were told that these amounts were not really 
unexpended as they reflected both actual unexpended balances as well as grant funds already 
spent. Fiscal, contract, and grant staff all explained that some grant-funded vendors fail to bill the 
County timely for services, despite timely billing provisions in their contracts. The Department 
does not consistently enforce these contract provisions. Failure to enforce these provisions 
reduces the ability of the Department to properly manage its grant funds. These provisions 
should be enforced. 
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All relevant members of the Department’s senior and middle management acknowledge 
shortcomings in the management of the Department’s grant funds. These problems are detailed 
in Section 7 of this report. 
 
The Department at one point manually created and distributed reports of actual expenditures 
against budgeted expenditures by cost center, according to senior management. Some managers 
reported that they did not understand or use these reports. In addition, because over-spending in 
one cost center was always offset by under-spending in another, the value of these reports was 
questionable. Given those factors, and the lengthy time it took to prepare those reports, the effort 
was abandoned. We recommend that the new executive fiscal manager work with the 
Department’s Information Technology division and others to develop a new fiscal, grant and 
contract reporting system to facilitate management of these functions, and that the executive 
manager take responsibility for monitoring and managing these functions. 
 
Purchasing Cards 
According to the County Procurement Department, 70 purchasing cards (p-cards) were issued to 
Probation as of February 25, 2013. According to Probation management, only 47 staff “possess 
an actual card.” The rest use a p-card account number to purchase office supplies online through 
the County’s contract with Staples. This is in addition to the ability of staff to use “field purchase 
orders” for expenses of less than $5,000. The Santa Clara p-card account to staff ratio is the 
highest that we found in a survey of other large counties. The survey responses we received on 
this topic are summarized in Table 6.1 below, along with the comparative information for Santa 
Clara. 

Table 6.1 
 

Number of Full-Time Equivalent Staff per  
Purchasing Card Accounts by County 

 

 
Budgeted FTEs # P-cards # FTEs per P-Card Account 

Contra Costa 332 9 37 
Fresno 546 4 137 
Orange 1,457 8 182 
Riverside 1,086 27 40 
Sacramento 648 6 108 
San Bernardino 1,279 81 16 
San Diego 1,332 25 53 
Santa Clara 878 70 13 

    Average 945 29 73 

As shown in the table, each of the seven responding counties has issued fewer p-card accounts 
per employee to Probation staff than has Santa Clara. Issuance ranges from a low of one card for 
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every 182 employees in Orange County to a high of one account for every 13 employees in Santa 
Clara. Each issued p-card account increases the Department’s purchasing flexibility but also 
increases the risk of potential misuse. As part of this audit, we reviewed and questioned recent p-
card and field-purchase order charges. All of the questioned charges were satisfactorily 
explained by the Department. However, we note that the Department spends more than $100,000 
per year through purchasing cards with the office supply store Staples, which is the County’s 
contracted office supply vendor. Because this vendor sells a large number of items such as paper, 
pens, television sets and other electronics that could easily be used for household purposes, we 
note that it would be comparatively difficult to detect improper p-card charges with this vendor. 

Although we found no recent improper charges, we learned that several years ago, certain 
Probation Department fiscal managers became aware that an employee was using his County 
purchasing card to charge personal expenses, including fuel, for his private vehicle. Instead of 
reporting the matter to top managers and other authorities, which, depending on the exact 
circumstances, potentially could have resulted in the employee facing felony charges, two fiscal 
managers instead established a repayment plan for the misused funds and the employee 
continued to work there. After the initial thefts were detected, the Department continued to allow 
the employee to have daytime access to the p-card, but required that he turn in the card each 
night. With this daytime access, the employee continued to make fraudulent charges on the card 
for several additional months. Responsible managers reported that they had not been trained on 
proper p-card procedures. Under California law1, re-payment of misused funds does not change 
the criminality of the initial theft. Also, Section E of the County’s p-card policy expressly forbids 
“borrowing” funds with the intent of repayment2.     

The Controller’s office independently discovered the improper charges, which ultimately 
resulted in the cardholder being forced to resign in 2008. In the ensuing internal review, 
responsible management reported being unaware of p-card policies and reported their own 
failure to attend p-card training sessions. Law enforcement was not contacted about either the 
perpetrator or the managers involved. We received differing but credible accounts as to the exact 
events that followed. It should be noted that we were unable to obtain detailed records on these 
events, as some of the records have been removed from personnel files pursuant to labor 
agreements. As of early 2013, all three of the involved managers remain in their same positions, 
although p-card duties have been shifted. Although these events occurred several years ago, and 
there is no known recent act of fraud, these events, coupled with the present challenges in 
contracting, grants, and fiscal management, support the need for new management with 
exclusive focus on fiscal issues. This is particularly true given that there is one p-card for each 13 
employees. This is further support for our recommendation that the Department work with the 
Employee Services Agency to develop a new, executive management position with responsibility 
over fiscal operations, grants, and contracts. 
 
 

                                                 
1 California Penal Code Section 513. 
2 Section E: Use of the P-card for Personal Purchases Strictly Prohibited, states: “Under no circumstances is a 
cardholder permitted to use the p-card for personal purchases, even if the cardholder intends to subsequently 
reimburse the County.” 
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CONCLUSION 
 
We have identified current or past instances of waste, fraud, poor controls, and general 
dysfunction in the areas of fiscal, contracts and grants. In the absence of greater control, there is 
the continuing potential for development of contracts that are not in the County’s best interests 
and loss of grant monies or other outside funding. In particular, we believe that there is a high 
risk that the Department may inadvertently overpay some of its service contractors. The 
Department is not enforcing the contract requirements for timely invoicing, resulting in the 
inability of the Department to properly track its grant balances. At present, there is also the 
potential that the Department may expend grant funds that it already has spent, or fail to spend 
grants, potentially resulting in unnecessary General Fund costs.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Probation Department should: 
 
6.1 Work with the Employee Services Agency to develop a new executive position with 

exclusive responsibility for the Probation Department’s fiscal, grant, and contracting 
functions, and entrust this position with responsibility for developing a new information 
reporting system for disbursing timely fiscal, contract and grant information to 
Department management. (Priority 2) 

 
6.2 Develop policies and procedures that require contractors to submit detailed service-unit 

invoices which show the names of clients served, the units of service, and when those 
services were rendered. If the invoice includes expenses for capacity to serve clients 
rather than actual services provided, these expenses should be clearly identified. These 
new requirements should be implemented with all new contracts and with renewals of 
existing contracts. (Priority 2) 

 
6.3 Modify procedures to specify that program staff review service-unit details of invoices 

and make reasonable efforts to verify that the services for which the Department is billed 
were in fact received prior to authorizing payment of the invoices. For example, the 
program staff should ensure that the youth identified on a contractor’s invoice were in 
fact referred to that program and that the hours billed for the program appear reasonable. 
(Priority 2) 

 
6.4 Ensure that the new executive manager over fiscal, grant and contract functions review 

all contracts to ensure they are in the County’s best interests, that costs are clearly 
defined, that the obligations entered into do not exceed the Department’s contracting 
authority and that any modifications are completed following the modifications process, 
rather than by email or altering a page in an executed contract. The new manager should 
enforce existing contract provisions requiring vendors to submit timely invoices. 

 (Priority 2) 
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6.5 The Department should revamp its budget so that appropriations reflect the Department’s 
true planned expenditures, and unrelated revenues are not comingled. (Priority 3) 

 
SAVINGS, BENEFITS AND COSTS 
 
Including benefits, the new executive manager over fiscal, contracts and grants would cost 
approximately $213,000 per year once at top step, which is the same cost of the existing Deputy 
Chiefs and the existing Administrative Services Manager. In the absence of this position, there is 
the continuing potential for development of contracts that are not in the County’s best interests 
and loss of grant monies or other outside funding. This position will reduce the risk that the 
Department may inadvertently overpay some of its service contractors and improve timely 
invoicing, improving the ability of the Department to properly track its grant balances, 
improving controls over these monies and reducing the risk that these monies may be unspent.  
 
Implementation of these recommendations would centralize responsibility for all fiscal, contract 
and grant matters under one executive fiscal manager. This organizational change would provide 
much greater executive focus on fiscal, contract and grant functions and facilitate 
troubleshooting of long-term problems in these areas, including budget problems. This would 
also allow existing managers more time to focus on day-to-day operations and developing better 
tracking and reporting systems such as those described in Section 9 of this report. 
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Section 7. Management of Grants and other Non-General 
Fund Revenue  

Background 
The Probation Department has an estimated 25 grants and other restricted, non-General 
Fund revenue sources amounting to almost $28 million in FY 2012-13; including 
$24,844,262 of new grants allocated for 2013 and an additional $3,005,143 that was rolled 
over from FY 2011-12. Management of these funds is decentralized and conducted by 
various personnel at different levels in the organization including staff in a Grants Unit, 
Fiscal, Institutions, Juvenile Probation and Adult Probation (only eight of the 25 revenue 
sources are managed by the Grants Unit).  
 

Problem 
There is no overall planning, coordination, and reporting to ensure that grant funds are 
spent in the most efficient way possible. In addition, no grants management and financial 
reports are developed on a monthly basis and provided to Executive Management, Grants 
Unit Staff or program managers to facilitate their managerial responsibilities related to 
these grants programs. 
 

Adverse Effect 
Lack of centralized oversight and reporting impairs the Department’s ability to manage, 
plan and coordinate grant and County-funded programs. Timeliness of grant fund 
expenditures have been delayed resulting in the need to roll forward monies intended to be 
expended in one fiscal year, to the subsequent fiscal year. The absence of comprehensive 
monthly grant funds management reporting impedes timely management of grants 
programs and increases the risk of non-compliance with grant expenditure requirements 
and the potential loss of grant funds. In addition, the exact number and dollar amount of 
grants is not tracked or reported on a consolidated basis. 
 

Recommendation, Costs and Benefits 
The Probation Department should create a centralized Grants function with financial 
management responsibility to provide the strategic oversight, reporting, and invoice review 
for all grants and restricted non-General Fund programs. The Grants Unit should also 
coordinate with programmatic grants staff to provide coordinated and consistent 
management of these funds to optimize their use and ensure that the funds are expended 
completely and efficiently. Further, the Grants Unit should implement a monthly reporting 
system to accurately track grant funds and to provide up-to-date balance information to 
Executive Management, program staff on an on-going basis. Implementation of these 
recommendations would establish comprehensive monthly, improved oversight and 
reduced risk of loss to the $28 million of grant funded probation programs. 
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Overview of Grants Management 

The Probation Department receives funding from 25 grants and other restricted non-General 
Fund sources. In FY 2012-13, grants and other restricted non-General Fund revenues totaled 
approximately $28 million. This amount includes more than $3 million that was allocated for FY 
2011-12 but was rolled over to this fiscal year. According to Probation staff, some of the rollover 
funds were due to late allocations from the state. 

Management of these grants and restricted non-General Fund revenue sources is disbursed 
throughout the department. Probation has a Grants Unit that is staffed by three Full-Time 
Equivalent (FTEs) positions. This staff manages eight of the approximately 25 grants and 
restricted non-General Fund revenue sources. Staff in the Grants Unit research grant 
opportunities, review invoices and monthly reports for some of the grant-funded programs, 
perform site visits to Community-based organizations and submit reports to the grantor agencies 
for some of the grants. In addition, the Contracts Unit bids and manages the contracting process 
for the grant-funded programs. This Unit has two FTEs, including one lead person. Both the 
Grants and Contracts Unit are in the Administrative Resources Unit and report to a Management 
Analyst Program Manager II (MAPM II). The MAPM II reports to the Administrative Services 
Manager.  

The Departmental Fiscal Officer reports directly to the Administrative Services Manager. This 
unit processes the financial transactions for all of the grants and restricted non-General Fund 
revenue sources. Fiscal Staff process the invoices, monitor account balances to ensure that grants 
are not over spent or under spent and provide reports to the Grantor agencies as required. This 
unit also began creating a monthly Grant Summary Report in July 2012 that is provided to the 
Administrative Services Manager. The Fiscal Officer creates this report by consolidating 
individual data received from fiscal staff.  

Various people throughout Probation have grant management responsibilities.  In Probation, the 
Deputy Chiefs, Probation Managers and Supervisors as well as staff in the Administrative 
Services Division have grant management tasks. Further, other County agencies including 
Mental Health, the District Attorney’s Office and DADS manage the grants and restricted non-
General Fund revenue sources that provide services to Probation clients. Those units monitor the 
Community Based Organizations, approve invoices and submit any required reports to the 
Grantor agencies. 
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Table 7.1 

Grants and Other Non-General Fund Restricted Revenue Sources 

 

Grants Grant Term
FY 2012-13 

Grant Amount

Roll Over 
Amount from 

FY 2011-12
Total Budget 
for FY 2012-13 Managed By

1 Juvenile Probation & Camp Fund (JPCF) $7,136,245 $0 $7,136,245 Ranch Staff
2 Youthful Offender Block Grant (YOBG) 07/01/12-06/30/13 $3,164,987 $292,748 $3,457,735 Grants Unit
3 Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention Act (JJCPA - AB1913) 07/01/12-6/30/13 $5,132,493 $1,478,576 $6,611,069 Grants Unit
4 CalEMA - Evidence Based Probation Supervision Program (SB 678) 04/01/10-09/30/12 $307,732 $76,667 $384,399 Grants Unit
5 Juvenile Assistance Block Grant (JABG) 07/01/12-06/30/13 $182,426 $0 $182,426 Grants Unit
6 OJJDP Second Chance Act Juvenile Offender Reentry Program 10/01/11-09/30/13 $0 $450,000 $450,000 Grants Unit
7 Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) 01/01/12-12/31/12 $50,000 $50,000 $100,000 Grants Unit
8 Evidence Based Practice - Quest 10/01/11/-09/30/13 $111,557 $9,863 $121,420 Grants Unit
9 Proud Parenting 07/01/12-06/30/15 $139,242 $0 $139,242 Grants Unit

10 Community Corrections Performance Incentive Fund Expires 2015 $0 $647,289 $647,289 Adult Probation

Technical Assistance/Service Only Grants
11 MacArther Foundation Technical Assistance Grant 07/1/12-12/31/13 $0 $0 $0 Juvenile Probation
12 Equity Fund 01/01/13-01/01/16 $0 $0 $0 Juvenile Probation

Grants Sub Total $16,224,682 $3,005,143 $19,229,825

Other Non-General Fund Restricted Revenue Sources and MOU
13 Drug Court Partnership Grant $184,930 $0 $184,930 DADS
14 SATTA $88,093 $0 $88,093 DADS
15 Direct Referral Program (DRP) $367,000 $0 $367,000 Mental Health
16 City of Sunnyvale $88,692 $0 $88,692 Fiscal
17 Title II Formula Block Grant (FLY) $130,728 $0 $130,728 FLY
18 SCC Superior Court Admin Office $179,000 $0 $179,000 Fiscal
19 Standards and Training for Corrections $385,326 $0 $385,326 Training
20 Anti-Drug Abuse Program $132,415 $0 $132,415 District Attorney's Office
21 ADA Enforcement Team Recovery Act $117,559 $0 $117,559 District Attorney's Office
22 Title IV-E *1 Fiscal
23 SB90 Domestic Violence *2 Fiscal
24 AB109 - Public Safety Realignment $6,945,837 $0 $6,945,837 Fiscal
25 East Side High School District *3 Fiscal

Other Non-General Fund Restricted Revenue Sources Sub Total $8,619,580 $0 $8,619,580

Total Grants and Other Non-General Fund Revenue Sources $24,844,262 $3,005,143 $27,849,405

1. Title IV-E funding does not have a annual maximum. As of February 2013, the County has received $5,373,215 in Title IV-E funding for FY 2012-13.
2. SB90 Domestic Violence funding is requested on an annual basis. The County received  $213,950 in FY 2011-12.
3. This is a revenue sharing agreement with Eastside High School District. EHSD pays  a fee associated with the Truancy Program. 
 Probation retains the fines received from the truancy program until the program is paid for. Any overage goes to EHSD.
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Lack of Overall Planning and Coordination of Grant Activities 

Probation’s grants management lacks overall planning, coordination and reporting on grants and 
restricted non-General Fund revenue sources. This is evidenced by the fact that no one person 
had a complete list of grants and other restricted non-General Funded revenue sources. We were 
able to compile what we believe to be a complete list through information requests and 
interviews with the Grants Unit, Fiscal and Juvenile probation. This list showed 25 grants and 
other restricted non-General Fund revenue sources managed by staff in various Probation 
departments and other County agencies. No one person or department has a full understanding of 
the funding sources and grants for technical assistance available to the Probation Department.  

The Department does not currently put resources into coordinating efforts and maximizing the 
use of these sources. As of June 20121, 264 of 885.52 Probation positions were funded by grants 
or other restricted non-General Fund revenue sources. Probation can request reimbursement from 
these revenue sources for salaries and benefits for staffed positions. However, the department is 
unable to request reimbursement when a position is vacated due to resignation, long-term leave, 
or for other reasons. Management must decide whether to move another General Fund or other 
revenue source funded Full Time Equivalent (FTE) into these vacant positions. Management 
reports that there is no easy way to determine what effect staff moves will have on the funding, 
as no one is assigned to track or report this information. No position is tasked with reviewing 
staffing in an effort to ensure that non-General Fund funding sources are optimized. The loss of 
funding from outside sources as a result of staff movement may not be discovered for several 
months, according to management. We were unable to obtain documentation of any actual 
losses. 

Further, various staff research and apply for grants including Grants Unit staff, Deputy Chiefs, 
Probation Managers and supervisors. The Grants, Fiscal and Contract units are not always 
included in the development of these applications. Consideration of which grants to pursue is not 
always strategic. Management reports that they had discussed having Grants staff provide written 
summaries of grant opportunities to the executive management for their review. As of Spring 
2013, that procedure has not been implemented.  

The Grants Unit should coordinate the management of all 25 current and any future grants and 
restricted general fund revenue sources. This involvement should include creating overall 
strategies for utilizing grant funds and other restricted non-General Fund revenue sources and 
obtaining new grant funding. Probation should also create a comprehensive grants database that 
includes information on each grant and restricted non-General Fund revenue sources. Probation 
currently has a contracts database that can be used as a model for this system. Once a 
comprehensive list is established, Probation should conduct a funding analysis to analyze 
whether grant funding and other restrict non-General Fund revenue sources are being used to 
their fullest capacity and that General Fund funding is not being used when these sources could 

                                                           
1 Probation has not conducted an analysis of funding for positions since June 12, 2012. According to management, a 
new analysis was underway as of late March, 2013. 
2 This staffing count is higher than the budgeted staffing because budgeted staffing is full-time-equivalent, whereas 
this count includes part-time staff. 
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be applied.  In addition, Probation should develop a system to include a funding analysis with 
any staffing move to ensure that the proper amount of funding is obtained for funded positions.  

Further, Probation should designate a staff person to manage the Grants Unit and lead the efforts 
to create these strategies. This position should manage the grants process, the current Grants Unit 
staff and serve as the liaison with the Juvenile Probation, Adult Probation and Institutions. The 
lack of centralized grants management has led to confusion over the use of Title IV-E funds and 
other grant funds. We observed confusion over policies and procedures that apply to Title IV-E 
funding. Management seemed to lack understanding of what positions would qualify for funding 
and whether unreimbursed portions of salaries could be funded by other grants. A dedicated 
grants manager to oversee all grants and other non-general fund revenue sources could ensure 
that these funding sources are being used to their fullest extent. In addition, this position should 
provide strategic guidance on the use of grant funding to ensure that this funding is being used to 
its fullest potential alleviating the need to use General Fund funding.  

Financial Information is not readily available to Staff Managing 
Grant Funded Programs 

No grants management and financial reports are developed on a monthly basis and provided to 
all members of the Executive Management team, Grants Unit Staff or program managers to 
facilitate their managerial responsibilities related to these grants programs. During interviews, it 
was stated that the Fiscal Unit compiles a monthly Grant Summary Report that includes 
information on grants expenditures and budget for the current fiscal year. This report is then sent 
to the Administrative Services Manager but not to anyone else. Staff indicated that this report 
had been compiled monthly since July 2012. However, when we requested copies of the reports 
dating back to July 2012, we were told that once the reports were completed and sent to the 
Administrative Services Manager they were deleted. We did receive an undated report that staff 
stated showed the status of funds, which we were told was as of December 2012. We later 
received a reformatted report showing fund balances as of January 2013, and these balances 
showed greater variation than we would have expected to see over the course of a single month. 
Further, we were unable to verify numbers and recreate previous months using individual reports 
received from Fiscal Staff.  

Grant balance and expenditure information is not made available to staff outside of Fiscal. 
Management stated that no one knows what the remaining balance is on a grant at any point in 
time. During interviews with staff in charge of managing grant-funded programs, staff stated that 
each time they needed balance information, they sent an email to Fiscal. No information was 
provided without a request and staff does not have the ability to gain the information through a 
system. In addition, management and staff indicated that they did not receive a copy of the 
monthly Grant Summary Report. Further, the report does not include information on projected 
expenditures.  In addition, it overstates actual balances because some grant-funded contractors 
fail to invoice timely.  

Grant-funded programs are being managed without sufficient budget and expenditure 
information to make sound business decisions. Program and grants staff should be able to readily 
access financial information for grants. Fiscal should provide accurate financial information for 
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all grants and restricted non-General Fund revenue sources on monthly basis to Executive 
Management, the Grants Unit and other Staff members responsible for managing probation 
programs. This information should include budget amounts, current expenditures and projected 
expenditures.  

Communication between Fiscal, Grants Unit and the Program Units 

The management environment and organizational structure within Probation have created 
barriers and caused a breakdown in communication between the parties involved in managing 
grant funding and those charged with managing the grant-funded programs. Structurally, 
management of grants is very siloed and disjointed. The Grants Unit and Contracts are part of the 
Administrative Resources Unit. Both units have a lead person who reports to a Management 
Analysis Program Manager II (MAPM). This MAPM also manages Fleet and Facilities for the 
Department. The MAPM reports to the Administrative Services Manager (ASM). The 
Departmental Fiscal Officer who reports directly to the ASM manages Fiscal. Juvenile 
Probation, Adult Probation and Institutions manage other grant-related functions. This structure 
does not facilitate the transfer and flow of information. A division should be created that includes 
Grants, Contracts and Fiscal. (See Section 6 of this report for more information on this proposed 
structure.) As noted above, this unit would manage all grants and non-General Fund restricted 
revenue sources including those that are merely technical assistance such as the McArthur 
Foundation Grant and the Equity Project.  

We interviewed people throughout the organization that have responsibility for managing 
various aspects of the grant process and other outside funding. In some cases, responsible 
managers were unaware that the department files claims for reimbursement for an employee’s 
eligible hours spent on federally funded activities, and also claims the same employee’s 
remaining grant-eligible time to a grant. Multiple staff erroneously stated that the department 
was losing the federal funds3 because once an employee is grant funded, no federal claims are 
filed as a precaution against claiming the same time to different funding sources (“double 
dipping”). The department’s quarterly Title IV-E and YOBG grant reports show this is not true. 
Staff throughout the department made various other claims of mismanagement and loss of 
revenue or use of General Fund funding in place of grants and other restricted non-General Fund 
revenue sources. However, we were unable to identify any examples of these losses.   

Another example of the breakdown in communication is the Grant Summary Report. This 
monthly report is created by the Departmental Fiscal Officer and sent to the Administrative 
Services Manager. The report is not shared with other executive management, middle 
management or program staff. This is the only report that provides grant balance and expenditure 
information. This information would be crucial to staff members who are managing grant-funded 
programs. However, currently this report does not have the most accurate balance information 
since some Community Based Organizations do not invoice in a timely manner. See Section 6 
for recommendations related to this issue. Discussion between fiscal, grants and program staff 
would allow Fiscal to plan for expected expenditures that have not yet been invoiced by the 

                                                           
3 These are federal entitlements funds known as “Title IV-E.” Title IV-E funds approximately 30-35 percent the 
salaries and benefits of Probation Officers who deal with children in imminent danger of removal from their homes. 
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vendors. We recommend that the department implement a monthly reporting system to 
accurately track grant funds and to provide up-to-date balance information to management and 
program staff.  
 

No consistent invoicing policy or procedure 

The department contracts with Community Based Organizations (CBOs) to provide services, 
such as counseling, to probationers. The invoices from these CBOs are reviewed by different 
methods depending on the funding source. If the program is funded by one of the eight grants 
managed by the Grants Unit, the Grants Unit staff first reviews the invoice. Staff members 
compare the invoice to the monthly service report provided by the CBO to ensure that the 
County is only billed for services it has received. The Grant Units staff will then forward the 
invoice to the Program Manager for approval. The Program Manager then sends the invoice to 
Fiscal for payment. Invoices and reports for the 17 grants and restricted non-General Fund 
revenue sources are sent to the Program Manager for approval and then sent to Fiscal for 
payment. Probation should establish a written policy requiring the Grants Unit to review all 
grant-funded invoices. Approval for payment should require two signatures one from the grants 
staff and one from the Program Manager. The Grants Unit should be positioned to manage the 
administrative aspects of the grant-funded programs. This would include reviewing invoices and 
monthly reports provided by the CBOs and comparing them against the grant and contract 
requirements. Grants staff could then alert the Program Manager to any billing discrepancies. 
This would allow the Program Manager to focus on program-related issues and allow for 
coordinated administrative management of grants and restricted non-General Fund revenue 
sources. 

Some Federal Reimbursement Claims are Inflated 

Probation receives federal funding through Title IV-E for staff that work with children in 
imminent danger of being removed from their homes. Title IV-E pays up to 35 percent of the 
salary and benefits for this staff.  To receive these funds, Probation has its eligible employees 
complete time studies to receive Title IV-E funding. Staff track their time and allocate it to one 
of 10 categories. The time studies are given to Fiscal to complete the reimbursement request. 
Federal standards require that staff must document their time on a daily basis to the nearest 15-
minute interval. 

Some time studies are not being completed accurately. Samples provided show one employee 
claimed work time as eligible for federal reimbursement when the employee was on vacation 
(Attachment 1). In one instance an employee repeatedly charged 10 hours per day to Title IV-E 
when the employee’s time card indicated that the employee had only worked eight hours on that 
day (Attachment 2). In another instance, an employee claimed Title IV-E time when the 
employee was on vacation, had a furlough day, claimed holiday hours, was at training and out on 
sick leave. (Attachment 3). Inaccurate time keeping could cause the County to lose its Title IV-E 
funding. This issue was briefly discussed in our Management Audit of the Probation Department 
dated August 29, 2006. It appears that the same issues exist today. Probation should provide 
comprehensive training to all staff that must complete Title IV-E time studies to ensure that they 
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are timely and accurately complete. This training should be added to the mandatory courses 
provided through the Department’s Training unit. Further, Probation should implement a written 
policy that requires all time studies to be completed on a daily basis. This policy should include a 
monthly audit of time studies and time sheets by the Fiscal Unit to ensure accuracy.  

CONCLUSION 
 
Probation’s 25 grants and other restricted non-General Fund revenue sources are currently not 
managed in the most efficient and coordinated manner. These funds are managed by various 
divisions and at different levels of the organization. Further, budget and expenditure information 
is not shared with all parties that manage grant-related programs. Probation should consolidate 
the administrative management of the grants into one Grants Unit. This unit would ensure that 
the department maximizes the use of these outside funding sources to minimize the use of 
General Fund monies when grants and other restrict non-General Fund revenue sources are 
available. In addition, we found that some reimbursement claims for federal funds are sometimes 
inflated.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Probation Department should: 

7.1  Create a centralized Grants function - to coordinate the management of all 25 current and 
any future grants and restricted general fund revenue sources. This unit would be 
responsible for financial management and provide the strategic oversight, reporting, and 
invoice review for all grants and restricted non-General Fund programs. The unit would 
manage the grants process, the current Grants Unit staff and serve as the liaison with the 
Juvenile Probation, Adult Probation and Institutions. - (Priority 2) 

 
7.2  Ensure that program and grants staff are able to readily access financial information for 

grants. Probation’s Fiscal unit should provide accurate information for all grants and 
restricted non-General Fund revenue sources on a monthly basis to executive 
management, middle management and the Grants Unit and other staff responsible for 
managing probation programs. This information should include up-to-date budget 
amounts, current expenditures and projected expenditures. (Priority 2) 

7.3  Create a comprehensive grants database that includes information on each grant and 
restricted non-General Fund revenue sources. This information should include grant 
amount, grant term, reporting requirements, program requirements, names of all parties 
involved with managing the program, Community Based Organizations funded by the 
grant, and the number of positions funded by the grant. (Priority 2) 

7.4  Conduct a monthly funding analysis to analyze whether grant funding and other restrict 
non-General Fund revenue sources are being used to their fullest capacity and that 
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General Fund funding is not being used when these sources could be applied.  In 
addition, Probation should develop a system to include a funding analysis to assist with 
staffing moves to ensure that the proper amount of funding is obtained for funded 
positions. (Priority 2) 

7.5  Probation should establish a written policy requiring the Grants Unit to review all grant-
funded invoices. Approval for payment should require two signatures one from the grants 
staff and one from the Program Manager. (Priority 2) 

7.6 Conduct ongoing comprehensive training for all staff that complete a Title IV-E time 
study to ensure that staff is completing these time studies timely and accurately. This 
training should be added to the mandatory courses provided through the Training 
Department. (Priority 1) 

 
7.7 Draft and implement at written policy that requires all time studies to be completed on a 

daily basis. This policy should include a monthly audit of time studies and time sheets by 
the Fiscal unit. (Priority 1) 

SAVINGS AND BENEFITS 
 
Implementation of Recommendation 7.1 would improve Probations ability to coordinate the 
grant management efforts in the Grants Unit.  Recommendation 7.2 will give program and other 
grant management staff access to the financial information needed to effectively manage these 
funding sources. Grant Summary Reports are currently being completed and can be reformatted 
to meet the needs of these individuals. Recommendation 7.3 will ensure that all grant 
information in kept in one location and provide Probation staff with a comprehensive list of 
grants and their requirements. Recommendation 7.4 will ensure that grant and other restricted 
non-General Fund revenue sources are expended instead of General Fund monies whenever 
possible. Since a formal analysis has not been completed it is difficult to determine whether 
General Fund monies have been spent when other revenue sources could have been spent. 
Anecdotal information provided by staff has claimed that Probation has spent General Fund 
monies when grant funds could have been spent. Recommendation 7.5 will standardize the 
invoicing process to ensure that all funding sources are reviewed against the contracts and grant 
requirements prior to payment. Finally, 7.6 and 7.7 will ensure that employees complete Title 
IV-E time studies accurately and consistent with Federal law. 
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Section 8.  Background Checks for Civilian Staff 
 

Background 
The Santa Clara County Probation Department performs thorough background checks 
prior to hiring all of its law-enforcement officers, and it checks the criminal histories and 
references of potential new clerical and other civilian support staff. However, it does not 
conduct detailed background checks of persons under consideration for civilian positions. 
Approximately 25 such positions are filled per year. 
 

Problem 
The Sheriff’s Office conducts thorough background checks on every employee regardless 
of their position prior to hiring them. The District Attorney performs a moderately detailed 
background check of its support staff. These background checks disqualify many civilian 
applicants who are otherwise qualified and who have been offered jobs. For example, over 
the last three years, on average, 38 percent of civilian Sheriff’s Office candidates have been 
disqualified by the background check. At present, except for those with a history of serious 
criminal offenses, these disqualified applicants could potentially be hired by Probation, 
which rarely rejects otherwise-qualified civilian candidates. 
 

Adverse Effect 
As a result of the lack of detailed background examinations, the Probation Department 
currently employs clerical personnel whose immediate family members have sometimes 
been on probation for criminal offenses. At least one staff person is married to a high-
ranking gang member, according to management. Employees who have not had thorough 
background checks have access to the department’s staff, data systems, records, facilities 
and probationers. In a survey for this audit, the counties of Fresno, Riverside and San 
Bernardino reported conducting thorough background checks on their civilian job 
candidates, including clerical staff. 
 

Recommendation, Costs and Benefits 
We recommend instituting more thorough background checks for persons considered for 
civilian positions. For each of the last two years, the Probation Department has hired 
approximately 25 civilian staff. The cost to perform the same background checks on these 
candidates that are performed for law-enforcement candidates would be $1,000 per 
employee, or at least $25,000 per year. These checks would improve the security of 
department personnel, systems, records, facilities and probationers, and can be paid for on 
an ongoing basis with ongoing savings identified in the remainder of this report.  
 
Background Investigations in Probation 
 
After a person who has been determined to be the best candidate for a position in the Santa Clara 
County Probation Department is offered the job, they are subject to a background investigation 
prior to being hired. For those who are applying to join the department as peace officers, the 
background investigation includes the following components: 
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• A criminal history check via “Livescan,” which compares the applicant’s 

fingerprints to the fingerprints of known criminals, at a cost of $86; 
• A polygraph test by a contractor, which costs $225; 
• A physical exam by a contractor, which costs $536.50; 
• A psychological evaluation by a contractor, which costs $235; 
• A background investigation conducted by a contractor, which costs $1,000. 

 
The total cost for this complete review is therefore a little more than $2,000 per candidate. These 
checks ensure that the department’s law-enforcement staff backgrounds are appropriate for the 
powerful positions they hold. 
 
However, civilian staff may have access to internal affairs investigation records, arrest records, 
medical information, criminal histories, Probation Officer notes and other information related to 
case management. Civilian staff may have access to electronic systems, the Department’s 
facilities, staff and probationers, including being present during discussions of criminal cases and 
probationer case management. Despite this access, the Probation Department presently only 
checks civilian applicants’ criminal histories via the “Livescan” process, as well as the 
applicants’ references. Except for checking for criminal histories for the last seven years and 
references, the Department does not conduct any further background investigation for job 
candidates who are not peace officers. The department reports that its civilian rate of rejection 
due to the background process is “almost zero.” 
 
Background Investigations in Other Departments 
 
The Santa Clara County Sheriff’s Office conducts a thorough background investigation on every 
person who has been offered a job contingent on passing the background review, including all 
civilian staff. The background check for civilian staff includes a medical exam, a background 
investigation of their personal life, family, friends, employment history, finances, education, 
drug use and criminal history. They also undergo a polygraph exam. The total cost is $1,500 to 
$2,000. According to the Sheriff’s Office, on average, over the last three years, 38 percent of 
civilian candidates who have been offered jobs contingent on a clean background check are 
subsequently disqualified by the background check. In addition, some candidates withdraw from 
consideration prior to the commencement of the background check because they assume they 
will be disqualified. Except for people whose criminal histories include convictions for serious 
crimes, some of the disqualified people could be hired by the Probation Department, which, 
again, has a rejection rate of “almost zero.”  
 
The Santa Clara County District Attorney’s Office conducts a moderate background 
investigation prior to hiring its clerical and support staff.  For non-sworn staff, the District 
Attorney’s internal investigators check candidates’ criminal and credit histories, verify education 
and check warrants, restraining orders, civil litigation, driving records, and the like. They also 
check with local police departments to determine if the person is known by those agencies for 
such things as traffic stops or calls for service. They interview neighbors, view the candidate’s 
residence, and contact previous employers. For clerical positions, about two to five percent of 
candidates are disqualified by the background review.  
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For this audit, we conducted a survey of the Probation Departments in the 10 largest counties in 
the State, including Santa Clara. Of the nine comparable counties, five responded to this 
question. Among these respondents, Fresno, Riverside and San Bernardino counties reported 
conducting extensive background checks – including polygraph examinations and/or 
computerized voice stress analysis – on their civilian job candidates, including clerical staff. 
Sacramento and Contra Costa counties reported relying on Livescan. 
 
Risks Associated with Limited Background Review of Support Staff 
 
The department hires approximately 25 civilian staff per year. Assuming just 15 percent of these 
staff would not pass a thorough background check, this means about four staff are hired by the 
department annually who probably should not be hired. Persons hired with a limited background 
review include personnel responsible for record-keeping and for the department’s information 
technology. Both of these types of personnel have direct access to sensitive information. The 
information the department maintains is valuable and sensitive. It is worth noting that, many 
years ago, a Santa Clara County Probation Officer was arrested for selling probationers’ criminal 
records to private investigators. The department maintains information on a large number of 
people, including probationers, relatives, and victims, that is extremely sensitive. Its records 
include not only criminal histories for adult and juvenile probationers, but may also include 
medical diagnoses and treatments, educational and employment information.  
 
The department also investigates probationers for potential new criminal offenses and/or other 
violations of other terms of their probation. Employees with limited background checks may 
have access to written or oral information about these ongoing investigations, and other case 
management information. According to department management, civilian staff sometimes have 
had immediate family members who were on active probation. According to management, one 
civilian staff member is married to a high-level gang member. This type of information would 
have been uncovered in a background investigation such as that conducted by the Sheriff’s 
Office on its civilian staff, or the investigation conducted by the Probation Department on its 
peace officers. The department makes an effort to mitigate the risks associated with having 
relatives of criminals on staff by restricting access to systems and information to only that which 
is required for the employee to carry out their work. Even so, the risk that information or 
investigations could be compromised is higher than it would be if the department had conducted 
the $1,000 background check on all of its staff, rather than just sworn staff. 
 
We recommend that when the department makes a job offer to any candidate in the future that it 
is contingent on completion of the existing Livescan criminal history check, the existing 
reference check, and a new $1,000 background check that is equivalent to the background check 
conducted for candidates for peace officer positions. This check would enable the department to 
be aware of the candidates’ relatives and associates and would reduce the risks to the 
department’s staff, investigations, probationers and victims of crime. We do not recommend that 
the department require polygraph exams, medical exams, or psychological evaluations for 
civilian job candidates. Implementation of this recommendation would cost the department at 
least an estimated $25,000 per year, and could be higher if multiple candidates were to be 
disqualified.  
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CONCLUSION 
 
The Probation Department’s lack of thorough background checks for civilian employees has led 
to situations in which the Department employs people whose immediate family members are 
criminals, including some who are on probation and being supervised by the department. These 
situations represent a risk to the department’s records, systems, facilities, staff and probationers. 
While the department currently makes an effort to mitigate these risks once they become known, 
the most effective means of reducing these risks would be to conduct a background investigation 
that would identify in advance of hire the criminality of potential civilian employees’ family 
members and other close associates. Such investigations would cost $1,000 per job candidate, or 
at least $25,000 per year on average. This ongoing expense can be paid for with the ongoing 
savings identified and described in other sections of this audit. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Probation Department’s Human Resources Unit should: 
 
8.1 Refer all civilian personnel who have been offered a position with the Santa Clara County 

Probation Department for a background check conducted in the same manner and by the 
same contractor that prepares background reviews of the candidates for peace officer 
positions. (Priority 2) 

 
SAVINGS, BENEFITS AND COSTS 
 
Implementation of Recommendation 8.1 would improve the security of the Probation 
Department’s staff, systems, information, facilities and clients. Failure to improve the 
background checks of the civilian staff would leave the department vulnerable to continued 
situations of employees being married to gang members or being the parents or other immediate 
relatives of probationers. Implementation of Recommendation 8.1 would cost at least $25,000 
per year, and possibly more depending on the number of civilian job candidates disqualified by a 
thorough background check. For example, if 15 percent of candidates are disqualified, the cost to 
conduct the background checks to fill 25 positions would be about $29,000. This expense can be 
paid for on an ongoing basis by implementation of other recommendations in this report. 
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Section 9. Improving Management Information and Decision 
Making 

 
Background 

The Probation Department is responsible for a $129.3 million budget, 31 major functions 
and programs and an authorized staff of 877.5 positions.  To manage these responsibilities, 
the Department needs a comprehensive management information system that supports unit 
supervisors, division managers and administrative staff by providing pertinent and 
accurate operational and financial information on a timely basis. 
 

Problem  
However, management information in the Probation Department is limited, not distributed 
to all staff with managerial responsibilities and not produced on a regular monthly basis. 
Although the Department has improved some of its management information practices by 
creating a business intelligence unit, a data warehouse and a computer dashboard, which 
features some management information, it has still not implemented audit 
recommendations adopted by the Board of Supervisors in January 2007 to: 1) perform a 
comprehensive assessment of Department-wide management information needs; and, 2) 
develop a monthly reporting system to address those needs.  Consequently, many Probation 
managers still lack the management information (particularly fiscal information) they need 
to make timely and informed decisions regarding staffing, workloads, programs, policies 
and other important matters. 
 

Adverse Effect 
As a result, several operational issues, which should have been rectified by the responsible 
managers, persist.  The Department budget has consistently overestimated revenue and 
underestimated overtime and other expenses for at least the past five years and continues 
to be problematic in FY 2012-13.  Staff who are operationally responsible for grants and 
programs funded by other restricted revenues are unable to plan the expenditure of such 
funds due to the uncertainty of the availability of funds at any point in time.  Other staff 
with operational responsibilities have not coordinated resources in accordance with the 
significant decline in population in the juvenile facilities. 
 

Recommendations, Savings and Benefits 
It is recommended that Probation perform an immediate and thorough assessment of 
Department-wide management information needs, and fully implement a system of 
monthly management information reports to unit supervisors, division managers and 
administrative staff with managerial responsibilities. The implementation of these 
recommendations would enable the Department to improve the flow of work related 
information to managers leading to better, more timely decision making, and improved 
operational results throughout the organization.     
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Current Management Information System 
 
The amount of information that Probation’s Administrative Services Division must manage is 
vast and grows annually.   
 
This includes, but is not limited to: 1) departmental budget information, including actual 
expenditures versus budgeted amounts; 2) State and Federal funding claims; 3) accounts payable 
and receivable; 4) contract and grant totals and balances; 5) client records and statistics; 6) case 
management files (for both juveniles and adults); and, 7) program and project information and 
evaluation data.   
 
The information is located in different areas throughout the organization, but much of it is 
managed by the  Information Technology (IT) and Fiscal units within Administrative Services. 
As such IT and Fiscal are key enablers for the Department, as they have access to the 
information that managers need to make timely and informed decisions (hereafter referred to as 
management information). 
 
The IT unit uses a Request for Data Information form (Attachment 9.1) that allows Probation 
managers as well as external business partners to request management information on an ad hoc 
basis.  The form asks the requester to check a box for information either on a one-time or 
recurring basis (i.e., monthly, quarterly or annually).  In FY 2011-12, a total of 177 data requests 
were processed.  The average time between request date and completion date was about two 
days. 
 
Like IT, the Fiscal unit responds to ad hoc requests for management information, but unlike IT 
and its Request for Data Information procedures, Fiscal does not provide or have a method for 
providing Probation managers with regularly generated, systematic management information.  
The Fiscal Manager presents certain financial and high-level budget summary information at 
monthly Probation managers’ meetings, but in between meetings, some managers ask for 
additional, detailed budget information (particularly grant totals and balances) through phone or 
in-person conversations and emails. These requests are not tracked, but the Fiscal Manager 
estimates that he receives three to five requests per month and that on average they are 
completed in two days.  However, most managers we spoke with indicated that they wait longer 
than two days for the requested information, especially if Fiscal staff is unavailable or busy with 
other requests. Either way, management information produced by the Fiscal unit is limited, not 
distributed to all staff with managerial responsibilities and not produced on a regular monthly 
basis. 
 
It should be noted that although procedures related to management information clearly exist 
within IT and Fiscal (ex. ad hoc data requests), they are not written in any Departmental policy 
or procedure manuals.  Therefore, they are not subject to regular organizational review, update 
and approval. 
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Key Findings 
 
We identified virtually the same management information issues in this audit as we identified in 
our previous audit of Probation in August 2006.  At that time, we recommended that the 
Department: 1) perform a comprehensive assessment of Department-wide management 
information needs; and, 2) develop a monthly reporting system for addressing those needs. 
According to the Department’s 12-month report back to the Board in 2008, it submitted a request 
for funding for this effort but that request was denied. The Department reported at that time that 
it would nonetheless proceed with the assessment. It also estimated at that time that it would 
complete the development of a monthly reporting system by May of 2008. 
 
It now appears that Probation has not implemented either of these recommendations, although it 
has improved some of its management information practices since our previous audit as 
described below.  Consequently, many managers still lack the management information 
(particularly fiscal information) they need to make timely and informed decisions regarding 
staffing, workloads, programs, policies and other important matters. Examples of these issues are 
also described below.   
 
The Probation Department should perform an immediate and thorough assessment of 
Department-wide management information needs and fully implement a system of monthly 
management information reports to unit supervisors, division managers and administrative staff 
with managerial responsibilities. In addition, the Probation Department should codify these 
changes to its management information system in Departmental policy and procedure manuals, 
and subject them to regular organizational review, update and approval. 
 
Strengths 
 
We observed the following examples of how Probation has improved its management 
information practices: 
 

1. Dedicated Business Intelligence Unit and Staff – The current Chief Information Officer 
(CIO) understands the importance of management information and therefore the need to 
manage it well.  For instance, before he was hired in December 2011, Probation’s IT unit 
did not have staff dedicated to supporting the organization’s strategic and management 
decisions.  Today IT has a business intelligence unit with three full-time equivalent staff 
led by an Information Systems Manager II.  Together they respond to data requests 
(about 150 annually) from Probation managers and external business partners. 
 

2. Technologies to Support Management Information – Probation already has some of the 
technologies necessary to support management information.  For instance, IT recently 
created a data warehouse, or central repository of data from different sources that is used 
for reporting and data analysis. Moreover, in March 2013, IT installed a “dashboard,” 
somewhat resembling an automobile dashboard, on each Juvenile Division manager’s 
computer. The dashboard presents management information (ex. current statistics and 
historical trends) in a way that is easy to read and therefore to make informed decisions at 
a glance. 
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Observations & Areas for Improvement 
 
We identified the following areas where management information practices should be improved: 
 

1. Lack of Budget Information – Apart from high-level budget summary information 
presented at monthly Probation managers’ meetings, most managers we interviewed 
reported that they do not receive detailed monthly budget reports that track actual 
expenditures and compares them to budgeted amounts.  As a result, several operational 
issues, which should have been rectified by the responsible managers, persist. The 
Department budget has consistently overestimated revenue and underestimated expenses 
for at least the past five years and continues to be problematic in FY 2012-13.  Take, for 
example, spending on overtime.  As illustrated in Table 9.1, the Department has spent 
significantly more on overtime over the past five fiscal years than it originally budgeted 
for overtime.  Its actual overtime expenses were between 1.7 times and 18 times higher 
than the budgeted amount.  

 
Table 9.1 

 
Probation Department 

Comparison of Actual vs. Budgeted Overtime 
(FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12) 

 
 Percent of 
 Budgeted Actual Budgeted 
Fiscal Year Overtime Overtime Difference Overtime 
 
2011-12 $206,098 $556,338 $350,240 170% 
2010-11 206,098 912,601 706,503 343% 
2009-10 206,098 2,487,559 2,281,461 1,107% 
2008-09 206,098 1,882,041 1,675,943 813% 
2007-08 206,098 3,831,900 3,625,802 1,759% 
 
 
Alternately, without monthly budget reports, managers do not know if funds are low in a 
particular category of revenue (aside from General Fund dollars, the Department collects 
revenue from a variety of different sources throughout the year.  This includes, but is not 
limited to administrative fees, court assessments, fines and forfeitures, State and Federal 
grants and other miscellaneous income).  Nor would managers know to identify and 
address the issues that led to the revenue decrease.  Consequently, as shown in Table 9.2, 
the actual amount of revenue collected from all sources over the past five fiscal years was 
significantly lower than budgeted amounts.  That is, from FY 2008-09 through               
FY 2011-12, actual revenue collected by Probation was between three percent and 21 
percent lower than budgeted amounts. 
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Table 9.2 
 

Probation Department 
Comparison of Actual vs. Budgeted Revenue 

 (FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12) 
 

 
 Percent of 
 Budgeted Actual Budgeted 
Fiscal Year Revenue Revenue Difference Revenue 
 
2011-12 $22,734,465 $21,203,856 $1,530,609 7% 
2010-11 35,464,941 31,174,137 4,290,804 12% 
2009-10 36,318,956 28,518,318 7,800,638 21% 
2008-09 36,233,932 35,261,634 972,298 3% 
2007-08 37,508,082 35,480,180 2,027,902 5% 

 
Section 6 of this audit further details our findings of deficiencies in fiscal information and 
budgeting.  It also contains specific budget recommendations that Probation management 
staff said will be addressed in FY 2013-14. 

 
2. Food, Laundry and Support Services – The County’s SAP accounting system allows 

departments, including Probation, to organize themselves by “cost centers” or small 
organizational units where costs occur.  However, the Food, Laundry and Support 
Services (FLSS) unit within Administrative Services currently does not have its own cost 
centers.   Instead it charges its costs to three separate cost centers within the Department.  
That is, FLSS charges its food services costs to Juvenile Hall, James Ranch and 
Administrative Services, and both its laundry and support services costs to 
Administrative Services.   
 
This fragmented approach to organizing the unit’s costs prevents the FLSS Director from 
using cost information to assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the unit’s services.  
For instance, prior to our analysis of food services in Section 1 of this report, the FLSS 
Director was unaware of the unit’s average cost per meal.  Arguably, if he had known 
that the current cost is high as compared to other jurisdictions, he could have taken early 
steps to reduce it.   
 
With respect to laundry services, prior to our analysis of it in Section 2 of this report, the 
FLSS Director was unaware of the cost of laundry services alone (or isolated from the 
cost of food and support services).  This is vitally pertinent information that could help 
the FLSS Director to make important decisions about laundry staffing, supplies and 
equipment.  
 

3. Grants Management and Financial Reporting – As described in Section 7 of this audit, 
neither Probation’s Executive Management nor the Grants unit nor the managers of grant-
funded programs receive monthly grants management and financial reports including 
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information about grant balances. This lack of reporting impairs the Probation’s ability to 
manage, plan and coordinate grant and County-funded programs, and increases the risk of 
non-compliance with grant expenditure requirements and the potential loss of grant funds 
as a result of not fully expending grant funds within the contract stipulated period. 

 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
While the Probation Department has improved some of its management information practices 
since our previous audit, it has not implemented our previous audit recommendations. 
Specifically, it has not performed a comprehensive assessment of Department-wide management 
information needs.  Nor has the Department developed the monthly reporting system for 
addressing those needs.  Therefore, many Probation managers who still lack the management 
information (particularly fiscal information) they need to make effective decisions in a timely 
manner.  
  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Probation Department should: 

9.1 Perform an immediate and thorough assessment of Department-wide management 
information needs and fully implement a system of monthly management information 
reports to unit supervisors, division managers and administrative staff with managerial 
responsibilities (Priority 2). 

9.2  Codify these changes to its management information system in Departmental policy and 
procedure manuals, and subject them to regular organizational review, update and 
approval (Priority 2). 

 
SAVINGS, BENEFITS AND COSTS 
 
Implementation of these recommendations would have no significant fiscal effect on the 
Probation Department, but it could enable it to improve the flow of work-related information to 
managers, and therefore lead to better decision making and better results throughout the 
organization.  
 
Once the comprehensive assessment of Department-wide management information needs is 
performed, the Probation Department may incur costs to develop a system of monthly 
management reports.  However, those costs are indeterminate due to the unknown specific 
implementation of such a system by the Department. 
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County of Santa Clara 
Probation Department - Administration 

Juvenile Division Adult Division 
840 Guadalupe Parkway 2314 N. First Street 
San Jose, California 95110 San Jose, California 95131 

Sheila E. Mitchell 
Chief Probation Officer 
 
July 3, 2013 
 
 
Roger Mialocq 
Management Audit Division Manager 
Harvey M. Rose Accountancy Corporation 
70 West Hedding Street 
San Jose, CA 95110 
 
Dear Mr. Mialocq: 
 
Please see below for the response to the Management Audit of the Probation Department: 
 
Section 1: Staffing Analysis of Food Services 
 
1.1  Reduce the number of food service staff by 11 FTE positions, from 31 budgeted positions to 
19 positions. (Priority 1) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
1.2  Ensure Group Counselor fill out meal count forms correctly to ensure that the Probation 
Department does not spend General Fund dollars for meals that are eligible for federal funding.  
(Priority 2) 

 
Response:  Agree 

 
Section 2: Transferring Laundry Services to Elmwood Correctional Complex 
 
2.1  Transfer its laundry services to the Department of Correction’s laundry facility at Elmwood 
Correctional Complex, and eliminate six laundry services positions from Probation. (Priority 1) 
 

Response:  Agree – Based on the capacity stated in the report I would agree that it 
would be possible for Elmwood to handle the processing of the laundry at Probation 
facilities.  However, I believe that we currently have better control on our laundered items 
and clothing inventory and maintain better customer service with our institutions 
performing laundry services in house. 

 
2.2  Transfer the non-laundry related duties of the Laundry Services Supervisor to the FLSS 
Administrative Support Officer before making the recommended staffing changes. (Priority 2) 
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Response:  Disagree – The recommendation does not adequately address the 
Departments needs for collection/distribution and management of laundry within the 
Probation Institutions. 
 
This position cannot adequately supervise 4 Materials Handling staff with their 
warehouse and storage facilities in 3 different locations, and collect, distribute and 
coordinate laundry inventory at two facilities 25 miles apart 5 days per week.  This 
Supervising Storekeeper position as stated is assuming the most of the duties of the 
current Laundry Services Supervisor as well as some of the duties of the duties 
performed by 5 Laundry Workers simultaneously at two sites. 
 
Additional labor is needed to collect, distribute and coordinate laundry inventory.  I 
recommend 2 Stock Clerk positions be created to handle these duties.  These two 
positions would be supervised by the newly created position.  This position should be 
classified as an ASO II. 
 

2.3  Create a reserve supply of undergarments and socks to meet the regulatory requirements 
of laundry items that must be exchanged for clean replacement on seven-days-per-week basis 
since DOC operates its laundry facility at Elmwood only five days per week. (Priority 2) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
2.4  Establish a contact with a private launderer for emergency laundry services during 
lockdowns at Elmwood.  (Priority 2) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
Section 3: Administrative and Support Vehicle Inefficiencies 
 
3.1  Eliminate seven very low use vehicles from the administrative and support cost centers, and 
either decommissioning or re-allocating these vehicles to replace obsolete vehicles in the county 
fleet. 
 

Response:  Disagree - 10 vehicles identified in the audit as belonging administrative and 
support functions are actually assigned to direct service units.  Probation will work with 
County Fleet to ensure vehicles are being billed according to the functions they are 
assigned to. 

 
3.2  Convert eight other relatively low use administrative and support vehicles from assigned to 
specific individuals to instead form a small pool to be used by administrative and support staff 
on an "as needed" basis. 
 

Response:  Agree 
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Section 4:  Wright Center Rental Income 
 
4.1  Amend the existing MOU between the Department of Parks and Recreation and the 
Probation Department to allow Probation to charge a reasonable rent for Parks' use of its former 
Wright Center property.  Probation should work with Parks and the County's Fleet and Facilities 
Department to determine a reasonable rent (estimated at $2 per square foot per month) and 
collect that rent as soon as practicable after amendment of the MOU. (Priority 2) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
4.2  Ensure that any future MOUs between the Probation Department and any non-General 
Fund entity provide for payment of reasonable rent for use of Probation's properties. (Priority 3) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
Section 5:  Increasing Probation Fees to Match Costs 
 
5.1  Pursue, through the County's legislative advocacy program, legislation to increasing 
existing fee limits on support of wards in institutions, adult record clearance and juvenile record 
sealing, so that those fees may be increased to levels that reflect service costs. 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
5.2  Increase the existing fees to match the current service costs, as reflected by the Probation 
Department's annual fiscal staff analysis.  This should occur as part of Board of Supervisors 
action on the Department's budget, so that new clients, to the maximum extent possible, are 
paying at rates reflecting the current cost of service. 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
Section 6:  Improving Fiscal Management and Organization 
 
6.1  Work with the Employee Services Agency to develop a new executive position with 
excusive responsibility for the Probation Department's fiscal, grant, and contracting functions, 
and entrust this position with responsibility for developing a new information reporting system for 
disbursing timely fiscal, contract and grant information to department management (Priority 2) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
6.2  Develop policies and procedures that require contractors to submit detailed service-unit 
invoices which show the names of clients served, the units of service, and when those services 
were rendered.  If the invoice includes expenses for capacity to serve clients rather than actual 
services, these expenses should be clearly identified.  These new requirements should be 
implemented with all new contracts and with renewals of existing contracts. (Priority 2) 
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Response:  Agree 
 
6.3  Modify procedures to specify that program staff review service-unit details of invoices and 
make reasonable efforts to verify that the services for which the department is billed were in fact 
received prior to authorizing payment of the invoices.  For example, the program staff should 
ensure that the youth identified on a contractor's invoice were in fact referred to that program 
and that the hours billed for the program appear reasonable.  (Priority 2) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
6.4  Ensure that the new executive manager over fiscal, grant and contract functions review all 
contracts to ensure they are in the county's best interests, that costs are clearly defined, that the 
obligations entered into do not exceed the department's contracting authority and that any 
modifications are completed following the modifications process, rather than by email or altering 
a page in an executed contract.  The new manager should enforce existing contract provisions 
requiring vendors to submit timely invoices. (Priority 2) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
6.5  The department should revamp its budget so that appropriations reflect the department's 
true planned expenditures, and unrelated revenues are not comingled (Priority 3) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
Section 7:  Management of Grants and other Non-General Fund Revenue 
 
7.1  Create a centralized Grants function to coordinate the management of all 25 current and 
any future grants and restricted general fund revenue sources.  This unit would be responsible 
for financial management and provide the strategic oversight, reporting, and invoice review for 
all grants and restricted non-General Fund programs.  The unit would manage the grants 
process, the current Grants Unit staff and serve as the liaison with the Juvenile Probation, Adult 
Probation and Institutions.  (Priority 2) 
 

Response:  Partially Agree - Creating a centralized Grants function would require the 
addition of a Program Manager II position at an approximate cost of $157,000.  
Alternatively, the Probation Department intends to re-organize the Administrative 
Resources Unit to separate the Grants and Contracts Units by adding one Associate  
Management Analyst-A/Associate Management Analyst-B/Management Analyst position 
at the cost of approximately $83,000.  The functions would have dedicated staff who 
would report to the MAPM II of the Administrative Resources Unit.  The Grants Unit will 
manage and administer competitive and formula grants including financial and grant 
process management, reporting oversight, invoice review.  The MAPM II will continue to 
manage the Grants and Contracts Units. 
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7.2  Ensure that program and grants staff are able to readily access financial information for 
grants.  Probation's Fiscal unit should provide accurate information for all grants and restricted 
non-General Fund revenue sources on a monthly basis to executive management, middle 
management and the Grants Unit and other staff responsible for managing probation programs.  
This information should include up-to-date budget amounts, current expenditures and projected 
expenditures. (Priority 2) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
7.3  Create a comprehensive grants database that includes information on each grant and 
restricted non-General Fund revenue sources.  This information should include grant amount, 
grant term, reporting requirements, program requirements, names of all parties involved with 
managing the program, Community Based Organizations funded by the grant, and the number 
of positions funded by the grant. (Priority 2) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
7.4  Conduct a monthly funding analysis to analyze whether grant funding and other restrict non-
General Fund revenue sources are being used to their fullest capacity and that General Fund 
funding is not being used when these sources could be applied.  In addition, Probation should 
develop a system to include a funding analysis to assist with staffing moves to ensure that the 
proper amount of funding is obtained for funded positions (Priority 2) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
7.5  Probation should establish a written policy requiring the Grants Unit to review all grant-
funded invoices.  Approval for payment should require two signatures one from the grants staff 
and one from the Program Manager. 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
7.6  Conduct ongoing comprehensive training for all staff that complete a Title VI-E time study to 
ensure that staff is completing these time studies timely and accurately.  This training should be 
added to the mandatory courses provided through the Training Department (Priority 1) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
7.7  Draft and implement a written policy that requires all time studies to be completed on a daily 
basis.  This policy should include a monthly audit of time studies and time sheets by the Fiscal 
unit.  (Priority 1) 
 

Response:  Agree - Implementation of this policy will require the addition of one 
alternately staffed Financial Analyst I/II position to process monthly audits, provide  
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projections, and to provide management reports.  This position can be secured utilizing 
Title IV-E administrative overhead costs. 

 
Section 8:  Background Checks for Civilian Staff 
 
8.1  Refer all civilian personnel who have been offered a position with the Santa Clara County 
Probation Department for a background check conducted in the same manner and by the same 
contractor that prepares background reviews of the candidates for peace officer positions.  
(Priority 2) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
Section 9:  Improving Management Information and Decision Making 
 
9.1  Perform an immediate and thorough assessment of Department-wide management 
information needs and fully implement a system of monthly management information reports to 
unit supervisors, division managers and administrative staff with managerial responsibilities 
(Priority 2) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
9.2  Codify these changes to its management information system in Departmental policy and 
procedure manuals, and subject them to regular organizational review (Priority 2) 
 

Response:  Agree 
 
 
I wish to thank you and your team for conducting a comprehensive audit of the Department.  
Your staff worked diligently during the past eight months to deliver a well thought-out meaningful 
report.  The audit findings support the direction of the Department to achieve our vision of being 
the nation’s leader in Probation Services.  
 
Please know that we have already taken measures to implement many of your 
recommendations.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Sheila E. Mitchell 
Chief Probation Officer 
 
Attachment 
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County of Santa Clara 

Facilities and Fleet Department 

County Center at Charcot 
2310 North First Street, Suite 200 
San Jose, California 95131-1011 
( 408) 993-4 700 

Date: July 15, 2013 

To: Board of Supervisors 
Cheryl Solov, Principal Management Auditor 
Jeff Smith, County Executive 

From: Jeffrey D. Dr~~~ 
Director, Facijifles ~d .P-'leet Department 

Subject: Probation Department Management Audit 
Section 3: Administrative and Support Vehicle Inefficiencies 
Section 4: Wright Center Rental Income 

The following comments are submitted in response to the subject audit. 

Section 3: Administrative and Support Vehicle Inef]iciencies 
The Probation Department should work with the Fleet Division of the Facilities and Fleet Department to: 

3.1 Eliminate seven very low-use vehicles from the administrative and support cost centers, and either 
decommissioning or re-allocating these vehicles to replace obsolete vehicles in the county fleet. 

3.2 -Shift eight other relatively low-use administrative and support vehicles from support units and instead 
allocate them to non-support units to replace aged vehicles within the Department. 

Response to Section 3: The Facilities and Fleet Department (F AF) concurs with the above recommendations 
with the proviso that F AF manage the elimination and shifting of vehicles to optimize overall fleet condition 
and efficiency. However, it is important to note that the Fleet may have to adapt to the department's needs 
resulting from programmatic changes such as the State's AB 109 Realignment. 

Section 4: Wright Center Rental Income 
The Administrative Resources Unit of the Probation Department should: 

4.1 Amend the existing MOU between the Department of Parks and Recreation and the Probation Department 
to allow Probation to charge a reasonable rent for Parks' use of its former Wright Center property. Probation 
should work with Parks and the County's Fleet and Facilities Department to determine a reasonable rent 
(estimated at $2 per square foot per month) and collect that rent as soon as practicable after amendment of the 
MOU (Priority 2) 

Board of Supervisors: Mike Wasserman, Dave Cortese, Ken Yeager, S. Joseph Simitian 
County Executive: Jeffrey V. Smith 
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4.2 Ensure that any future MOUs between the Probation Department and any non-General Fund entity 
provide for payment of reasonable rent for use of Probation's properties. (Priority 3) 

The County General Fund is not an internal service fund subject to OMB Circular A-87. Thus, with approval, 
County departments may use County General Fund facilities for County programs that benefit the public. 
Presently, there is no policy stipulating reimbursement. However, the Board may require reimbursement to the 
General Fund by any County department that is funded by non-general revenues or trust funds. 

In addition, it seems counterintuitive and administratively burdensome to pursue reimbursement from a County 
program for an interim use of what would otherwise be a vacant County facility. When vacant, facilities still 
require resources to provide baseline maintenance and security to prevent theft and vandalism. In this case, 
Parks occupancy of the Muriel Wright Center mitigates some of these costs. 
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Board of Supervisors: Mike Wasserman, Dave Cortese, Ken Yeager, Liz Kniss 
County Executive: Jeffrey Smith  

County of Santa Clara 
Department of Correction   
   
180 W. Hedding Street 
San Jose, California 95110-1772 
(408) 299-4005   Fax: (408) 288-8271  
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
John Hirokawa 
Chief of Correction 

 
 
June 28, 2013 
 
 
To:  Cheryl Solov, Management Audit Division 
 
From: Chief John Hirokawa 
 
Re:  Response to Probation Audit Section 2: “Transferring Laundry Services to Elmwood 

Correctional Complex” 
 
 
Recommendation 2.7: 
 
The report recommends adding 1.0 FTE Messenger Driver position to transport laundry 
between Elmwood, Juvenile Hall, and James Ranch. The Messenger Driver job 
specification requires the possession of a valid California motor vehicle operator’s license, 
and the definition states: “Under supervision, to drive a light automotive vehicle and to 
pick up and deliver mail, records, office supplies, library books, and other materials”. See 
attached job specification. The emphasis of the job specification is the operation of a light 
automotive vehicle, and the pickup and delivery of standard office materials.  
 
The trucks currently used by Elmwood for laundry and other deliveries are large cargo 
trucks, and they require a standard Class C license. They can be driven by any employee 
who has a Class C license and a County driver’s permit. Currently, delivery and pickup 
services are performed by Custody Support Assistants (CSA) driving the large trucks. The 
CSA job specification describes some of the tasks as: 

 Receives, sorts, and stores laundry and jail supplies, and 
 Loads and delivers laundry and other miscellaneous materials to and from the jail.  

The job specification requires that the CSA be eligible for a County driver’s permit. See 
attached job specification.  
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The department concurs in part with this recommendation because we will need one 
position to perform the deliveries and pickups. However, the more appropriate 
classification is CSA, not Messenger Driver, due to the size of the vehicles and the fact that 
laundry delivery is already a part of their duties.  
 
Also, the audit indicates that the Probation laundry is 826,850 pounds per year. This 
represents at least a 44% increase in workload, which does not even include the blankets 
indicated in the audit.  
 

DOC pounds per year   1,854,862
Probation pounds per year, not 
including blankets  

826,850 

% increase   44%+
 
The audit states that two CSA Supervisors indicated that DOC has the capacity to clean all 
of Probation’s laundry without additional equipment or supervisory staff, and would only 
need a driver to transport the laundry. Clearly a 44%+ increase in workload necessitates an 
additional CSA position to support the significant increase in poundage of laundry and 
help address the security concerns outlined below, in addition to the delivery driver CSA 
noted above.  
 
We would be able to perform laundry services for Probation if two positions were added, 
one for deliveries, and one to assist with the increased workload and security concerns. 
The annual cost of a CSA position is $93,693, and that includes salary, benefits, uniform 
allowance, and hazard duty pay (which is a standard pay for Local 521 employees who 
work in a locked facility). The cost of two CSA positions would be $187,386. 
 
Recommendation 2.1: 
 
The audit recommends transferring laundry services to the DOC laundry facility at 
Elmwood. If the function moves to Elmwood, there are additional onetime and ongoing 
costs to the department that need to be considered and added to the budget.  
 
Ongoing Repair Costs 
Although the audit does not anticipate additional repairs costs to our equipment due to 
the strain of the additional laundry, there will be a 44% increase in the poundage of 
laundry every year. That does not even include the additional blanket laundering 
poundage that the audit recommends be moved to Elmwood also. The audit does not 
include the pounds per year for the blankets, so we are unable to add that to the 
calculation. It is inevitable that our repair costs will increase. Our FY12 costs for 
maintenance and repair was approximately $19,500. If we extrapolate a corresponding cost 
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increase of 44%, this will increase our annual expenses by $8,580, for a total annual cost of 
$28,080 if we take Probation’s laundry.  
 
One‐time Equipment Costs ‐ Rolling Bulk Laundry Bins 
The movement of laundry to and from the sites in the delivery truck, movement in and out 
of the laundry area, and movement between the high volume washers and dryers requires 
the use of rolling bins. We estimate the number of bins needed is 30, at an approximate 
cost of $800 each, for a total one‐time cost of $24,000. The department would need these 
one‐time funds added to our budget if we take over the operation of Probation’s laundry.  
 
Ongoing Vehicle and Maintenance Charges 
The audit calculates the additional cost of transporting laundry to Juvenile Hall and James 
Ranch at $7,250 per year. This is based on driving a truck that gets 10 miles to the gallon, at 
$3.50 per gallon of gas, traveling 60 miles round trip per day, 250 net work days per year, 
with a maintenance cost of $2,000 per year. It should be noted that the current trucks we 
operate out of the facility average 8 miles per gallon. At the current FAF fuel rate of $3.66 
per gallon, our fuel costs would be $6,682. There would be no $2,000 additional cost for 
maintenance as the audit indicated, since we already pay for vehicle maintenance through 
FAF’s rate structure.   
 
Ongoing Cost of Laundry Chemicals  
The audit identifies Probation’s laundry chemical costs to be $2,350 per year, so their cost 
per pound for laundry chemicals is $0.00284. DOC’s cost per pound is approximately 
$0.05. Based on the 826,850 pounds of Probation laundry per year, our costs for laundry 
chemicals will increase by $41,342 per year. As noted above, this does not include the 
blankets that are recommended to be cleaned at Elmwood, so this new expense will 
increase beyond the $41,342 amount.   
 
Other Issues to Consider (page 6): Security Considerations 
 
There are security issues that come with introducing non‐jail Juvenile Probation clothing 
into our jail environment. DOC distributes standard‐issue jail clothing to inmates. 
Clothing from Juvenile Probation is non‐standard‐issue clothing, and if the adult inmates 
obtain this clothing, it can be used to help facilitate an escape. Also, transporting laundry 
on a daily basis is another opportunity for contraband to enter the facility from a juvenile 
facility where security standards out of necessity are different than DOC’s.   
 
Other Issues to Consider (page 6): Lockdowns 
 
As the audit states, at times DOC is required place Elmwood in lockdown, which causes 
all inmate workers, including laundry workers, to be confined to their cells. The audit 
states that lockdowns are typically no more than 24 hours, and if they extend beyond 24 
hours, inmate workers are allowed to return to the laundry facility. With the increasing 
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population of AB 109 inmates, we expect an increasing number of lockdowns. Last month, 
the facility was locked down for 72 hours. There were no inmate workers available for 48 
hours, but when the laundry work started again after 48 hours, it took the workers two 
days to catch up with the laundry. The audit recommends a contract with a separate 
launderer, but the costs may be higher than anticipated. It should be noted that lockdowns 
could increase in frequency and duration, and there will be delays on the occasions that it 
takes two days to catch up with the laundry.  
 
Final Summary and Table of Revised Costs 
 
If Probation’s laundry moves to Elmwood, the Department will have additional costs 
beyond the one position and vehicle costs identified in the audit. The costs that were 
outlined above are summarized and totaled in this table. From an operational perspective, 
DOC can perform laundry services for Probation, but the increased cost would need to be 
added to our operating budget because these costs are too large to be absorbed by the 
department. The costs in year one are estimated to be $267,990, and ongoing costs are 
$243,990.  
 
   Year One    Ongoing  
Ongoing Costs:   
Salary and Benefits – 2.0 FTE CSA   $          187,386   $    187,386  
Repair/Maintenance   $            8,580   $      8,580  
Vehicle Fuel Costs   $            6,682   $      6,682  
Chemicals   $          41,342   $    41,342  
Onetime Costs:   
Bulk Rolling Bins   $          24,000   $            ‐  

Total:  $        267,990   $  243,990  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
Job Specification – Messenger Driver 
Job Specification – Custody Support Assistant 
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Messenger Driver

Bargaining Unit: SEIU Local 521 Blue Collar

Class Code:
E28

C O UNTY  O F SA NTA  C LA RA  

Es tablished Date: O c t 27 , 1952 

Revis ion Date: Nov 5 , 1991

SALARY RANGE

$15.47 - $20.63 Hourly
$1,237.68 - $1,650.72 Biweekly
$2,681.64 - $3,576.56 Monthly

$32,179.68 - $42,918.72 Annually

DEFINITION:

Under supervision, to drive a light automotive vehicle and to pick up and deliver mail,
records, office supplies, library books and other materials. Some positions sort mail and
operate postage metering equipment in addition to operating a vehicle. 

TYPICAL TASKS:

Collects mail and interdepartmental correspondence or other material from County
offices and delivers to designated institutions;
 
Drives a vehicle on an established daily route or as directed;
 
Packs books or other articles, and labels for delivery;
 
Delivers shipments of books from Library headquarters to branch libraries and schools
and pick up books at branch libraries for return to headquarters;
 
Operates postage metering equipment;
 
Delivers mail to post office and registers and returns receipt to originating department
as requested;
 
Wraps packages for shipment by mail or other means and unwraps incoming packages;
 
Makes bank deposits and runs a variety of errands;
 
May be called upon to perform a variety of manual or simple clerical duties;
 
Performs related work as required.

EMPLOYMENT STANDARDS:

Possession of a valid California motor vehicle operator's license.

Knowledge of:

Traffic laws and vehicle operation.

Ability to:
 
Understand and follow written and oral instructions;
 
Perform work-related math;
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Work cooperatively and get along with others;
 
Demonstrate good physical condition and endurance.
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Custody Support
Assistant

Bargaining Unit: SEIU Local 521 Blue Collar

Class Code:
G74

C O UNTY  O F SA NTA  C LA RA  

Es tablished Date: Jun 5 , 1984 

Revis ion Date: Jun 5 , 1984

SALARY RANGE

$17.84 - $23.88 Hourly
$1,427.28 - $1,910.32 Biweekly
$3,092.44 - $4,139.03 Monthly

$37,109.28 - $49,668.32 Annually

DEFINITION:

Under supervision, maintains security and order of assigned areas within a detention facility;
receives, stores and issues a variety of materials, supplies, equipment, and commissary
items; assists with the processing and assignment of prisoners; supervises prisoners involved
in minor maintenance or recreational activities. 

DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS:

Positions in this class are distinguished from the Stock Clerk classification in that the former
works within a detention facility where the duties involve supervision of prisoners. These
positions are distinguished from the Sheriff's Commissary Clerk classification in that the latter
have contact with prisoners but no responsibility for their supervision. This classification is
distinguished from the Security Guard in that the latter classification is not assigned within a
detention facility but is responsible for security and order in other County facilities and
directs and gives information to the public. This class is further distinguished from Deputy
Sheriff in that all duties involving prisoner contact are performed under supervision of the
Deputies and do not require advanced training to perform varied law enforcement
responsibilities. 

TYPICAL TASKS:

Supervises prisoners performing minor maintenance and during recreation periods;
 
Inspects cells and equipment and evaluates condition;
 
Escorts service and repair persons working in the facility to insure the security of
these workers and their tools;
 
Completes identification packet involving assignment of barrack, bunk and work crew;
 
Supervises the issuance of clothing and bedding;
 
Moves the prisoners within the facility as necessary;
 
Handles commissary duties including ordering and delivering goods;
 
Prepares requisitions for janitorial and office supplies;
 
Receives, sorts, and stores laundry and jail supplies;
 
Loads and delivers laundry and other miscellaneous materials to and from the jail;
 
Maintains the clothing room and supply lockers;
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Distributes prisoner information booklets;
 
Inventories, bags, labels and maintains a location file for all clothing;
 
Uses computer terminals and printouts for locating prisoners;
 
Maintains visible files for housing and work crews;
 
Handles property and clothing releases, returns clothes to prisoners being released and
investigates clothing and property claims;
 
Prepares written reports of incidents or conditions within the facility;
 
Performs related work as required.

EMPLOYMENT STANDARDS:

Completion of high school or equivalent and sufficient training and experience which
demonstrates possession of the following knowledge, skills and abilities.

Knowledge of:

Basic supervision techniques;
 
Storeroom methods and procedures used in the receipt, storage and issuance of
goods;
 
Minor maintenance;
 
Fire and safety regulations;
 
Basic arithmetic.

Ability to:
 
Think and act quickly in emergencies;
 
Understand and follow oral and written instructions;
 
Supervise prisoners on work assignments and in recreation;
 
Interpret and enforce rules and regulations with firmness and tact;
 
Use simple hand tools and equipment;
 
Prepare written reports;
 
Learn to operate a computer terminal;
 
Keep simple records;
 
Get along with others.

NOTE: Ability to pass a background check and qualify for a County driver's permit
required.
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