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SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Yolo County Sheriff’s Office is interested in applying for State SB 863 Lease Revenue Bond Financing to
replace their antiquated Leinberger Center (also known as their Branch Center) to better accommodate
their jail system needs, address compacted housing, lack of program space, severe construction
deficiencies, ability to properly house inmate classifications (including mental health and sentenced
inmates awaiting reentry), and inmate and staff safety concerns.

The Sheriff’s Office operates the County’s jail system which includes both the Monroe Center (Main Jail)
and Leinberger Facilities. The jail system has continually operated under a Federal Court imposed
inmate population cap for several decades now. As a result of this inmate population cap, the Monroe
Facility can house a maximum of 313 inmates and the Leinberger Facility can house 142 inmates. The
two facilities have a combined pretrial and sentenced bed capacity of 455 total inmates. The Federal
cap was imposed by the Courts because of severe overcrowding throughout the jail system. Even with
the construction of the Leinberger facility some twenty years ago, the County’s jail system has had to
respond to increased inmate population almost each year.

In order to address the overcrowding, the Sheriff’s Office has successfully developed and implemented
an array of alternatives to incarceration programs and case processing procedures which have allowed
the jail system to function within the limits of the population cap. In addition to alternatives to
incarceration, the department has been very progressive in the variety of in-custody and out-of-custody
programs put into practice from initial assessment throughout the system. Alternatives and types of
programs available are further defined in this report. What is most relevant to the objective of this
report is the inability to properly house the types of inmates in the existing Leinberger Facility and
implement the types of programs available due to inadequacies that currently exist.

Goal of this update is to assess the conditions of the existing Leinberger Center, validate the current
operations, and to update the prior data contained in the 2011 Needs Assessment with information and
statistics to validate prior assumptions and provide a current snapshot of the jail system. To
accommodate the required bed projections to 2019 (as noted requirement in SB 863 application) the
Sheriff’s Office and consultants reference the previous Needs Assessment where projections were based



on Population and Incarceration Rates, ADP Trends, and Early Releases. The population projections with
incarceration rate of 22.4 and then adjusted to include the beds needed to curtail early releases.
Another predictor is to show how the average daily population has increased in the past and project a
similar pattern for the future. The two methods used to predict future jail beds illustrate similar results.
There was a “Low” projection for beds based on 30% of the Notice to Appear (NTA) being released on
Own Recognizance (OR) or bail rather than staying in custody. Another “High” projection based on bed
needs by population and incarceration rates (please reference prior Needs Assessment Section 8: Inmate
Population Projections).

The “Low” projection by 2019: 179 additional beds
The “High” projection by 2019: 239 additional beds

It should be noted that Yolo County is committed to alternatives and simply not adding more beds. The
county did receive partial funding for AB900 and is currently in design phase with 32 additional beds.

With the proposed Leinberger replacement facility, and noted AB900 beds, for the SB863 application
Yolo County is requesting less than 1/3™ of the “Low” projection of additional beds relative to the
projected need. The replacement facility is anticipating 8 additional beds to current Federal Court Cap.

Assessment Update Planning Process:

In 2007, Yolo County contracted with Steve Reader Enterprises to prepare a comprehensive jail needs
assessment report. The 2007 needs assessment was initiated for potential AB 900 funding and included
with the County’s application for Phase | funding. The primary goal of this needs assessment study was
to provide a sound planning document which was user friendly, could be updated, and utilized as a
guide to assisting the Sheriff’s Office with future jail crowding issues and related construction needs.
The following Project Goals were identified in the 2007 assessment study:
e To identify any significant jail problems or deficiencies
e To identify short term solutions to any significant jail problems
e To identify and find solutions to areas of jail liability
e To compile and document statistically jail inmate demographics and bed needs
e To identify short and long term remodel and building needs
e To provide a broad image of the size, scope and needs of future jail additions
e To provide a theoretical schematic plan illustrating scenarios for possible additions or
renovations to the jail and connectivity and proximity of the various units
e To ensure any proposed additions are effective and compatible to serve the overall goals of all
the criminal justice agencies
e To incorporate planning which not only enhances safety but also afford the ability to provide
health and rehabilitation programs for the inmates



Findings from the original study identified the following significant Yolo County jail housing and support

area needs:

Mental Health Psychiatric (Physc) Housing Units — Provide additional mental health and
medical space is essential. One of the primary concerns about the existing jail voiced by Yolo
County Officials is the lack of all types of mental health beds and available options.

Male General and Specialized Housing Classifications — The jail has a significant shortage of
male beds and additional housing should be built. Jail Management emphasized this and mental
health housing was the greatest need and statistics validate this belief.

Female Housing — The housing situation for females is inadequate due to the limited housing
options for females. This was a significant issue at Monroe Center where there is only one
housing unit for female inmates.

Support and Program Space — Additional support and program space is required. The primary
support functions such as kitchen, laundry, medical, visiting and others have varying degrees of
inadequacy. There is a considerable need for additional program space for the jail.

In late 2011 Yolo County contracted with Criminal Justice Research Foundation (CJRF), through Lionakis,

to provide an updated Jail Needs Assessment in anticipation of AB 900 Phase Il funding and was

provided with their application. The updated assessment was very comprehensive, provided a much
needed update to the jail system with the recent impacts of AB 109 inmates, and included a system
wide Jail Needs Assessment Update undertaken by the Sheriff’s Office to help the agency determine if
the County should apply for AB 900 Phase Il jail construction funding.

The work conducted in this update effort involved completing a series of planning objectives and related

data collection tasks that were intended to provide the following:

Objective #1: Document the full range of jail facility needs of the Yolo County Correctional
System.

Objective #2: Reconfirm the goals and operational objectives that provide overall policy
direction for Yolo’s Adult Detention System.

Objective #3: Profile jail system processes involving felony and misdemeanor arrests and
identify constraints that prohibit the jail system from resolving operational and facility-related
problems

Objective #4: Project the number of jail facilities, square footage, and other support space
requirements of the department’s Custody Division. Determine cost feasibility to provide
facilities through renovation and expansion of new jail buildings.

Objective #5: Identify the practical steps that can be taken to meet the needs of the jail system
while facility programming and construction of new jail buildings.

Objective #6: Prepare a time-phased detailed Needs Assessment update and facility planning
document the County can rely upon when making fiscal resource decisions and commitments
involving the jails.



The updated assessment focused on a number of jail planning information tasks to ascertain accurate
recommendations and approach to develop a construction planning report. The information and data
collected in responding to planning objectives were used to prepare the updated report. The
Assessment encompassed the planning criteria and supporting information defined by the Board of
State and Community Corrections (BSCC) and provided planning recommendations to meet facility
projected requirements. The Report contains the following summarized information:

Criminal Justice System Trends — Updated analysis of County criminal justice statistics and
trends including a profile of the adult population detained in the Sheriff’s jail facilities.
Programs and Services — An updated assessment of jail programs and services presently in
place, including alternatives to incarceration and judicial resources. Report identified options
and additional services that could be developed and suggests ways to enhance and/or expand
current programs to address current and future needs.

Jail Facility Requirements — The Assessment establishes an estimate of current jail facility needs
including an evaluation of the potential of existing facilities for continued and future
development, including construction costs of proposed facilities.

A key aspect of the background information compiled for the Updated Needs Assessment examined jail
booking and population growth trends by facility and custody status. This data highlighted comparative
changes in the number and percent of offenders booked and released within 24-hours at the County Jail.
The data also showed the average length of stay information for each method of release for both felony
and misdemeanor arrests. Inmate profile data was also assembled from inmate history records and jail
population reports prepared monthly by the Custody Division and interviews with staff. The data
examined selected characteristics of the jail population by inmate classification and custody status.
Primary scope of updated information included the following:

e Jail Population Projections
e Planning Approach and Scope of Tasks
o Task 1: Review of current system problems and reconfirm goals and objectives and
overall purpose of the local pretrial and sentenced jail facility.
o Task 2: Examination of County’s current and future jail needs for the adult criminal
justice system.
Task 3: Analysis and selection of feasible facility solutions.
Task 4: Preparation of an Updated Jail Needs Assessment and Facility Construction Plan
Report.
e Jail Facilities Description and Assessment
e Arrests, Jail Bookings & ADP Trends

Goal of this current update to the facility assessment is to validate the current conditions of the existing
Leinberger facility, types of spaces available, inability to properly house current inmate population,
facility deficiencies, security and safety issues that currently exist, and feasibility to replace this building



with a new and modern detention building that accommodates the security and functional needs of the
County.

SECTION 2: UPDATED JAIL INFORMATION

The Sheriff’s Office and consultants reviewed prior data contained in the prior 2011 Needs Assessment
and updated the information and statistics to validate prior assumptions and provide a current snapshot
of the jail system.

California Yolo County
% % %
Change Change Change
2000- 2000- 2011-
2000 2010 2010 2000 2010 2010 2011 2014 2014
Reported Crime Rates
(Per 100,000
Population)
Violent Crimes 610.5 422.3 -30.8% 557.6 251.1 -55.0% 281.6 364.7 29.5%
Property Crimes 1,677.2 1,506.7 -10.2% 1,470.3 1,501.7 2.1% 2,616.8 2,652.8 1.4%
Larceny - theft
(under $400) 1,382.1 1,021.3 -26.1% 1,471.6 1,401.2 -4.8% 1,210.9 1,203.3 -0.6%
Arson 41.8 20.3 -51.4% 52.7 28.4 | -46.1% 27.7 34.7 25.2%
Total 3,711.6 2,970.6 -20.0% 3,552.2 3,182.4 -10.4% 4,137.0 4,255.5 2.9%

e Crime Rate Comparisons: In spite of the downward trend in County reported crime rates, a
comparison of Yolo's crime rate with California statewide crime rates per 100,000 population in
2010 shows that the County's total crime rate (3,182.4) is 7.2% higher than the California statewide
crime rate in 2010. Property crime rates in Yolo County for burglary, auto theft, and thefts over $400
in value between 2000 - 2010 increased 2.1% while these same rates statewide declined 10.2%.
However, rates for Property Crimes between years 2010-2014 increased dramatically to 57%.
Overall, statewide crime rates between 2000 -2010 declined approximately 20.0% but the decline in
Yolo County was only 10.4%, nearly half of the reported reduction compared to California as a
whole.

e Violent Crime and Arson rates between years 2011-2014 have increased substantially to 29.5% and
25.2% respectfully.

Adult Arrest Trends

Any analysis of growth trends impacting adult detention facilities must consider adult arrest patterns.
Arrests have major impact on booking volumes at detention facilities, on inmate population levels, and
on the workload of agencies that must make case processing decisions. The information in this section
analyzes overall changes in adult felony and misdemeanor arrest patterns in Yolo County.

e Total Adult Arrests: In 2014, Yolo County law enforcement agencies arrested a total of XXXX adult
offenders. This volume of arrests was 6.6% higher than the total number of county-wide adult



arrests (6,838) which occurred in calendar year 2000. During the first half of the decade, adult
arrests increased each year and peaked with 7,978 in 2005. In the intervening years, total yearly
adult arrests have fluctuated to their 2010 level (7,286).

Changes in Total Adult Arrests in Yolo County Between 2000 - 2014
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¢ Felony and Misdemeanor Arrest Trends: On a yearly average between 2000-2010 Yolo County
law enforcement agencies have been arresting 2,675 felons and 4,897 misdemeanants. For the
following 4 years (2011-2014) felony arrests have dramatically increased to an average of 3,499
with misdemeanor arrests decreasing to an average of 3,091. The decrease in misdemeanor
arrests can be attributed to the jail’s federal cap and implemented policy to cite and release. For
the period 2010 - 2014, countywide felony arrests have increased by 61%. The total number of
annual arrests between 2010-2014 dropped from 6,189 in 2011 to again increasing back up to
7,478 in 2014. In recent years the mix of felony and misdemeanor arrests has fluctuated
significantly during this period. Felony arrests generally account for more than half of arrests
local law enforcement agencies make each year.



Yolo County Adult Felony and Misdemeanor Arrest Trends

2000-2014
Felony Arrests Misdemeanor Arrests Total Adult
Year Number I % Change Number | % Change Arrests % Change
2000 2,255 -3.8% 4,583 -7.0% 6,838 -0.3%
2001 2,584 14.6% 4,665 1.8% 7,249 6.0%
2002 2,922 13.1% 4,566 -2.1% 7,488 3.3%
2003 3,087 5.6% 5,108 11.9% 8,195 9.4%
2004 3,098 0.4% 5,378 5.3% 8,476 3.4%
2005 2,987 -3.6% 4,991 -7.2% 7,978 -5.9%
2006 2,844 -4.8% 4,794 -3.9% 7,638 -4.3%
2007 2,696 -5.2% 5,090 6.2% 7,786 1.9%
2008 2,419 -10.3% 5,021 -1.4% 7,440 -4.4%
2009 2,163 -10.6% 4,750 -5.4% 6,913 71%
2010 2,368 9.5% 4,918 3.5% 7,286 5.4%
2011 3,215 35.8% 2,974 -39.5% 6,189 -15.1%
2012 3,124 -2.8% 2,988 0.5% 6,112 -1.2%
2013 3,668 17.4% 2,917 -2.4% 6,585 7.7%
2014 3,987 8.7% 3,491 19.7% 7,478 13.6%
o i 2,894 4.3% 4,416 A1.3% 7,310 0.8%

e Male and Female Adult Arrests: In 2010, 1,676 females were arrested by City and County law
enforcement agencies. In 2014 this increased to 1,764. These arrests represented 23.6% of the total
county-wide arrests (7,478) which occurred that year. Approximately 76.4% of the adult arrests in
2014 involved male offenders. The overall percentage of male and female adult arrests in Yolo
County between 2000 - 2014 has changed significantly. In 2000, females accounted for
approximately one out of every five arrests in the County. Today they represent one out of every
four arrests.

Yolo County Male and Female Arrests

2000 - 2010 2011 - 2014
2000 2010 % Change 2011 2014 % Change
Male Arrests 5,479 80.1% 5,610 77.0% 2.4% 4,850 78.4% 5,714 76.4% 17.8%
Female Arrests 1,359 19.9% 1,676 23.0% 23.3% 1,339 21.6% 1,764 23.6% 31.7%
Total Arrests| 6,838 7,286 6.6% 6,189 7,478 20.8%

e Adult Arrest Rate Trends: When factored for the effects population growth, the adult arrest
trend data shows that the total adult felony and misdemeanor arrest rates per 100,000 adult
populations between 2000 - 2010 has declined 18.6%. While for the period between 2011 — 2014
has increased 5.5%. Felony adult arrest rates during this time period have declined 2.7% but are a
bit misleading since total felony arrests technically increased by 20% however; county population
has increased to offset the perceived percentage change.



Arrest Rates Per 100,000 Yolo Adult Population

2000 - 2010 2011 - 2014
Offense Category 2000 2005 2010 % Change 2011 2014 % Change
Felony Arrests 2,050.0 2,220.8 1,644.5 -19.8% 1,591.0 1,548.7 -2.7%
Misdemeanor Arrests 4,166.4 3,710.8 3,415.3 -18.0% 1,471.7 1,681.7 14.3%
Total Arrests| 6,216.4 5,931.6 5,059.8 -18.6% 3,062.6 3,230.4 5.5%

Comparison of Yolo County and statewide adult arrest rates per 100,000 adult populations (ages 18-69)
for the period 2000-2010 shows that statewide felony and misdemeanor arrest rates declined 12.4%
while Yolo County arrest rates declined 18.6%. Even though arrest rates have been declining at a higher
percentage in Yolo County compared to statewide rates, the total number of felony and misdemeanor
arrests per 100,000 adult populations in each year have been significantly higher compared to statewide
arrest rates. As the table below in 2010, total California statewide adult arrest rates were 4,659.7 per
100,000 adult populations compared to 5,059.8 in Yolo County, a difference of 8.6%.

Comparison of Yolo County and California Statewide Adult Arrest Rates 2000 - 2014

2000 - 2010 2011 - 2014
Offense Category 2000 2005 2010 % Change 2011 2014 % Change

Yolo County:
Felony Arrests 2,050.0 2,220.8 1,644.5 -19.8% 1,591.0 1,548.7 -2.7%
Misdemeanor Arrests 4,166.4 3,710.8 3,415.3 -18.0% 1,471.7 1,681.7 14.3%

Total Arrests| 6,216.4 5,931.6 5,059.8 -18.6% 3,062.6 3,230.4 5.5%
California Statewide:
Felony Arrests 1,782.8 1,961.7 1,528.9 -14.2%
Misdemeanor Arrests 3,541.1 3,341.1 3,130.8 -11.6%

Total Arrests| 5,323.9 5,302.8 4,659.7 -12.5%

Jail Inmate Booking Trends

The Yolo County Sheriff’s Office is responsible for the care and custody of all prisoners falling under the
jurisdiction of the Yolo County Court system. The Department operates two jail facilities to house
inmates, the Monroe Center and Leinberger facility.

e Main Jail Daily Inmate Bookings: In 2011, the Monroe Center processed an average of 816
bookings each month. This represents an average of 26 bookings per day. Annual Monroe Center
bookings, since 2005, have ranged from a low of 9,023 in 2010 to a high of 10,522 in 2006. From
2012 — 2014 average daily bookings have increased 15.1%.



Yolo County Jail System Booking Trends

2005-2014

Total a‘;er:‘;ﬁ; Average Number of Daily Bookings

Year Bookings Bookings Felony Misdemeanor Total
2005 9,640 803 15 9 24
2006 10,522 877 15 14 29
2007 10,160 847 13 14 27
2008 10,110 843 12 15 27
2009 9,325 777 12 14 26
2010 9,023 752 12 13 25
2011 7,773 648 11 11 22
Yearly Average 9,508 816 11 1 26

% Change -19.4% -26.7% 22.2% -8.3%
2012 7,554 630 10 11 21
2013 7,836 653 11 10 21
2014 8,698 725 12 12 24
Yearly Average 8,029 669 1 1 22

% Change 15.1% 22.2% 8.4% 15.1%

As the data also shows, between 2005 and 2011 the Monroe Center is booking an average of 13 felony
detainees and 13 misdemeanor detainees on a typical day. Since 2005, felony bookings have declined
while misdemeanor bookings have increased. From 2012 to 2014 average daily bookings have remained
fairly steady. A longer historical review of the Yolo County jail system booking trends for the period
1997-2014 shows the County jail system has been processing larger numbers of inmates. Average
monthly bookings for example, have increased from 750 in 1997-99 to 792 in 2006-11 and 669 in 2012-
14 (an increase of 5.6%). These historical trend patterns are important when projecting jail inmate
population levels into future years. An important factor to consider in recent years is policy change to
cite and release prior to even entering the jail system. This is primarily due to court cap and allowing
any potential bed space for felons.

Yolo County Jail Booking Trends
1997 - 2014

Average Yearly Jail Average Monthly Jail

Years Bookings Bookings
1997 - 99 9,005 750
2000 - 05 9,054 755
2006 - 11 9,828 792

% Change 9.1% 5.6%
2012 -14 8,029 669

% Change -10.8% -10.8%



Pretrial ADP

Over the period of January 1, 2013 through December 31, 2013 the Yolo County Jail had an Average
Population (ADP) of 450 inmates. The ADP of inmates on Pretrial status over this period was 275. As
the data indicates, the percentage of inmates on pretrial status for this time period was 61%.

Yolo County Jail Facility
Changes in Jail Bookings, Pretrial / Sentenced and Peak Jail Inmate ADP

2008-2014

Peak Jail Inmate ADP
Ave. Monthly | Pretrial | Sentenced | Total Jail |High (Peak)| Male Female Total
Year Total Bookings Bookings ADP ADP ADP ADP ADP ADP ADP
2008 10,110 843 320 109 429 455 375 54 429
2009 9,325 Ti7 337 85 422 428 364 58 422
2010 9,023 752 348 9 439 473 378 61 439
20Mm 8,064 672 308 55 363 410 318 45 363
2012 7,554 630 256 179 435 471 383 52 435
2013 7,836 653 275 175 450 472 396 84 450
2014 8,698 725 286 160 446 470 386 60 446
Average Yearly
Bookings & 8,659 722 304 122 426 454 a7 55 426
Inmate ADP
Yearly Average
2008-2011 9,130.50 761.00 328.25 85.00 41325 442 358.75 5450 41325
2012-2014 8,029.33 669.33 272.33 171.33 443.67 471 388.33 55.33 443.67
(%) 2008-2011 79% 21% 100% 87% 13%  100%
(%) 2012-2014 61% 39% 100% 88%  12%  100%

SECTION 3: EXISTING FACILITY DEFICIENCIES

Existing Facility Conditions:

The Leinberger building was constructed in 1992 and was originally planned as an unlocked Type IV
Facility (current definition) to house minimum security inmates. At the time, it was a very cost effective
construction type to house multiple detainees in an environment that did not require the project to be
constructed of hard or fire resistive materials. Similar to other counties that constructed unlocked
minimum security facilities, this brought on much needed rated beds to the jail system at a much lower
cost than a typical jail environment. Initially this Branch facility served the county well to ease the
overcrowding that existed at the time, but in subsequent years proved to be very problematic in dealing
with a more restrictive and sophisticated classification of inmates that ultimately were/are currently
housed there.



Existing Layout and Construction Type:

The Branch Center is arranged with several small dormitory style wings off a shared central Dayroom
area for activities. There is a larger area dedicated for males and smaller section for females and a
centralized multi-purpose space for dining and programs. Each of the small dorm areas has a sleeping
area and bathroom with residential style plumbing fixtures. Each of the wings contains a small staff
work area for supervision and working with an adjacent gang shower for inmates.

There is a separate administration section near the front portion of the facility that is a hub of activity
with shared staff support space, small reception center for inmates being processed to center, public
visitation check-in, and service providers’ entry with work area storage. This front area acts as a check-in
counter for out-of-custody offenders that are on electronic monitoring or home custody. There are a
few covered outdoor spaces originally intended for exterior activities however, the classification of
current inmates housed in this facility has limited the available use of these spaces.

The facility is located on the southwest corner of the Government Center property and is adjacent to
and bounded on the east and south side by the Yuba Community College. There is a semi-secure
perimeter security fencing for retaining inmates (since an unlock facility) and to keep public away. The
surrounding site area is subdivided with fencing to designate outdoor recreation areas and to
accommodate exiting from facility. With the outdoor space adjacent to public areas, inmate accessible
with numerous alcoves, there is a continual problem with contraband easily supplied to inmates. Staff is
unable to always sweep the areas prior to inmates being allowed outdoors and this often contributes to
the ability to smuggle contraband into the facility. Below is a general plan of the existing facility
illustrating the spaces and site conditions that exist.

[ ]

3,282 SF

16,050 SF | 5o

The facility was constructed similar to a residential group home with wood framed walls, wood roof
trusses, gypsum board interior wall covering, vinyl exterior siding, and asphalt composition roof shingles.



This construction type is obviously not conducive to a correctional environment, non abuse resistant,

unsafe and in a constant deteriorating state. The following items are current deficiencies and/or

deferred maintenance items that are in need of replacement or repair:

Building Deficiencies

With gypsum wallboard covering, the facility has constant abuse where inmates have
repetitively punched holes in the walls, get into fights or kick the walls and utilize small openings
to hide contraband. Inmates often smuggle cigarettes or marijuana into the facility, create small
holes in wallboard and blow smoke into the walls. If a staff member walks by one of the offset
dormitories or close by, the inmates will drop lit contraband into the wall cavity which is an
extreme fire hazard.

Facility’s restrooms are in a constant state of repair. Plumbing toilets and lavatories fixtures are
porcelain with exposed piping and removable drain stops. Fixtures are often damaged, in
constant need of repair, and real safety concern with inmates being able to remove items. The
deteriorating bathrooms have a host of safety concerns with poor design/layout since they are
not visible without staff physically going into the space through the small dormitories.

At the time this facility was constructed, the building code required the Dayroom be separated
from dorm units and subdivided with large fire shutters and dividing walls. This does not allow
clear openings and direct supervision by staff limiting sightlines and ability to have constant
presence with inmates. The antiquated design is extremely difficult to supervise and the lack of
proper staff sightlines is a common issue throughout the facility. The dorm units do not have
window openings allowing staff to have visual observation and often rely on hearing inmates in
lieu of seeing what they are doing.

The gang showers have been problematic for decades. There has been continual water damage,
wall and finish replacement, and sexual assaults. They are in a separate room and not visible for
staff supervision to control activities or protect inmates from sexual abuse.

The carpeted floors, staff station casework, and interior finishes are all damaged and need to be
replaced.

The existing staff stations have a raised floor area constructed of wood framing and plywood
which has numerous holes that have been patched and require additional reinforcement and
should be replaced.

The interior light fixtures are lower commercial grade type that has no security aspect to them.
The lens and housing on these fixtures are damaged and in constant repair. Maintenance staff
is left to utilizing tape to strap to ceiling to support and hold together. Inmates are constantly
tampering with the fixtures and hiding contraband above them.

The roof remains a deferred maintenance item and is beyond its useful life requiring full
replacement. In addition, the gutters and vinyl siding and pulling away from the building and
should be all replaced.

The HVAC system is a series of small package units mounted on grade adjacent to the individual
dorm wings. The units are original to the construction of the facility, not very efficient, and are
in need of full replacement. Maintenance staff has done their best to keep them operational



but struggle with ability to maintain. The coolant systems are outdated, hard to find
replacement compressors, and not environmentally friendly.

In 2014, the County had a consultant do a countywide study of their facilities. For the Leinberger facility
over the next 5-years, it was noted that the cost for deferred maintenance is $891,000 just to bring the

building back to where it needs to be. This does not include any costs to renovate building areas to

improve operations.

Below are a few photos of deficiencies that currently exist:

Safety and Security Deficiencies

As noted previously, the bathroom area within the small dorms has poor sightlines creating a
real safety issue. The original design places the restrooms tucked backed (90 degrees) to entry
and absence of sightlines for security staff to supervise. This creates a very dangerous situation
for both inmates and officers. Correctional Officers working in the Leinberger facility cannot see
into the inmate bathrooms until they are physically in them. This creates an ideal local for
inmate altercations. Of the 32 reported accounts of mutual combats between inmates in the last
3 years, the vast majority of fights have occurred in the inmate bathroom areas.

The showers are setup as gang showers which limit the ability to protect inmates from potential
abuse.

The antiquated building design causes difficult inmate supervision. The poor sightlines remain a
consistent issue throughout the facility. There are no internal windows into the dorm units, and
the control officer does not have sufficient sightlines to the exterior inmate accessible spaces.




They often need to rely on a few camera views that do not cover the majority of areas
necessary.

e At the time of construction, building and fire codes required barriers to separate some of the
functional areas. This contributed to separation of inmates and the officers who supervise
them, thus not allowing for full utilization of direct supervision. Direct supervision promotes the
safety of both inmates and jail staff and is greatly needed in the Leinberger Facility. The constant
presence of an officer among the inmates would play a powerful role in ensuring safety by
becoming aware of problems and responding to them before they escalate. According to the
National Institute of Corrections, direct supervision methods can reduce violence by 30-90
percent.

e The outdoor exercise area presents a particularly vulnerable point in the facility’s security.
Leinberger is located less than % mile from residential homes and adjacent to the community
college. Only a chain-link fence with a razor wire across the top secures the various yards.
Controlling the introduction of contraband from outside sources is near impossible. Drugs are
easily being thrown over the fence. In the last 2 ¥ years, nearly 100 incidents of contraband
have been documented. It is highly suspected the majority of the contraband brought into the
Main Jail is from the outside yards at Leinberger since these inmates work the kitchen and
laundry at Jail. There is also a perimeter fire road with a series for chain link gates at the various
segregated outdoor spaces.

e Due to the construction type of the building, Leinberger is considered an “unlocked/open”

facilty. |
-

I/ door with panic hardware to the exterior is installed at

each of the dormitory units. |
I "he Leinberger lobby acts as a check-in counter for out-of-custody
offenders on electronic monitoring and home custody. || GGG

Inability to House Multiple Classifications

The building is in disrepair, unsecure, unsafe and because of the construction type it cannot be
upgraded to accommodate an I-3 occupancy classification (allowing it to be a locked facility). In addition,
the building layout and design inhibits the county from housing inmates of different classifications. All of
the eight male dorms cannot be secured from the each other, which requires all inmates within the
facility have to be the same classification. Physically separating classifications of inmates from each
other remains a major design and operational problem of Leinberger.

On a daily basis, there are numerous sentenced inmates at the main jail who ideally would be placed in
Leinberger for reentry programming. However, due to their classification; whether it is administrative



segregation, disciplinary isolation, or gang dropout, the inmate cannot be transferred and therefore
does not receive intensive reentry programming.

Demographics of inmates are continually changing within the jail population, are more sophisticated and
dangerous, and in need of separation. Gang affiliations are on the rise and more frequently gang
members must be separated. The facility needs the ability to securely segregate and house multiple
inmate classifications. With the current security and safety limitations, only carefully screened inmates
that meet strict policy and procedure criteria are transferred to the Leinberger Detention Center. The
safety of staff, inmates and the public must be paramount when considering inmates for transfer.

The inability to segregate inmates from one another, at times even within the same classification, still
causes safety concerns. In the last 3.5 years there have been 55 incidents of movement to avert
violence, and resulted in an inmate requesting to be moved back to the Main Jail to “feel safe”.

Lack of Program and Treatment Space

Certainly, the greatest unmet inmate need in the current facility is designated program and treatment
space. The current facility design lacks any real designated programming space. Most programs are
administered in the dayroom, which is not conducive to a learning environment. The dayroom serves as
a program room, visitation room, a staging area for medical visits, dining hall and often a location for
professional visits. There is only one professional visit room for the entire facility, which frequently
forces attorneys to see clients on makeshift outdoor desks or in the dayroom. The scheduling logistics of
only one space for multiple uses often leads to service providers being asked to give up their time slot or
rearranged schedules, resulting in inconsistent programming.

Due to the lack of designated program space, the number of programs and frequency of programming is
greatly inhibited and tremendously inadequate for reentry success. For example, the education and
GED programs are primarily independent study with limited tutoring, due to lack of programming space
or a computer lab. The facility does not offer adequate vocational programs due to lack of a space for
hands-on vocational training. If the facility had multiple designated program rooms, various programs
could run concurrent and allow more programming to be delivered to more inmates. There remains a
high demand to expand and better formalize the program space to ensure all classifications can access
programming and services.

The absence of designated spaces beyond the dayroom adversely impacts other important inmate
services. There is no confidentially or privacy for medical visits, anyone in the dorms can hear what is
being said. Individual visitation is limited to only 10 inmates to assure there is adequate space in the
dayroom and is only available on weekends and one weekday night. Visitation is also staff intensive
since an officer must physically be next to visitors to observe that nothing gets passed from visitor to
inmate.



SECTION 4: RECOMMENDED LEINBERGER FACILITY REPLACEMENT SCOPE

Leinberger, with its current configuration, noted deficiencies, antiquated equipment and construction
type, safety and security issues, and available program limitations can no longer meet inmates’ in-
custody classification and rehabilitation needs. For these reasons the existing facility should be replaced
with a new and modern facility that will meet current and future needs.

A series of meetings with the Yolo County Sheriff’s and representatives from the CAQ’s office were
conducted to assess the current and future needs. The group focused on a variety of critical success
factors that will be a continual resource for reference as the project design progresses. This will be
dependent on the successful outcome of obtain SB863 State funding. The group also discussed
potential options for siting the new facility and how this population can best serve the Jail Campus. A
group/classification of the inmates housed in this reentry facility will also work the new Kitchen and
Laundry facility currently planned to be constructed as a separate project using AB900 reversionary
funding. The newly planned Kitchen will also have a Culinary Arts program component in the building
which aligns with continued treatment options for sentenced inmates and creates additional job
placement opportunities.

Given the proximity to other master planned buildings on the campus, it was determined that the new
building should be physically located on the same site as the current Leinberger facility. This will pose a
few challenges to the Sheriff’s Office with sequencing and construction timing. Given this proposed
building should be a full replacement on the same site, the County will potentially need to lease some
available beds from another agency during the demolition and new construction. The County is fully
aware of the added cost this will present however; it’s critical to place this facility in the best possible
location to serve the jail system in the long term.

Design of the new facility is one of a secure in-custody reentry center, equipped with adequate space
properly designed to safely house multiple classifications of both male and female inmates
simultaneously and supply ample designated programming and treatment space to help inmates
effectively obtain necessary skills for a successful reentry into the community. The proposed reentry
facility shall incorporate a mix of varying sized program spaces and service provider work rooms to
accommodate the multiple classifications simultaneously.

The design proposal includes a multi-tiered 150 bed facility with three (3) 30 - Bed dormitory housing
units and one (1) 60 - Bed dormitory unit. The housing units shall be arranged in a podular fashion so
can easily be supervised from a centrally located raised and open staff station. Security systems will be
needed for support, but primarily security will be achieved through direct staff management and remote
surveillance. Staff will be able to look directly into the housing units or activity areas and can maintain a
constant level of surveillance. Direct interaction with inmates is accomplished through the use of a
roving officer who will move in and out of the housing area “as needed” or on an unscheduled basis.

The improved design will adhere to current supervision philosophy, create staff efficiency to operate the



facility and provide a more secure environment to accommodate higher, more serious inmate
classifications.

The ability to house multiple inmate classifications is an imperative function of the proposed facility.
The design will include individual dormitory areas, in lieu of open dorm sleeping areas contiguous to a
dayroom, which allows supervisory staff the ability to limit inmates to their designated dormitory for
safety and security requirements. Toilets, lavatories, and sleeping areas will be contained within each
dorm setting to allow inmates free access. By having multiple individual dormitories, dormitory
occupancy levels can be kept appropriate to the inmate classification, and provide the maximum
flexibility to accommodate previously non-qualifying inmates currently housed at the Main Jail.

Support areas will provide security search and staging rooms, supplement staff work and break areas,
inmate education administration rooms, visitor processing, a family renunciation visitation area, and
multiple designated inmate program and multi-purpose rooms. There will be a minimum of four (4)
program rooms to accommodate a multitude of current and proposed programs and supplement the
continuum of care needed for reentry.

Movement between housing units and support facilities will be designed to be minimized and easily
observable. Spatial organization will accommodate the flow of activities rather than inhibit it. Observed
and/or monitored secure circulation corridors will be used to allow inmates to move unescorted
between housing units and support services to reduce the time staff spends in escorting.

In addition to the secure inmate portion of the facility, the new building will include a small
administration area to function similar to the existing Leinberger facility. There will be a lobby for those
detainees that are on alternatives to incarceration to check-in for processing and/or appointed
assignments. This area will include supervisory administrative offices and support services. To better
support the Jail system, the non-secure side will provide much needed staff support areas such as male
and female lockers, work area, and break room.

The design of the new facility will respond to a more secure environment in terms of materials, smaller
grouped and secure dormitories, staff controls, and technology. Secure areas will be constructed with
emphasis on providing a secure perimeter with materials resistant to abuse and damage. The facility will
be cost effective, abuse resistive with operational flexibility to accommodate a changing inmate
population. Whenever feasible, the building will provide natural light and attempt to provide a
nonthreatening setting that downplays the institutional feeling and supports a more normalized
environment. This will be achieved through use of materials, colors, acoustics and abundant natural
light.

Architectural characteristics include adequate capacity, including the right kinds of bed space to allow
proper inmate classification and separation and flexibility in the use of housing areas. The architectural
environment will support the safety of staff and inmates by providing staff direct visual and acoustical
awareness of activities in all areas and create appropriate sightlines and visibility throughout the
housing and programming areas.



As previously stated, the primary function of the new facility should be that of a reentry center. With
this purpose in mind, the proposed design includes multiple programming and treatment spaces to
meet various inmate reentry programming needs concurrently. Not all programs and services can occur
in one or more multipurpose spaces. Select Program rooms will be located directly adjacent to the
housing units to reduce inmate movement and can be used for a variety of activities, such as meetings
or counseling sessions, classification interviews, and so forth. Larger multipurpose programming rooms
outside the housing area will be used for educational classes, meetings, and religious services. The
multipurpose areas shall be designed to be flexible enough to meet the needs of a wide variety of
programs and services that might be provided instead of creating separate spaces for each, including
academic and hands-on vocational training.

The basic design should provide an environment that supports the operational requirements of the
Sheriff’s Office, a safe and secure jail-housing facility, the ability to house multiple classifications and
reentry programming for inmates while detained.

The project will also include, but not limited to, site improvements; site utilities and infrastructure;
security fencing; electrical; plumbing; mechanical; computerized heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning; security; low voltage; emergency power; and fire protection systems.



Yolo County

2015 Leinberger Major Needs Assessment Findings and Conclusions

The Replacement Facility needs to:

Safety

Replace the antiquated unsafe - unsecure finger-style dormitories, gang showers, remote restrooms,
and woof framed construction type of the old facility.

Construct new generation style dormitory housing units which reflect the (a) changing inmate
security custody profiles, (b) inmate classification characteristics/needs, and (c) provide flexibility
with genders.

Efficiency

Develop and use housing configurations which embody direct visual supervision podular facility
which meets "best practice" detention operational standards and use of technology which provides
flexibility to meet a wide range of varying inmate classifications. Provide staff supervision station
that has ability to observe all housing and recreation areas concurrently thus being staff efficient.
Replace the inadequate and unsafe inmate restroom and gang shower areas which does not allow
proper supervision and encourages assaults. Provide appropriate toilet and shower facilities that
provide a level of modesty and allow sufficient supervision to protect the inmates.

Provide a modern and durable detention facility that is staff efficient to operate with highly efficient
mechanical, plumbing, and electrical equipment with control systems to reduce operational costs.

Programming and Treatment

Provide multiple classroom and program space to allow for a wide variety of programming and
evidence-based counseling which reduces recidivism while addressing individual inmate needs.
Expand special use beds and support staff areas which can be used for inmates with mental health
treatment needs.

Provide staff support areas that benefit the entire Jail Campus.

Provide multi-use program areas for varying use and scheduled activities such as family reunification
and changing vocational programs.
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SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
[ e e s A e e e e o ]
Yolo County Jail Needs Assessment Update

Needs Assessment Update Planning Process

The Yolo County Sheriffs Department operates the County’s jail detention system which includes the
Monroe Center and Leinberger Facilities. The County jail system operates under a Federal Court-
imposed inmate population cap. As a result of the population cap, the Monroe Facility can house a
maximum of 313 inmates and the Leinberger Facility can house 142 inmates. The two jail facilities have
a current combined pretrial and sentenced inmate bed capacity totaling 455.

The inmate population cap was imposed by the Courts because of severe overcrowding throughout the
County jail system. Even with the opening of Leinberger minimum security facility, the County’s jail
system has had to respond to increased inmate populations each year.

In order to address the overcrowding, the Sheriff's Department has developed and implemented an array
of alternative to incarceration programs and case processing procedures which have allowed the jail
system to function within the limits of the population cap. Continued increases in inmate populations,
particularly as a result of the new State AB 109 Realignment Law, is expected to seriously impact
crowding in the two adult detention facilities.

The AB 109 legislation reassigns three groups of offenders previously handled through
the State Prison and Parole System to California counties. The first group includes
convicted offenders receiving sentences for new non-violent, non-serious, non-sex
offender (“N3") crimes that will be served locally (one year or more). Offenders in this
category will have no prior violent or serious convictions. The second group involves
post-release offenders (up to three years) coming under Probation Department
supervision for “N3” crimes released from State Prison. Offenders in this category may
have had prior convictions for violent or serious crimes. The third group includes State
parole violators who are revoked to custody. With the exception of offenders sentenced
to life with parole, this group will be revoked to local County Jail instead of State Prison.

The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) estimates that in the
initial first nine months of Realignment implementation (October 2011 to June 2012), the
Yolo County criminal justice system will receive approximately 88 new N3 offenders
sentenced to local incarceration in the County Jail, 14 State parole revocations
committed to the local jail and 207 Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS)
offenders receiving supervision provided through the Probation Department.

Between July 2012 and September 2013, CDCR estimates the AB 109 Realignment will
result in 235 additional new locally sentenced offenders, 229 new post-release probation
assignments, and 81 State Parole revocations to County Jail. Based on these estimates
from CDCR over the first two year implementation period, the Yolo Probation Department
is projected to receive a total of 436 Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS)
offenders (monthly average of 18). The Sheriffs Department is projected to receive 418
(monthly average of 17) “N3” felony offenders sentenced to jail time or some combination
of jail time and community supervision and parolee jail commitments.



With the system-wide average daily population levels for the Monroe Center and Leinberger Facilities
continually at or above rated bed capacities, the Sheriffs Department is extremely concerned about the
influx of new AB 109 convicted and sentenced felony defendants. In order to address this situation, this
Jail Needs Assessment Update was undertaken by the Sheriffs Department to help the agency
determine if the County should apply for AB 900 Phase 2 Jail Construction Grant Funds.

Original Jail Needs Assessment Report

In 2007, Yolo County contracted with Steve Reader Enterprises to prepare a comprehensive jail needs
assessment report. The primary goal of this needs assessment study was to provide a sound planning
document which was user friendly, could be updated annually, and could be used as a guide to assisting
the Sheriff's Department with future jail crowding issues and related construction needs.

Jail Needs Assessment Study
Project Goals

To identify any significant jail problems or deficiencies

To identify short term solutions to any significant jail problems

To identify and find solutions to areas of jail liability

To compile and document statistically jail inmate demographics and bed needs
To identify long and short term remodel and building needs

To provide a broad image of the size, scope and needs of future jail additions

To provide a theoretical schematic plan showing scenarios for possible additions or
remodeling to the jail and the connectivity and proximity of the various units

®  To ensure any proposed jail additions are efficient and compatible to serve the
overall goals of all the criminal justice agencies

B To incorporate planning which not only enhances safety but also afford the ability to
provide health and rehabilitation programs for the inmates

Findings from the original study identified the following significant Yolo County jail housing and building
needs:

®  Mental Health Psychiatric (Psych) Housing Units -- Providing additional mental
health and medical space is essential. One of the primary concerns about the
existing jail voiced by Yolo County Officials is the lack of all types of mental health
beds and housing options. Currently Yolo County does not have a distinct and
separate housing unit or pod to house male inmates with significant emotional or
psychological problems. The jail places some of these inmates in the medical
infirmary cells; however, they are few and poorly designed for this purpose. Most of
the inmates with mental health issues are placed in lockdown in Administrative
Segregation (ADSEG) cells. The isolation of ADSEG is not necessarily the most
appropriate housing for inmates with mental illness or drug psychosis. Inmates with
mental health problems tend to need a greater amount of staff attention. These
inmates are also at a higher risk of being victimized by other inmates. In some jails,
inmates with non-acute mental health problems seem to get along with each other
when separated from the general population. The benefit of having psych pods is
that the inmates with significant mental health problems are housed in specifically
designated housing areas rather than being housed throughout the jail where they
can become victimized. Inmates with mental health problems tend to be more
suicidal as a result of their emotional instability. Currently suicidal inmates must be



housed and observed in booking, this is necessary because of the options, but is not
a good situation. Keeping these inmates in an appropriate area allows for closer and
more consistent supervision.

®  Male General and Specialized Housing Classifications -- The Yolo County Jail
system has a significant shortage of male beds and new housing must be built.
These include Maximum and Medium Security beds and for inmates with specialized
classifications needs such as protective custody, administrative segregation and
disciplinary isolation. Jail Management has emphasized this and mental health
housing is the greatest need and statistics validate this belief.

®  Female Housing -- The housing situation for females is inadequate due to the limited
housing options for females. This situation must be rectified. This is a significant
issue at Monroe Detention Facility where there is only one housing unit for female
inmates. Inmates of all classifications except minimum are placed in this unit and
managed fairly well because it is direct supervision. However, it is inefficient,
stressful on staff and offers potential liability with the possibility of mixing
classifications or enemies. Additional female housing options are needed. This
could be accomplished by redistribution of space within the jail if new housing is
added.

B  Support Space Building Needs -- Additional support space is required. The
primary support functions such as kitchen, laundry, medical, visiting and others have
varying degrees of inadequacy. There is a considerable need for additional support
space now and should additional housing be added significant support space will be
required.

Updated Crime Rates, Arrests, Jail Bookings and Inmate ADP Trends

As part of the Jail Needs Assessment Update, reported crimes, crime rates, arrests, jail bookings and
inmate population trend data was collected and analyzed. The analysis revealed the following significant
information:

®  Reported Crime Patterns: In 2010, a total of 6,501 crimes were reported by
residents to local law enforcement agencies. Approximately half of the reported
crimes involved property offenses including burglaries, motor vehicle thefts, and
thefts over $400 in value. Nearly 43.9% of the crimes were thefts under $400 in
value. A total of 512 (7.9%) of the reported crimes involved violent offenses. Overall,
reported crimes increased 7.1% in Yolo County over the 11 year period between
2000 — 2010. Total crime rates per 100,000 population during the same period
dropped from 3,552.4 to 3,182.4 per 100,000 population, a reduction of 10.4%. In
spite of the downward trend in County reported crime rates, a comparison of Yolo's
crime rate with California statewide crime rates per 100,000 population in 2010
shows that the County’s total crime rate (3,182.4) is 7.2% higher than the California
statewide crime rate in 2010. Property crime rates in Yolo County for burglary, auto
theft, and thefts over $400 between 2000 — 2010 increased 2.1% while these same
rates statewide declined 10.2%. Overall, statewide crime rates between 2000 —
2010, declined approximately 20.0% but the decline in Yolo County was only 10.4%,
nearly half of the reported reduction compared to California as a whole.

" Total Adult Arrests: In 2010, Yolo County law enforcement agencies arrested a
total of 7,286 adult offenders. This volume of arrests was 6.6% higher than the total
number of county-wide adult arrests (6,838) which occurred in calendar year 2000.



On a yearly average basis, Yolo County law enforcement agencies have been
arresting 2,675 felons and 4,897 misdemeanants. For the past 11 years, an average
of 7,672 adults have been arrested each year for felony and misdemeanor crimes.
For the period 2000 — 2010, countywide felony arrests have increased by 5.1% while
misdemeanor arrests have increased by 7.3%. Felony arrests generally account for
about one out of every three arrests local law enforcement agencies make each year.
The overall percentage of male and female adult arrests in Yolo County between
2000 - 2010 has changed significantly. In 2000, females accounted for
approximately one out of every five arrests in the County. Today they represent one
out of every four arrests.

In spite of the fluctuations in yearly adult arrests between 2000 and 2010, nearly one
out of every five felony and misdemeanor arrests in Yolo County involve adults who
have been arrested for serious crimes of violence and weapons charges. Analysis of
offense patterns over the past decade shows that adult arrests involving violent
crimes and weapons have not changed appreciably each year. During this same
period, adult felony and misdemeanor property crime arrests increased 29.6% while
drug arrests have also increased 12.2%. County-wide, arrests involving alcohol
offenses have increased 14.6% and all other offense categories have increased
25.6%. When factored for the effects population growth, the adult arrest trend data
shows that the total adult felony and misdemeanor arrest rates per 100,000 adult
population between 2000 - 2010 has declined 18.6%. Felony adult arrest rates
during this same time period, have declined 19.8% and misdemeanor arrest rates
have also dropped 18.0%.

Daily Jail Inmate Bookings: In 2011, the Monroe Center processed an average of
816 bookings each month. This represents an average of 26 bookings per day.
Annual Monroe Center bookings, since 2005, have ranged from a low of 9,023 in
2010 to a high of 10,522 in 2006. The Monroe Center is booking an average of 13
felony detainees and 13 misdemeanor detainees on a typical day. A longer historical
review of the Yolo County jail system booking trends for the period 1997-2011 shows
the County jail system has been processing larger numbers of inmates. Average
monthly bookings for example, have increased from 750 in 1997-99 to 792 in 2006-
11, an increase of 5.6%. These historical trend patterns are important when
projecting jail inmate population levels into future years. As the data shows, overall
trends in bookings in spite of yearly fluctuations are generally increasing.

Yolo County Jail Booking Trends

1997 - 2011
Vo Average Yearly Average Monthly
i e Jail Bookings Bookings
1997 - 99 9,005 750
2000 - 05 9,054 755
2006 - 11 9,828 792
% Change 9.1% 5.6%

Monroe Center and Leinberger Facility ADP Trends: Between 2005 and 2011,
the Yolo County jail system had an average daily population of 454 inmates,
approximately 115.8% of the facilities CSA rated capacities. The Monroe Center's
average yearly ADP over the 7-year period was 321 inmates. The Leinberger
Facilities average yearly ADP was 133 inmates. Total jail system ADP has ranged
from 417 to 477 over the 7-year reporting period.



California Corrections Standards Authority (CSA) and

Federal Court Jail "Cap" 2011

CSA Rated Bed | Federal Court | 2011 Inmate | (%) Percentof | (%) Percent
Yolo County Capacity Jail "Cap" Population CSA Rated | of Court"Cap"
Jail Facility (# of inmates) | (# of inmates) (ADP) Capacity Capacity
Monroe Center 272 313 279 103.0% 89.1%
Leinberger Facility 120 142 138 115.0% 97.2%
Total Jail Facility 392 455 417 106.4% 91.6%

YoloMNATable10

Source: Yolo County Sheriff's Department Detention Division

The historical review of Yolo County's Peak jail inmate population (ADP trends)
shows that between 1997-2011 the County jails ADP has ranged between a yearly
average of 370 inmates to 454 inmates (2006-11), an increase of 22.7%. The jails
peak ADP has ranged over the same period from 410 to a high of 473. For the past
several years, the peak population factor has been 4.1% of the average daily inmate
population.

Yolo County Jail Peak Inmate Population (ADP) Trends

1997 - 2011
A\Fel’age Yeal"! o
Yoars Jail Inmate ADP Peak Jall AD
1997 - 99 370 410
2000 - 05 411 421
2006 - 11 454 473
% Change 22.7% 15.4%

Pretrial and Sentenced ADP Levels: For the Jail System as a whole, pretrial
inmate population levels comprise about 79.4% of the total Monroe Center and
Leinberger Facility bed space. Over the past four years, the County Jail System’s
pretrial ADP population has averaged 328 inmates while sentenced ADP has
average 85 inmates. The average daily pretrial population does include 7
misdemeanor detainees and 321 felony detainees. Between 2008 and 2011,
misdemeanor pretrial inmates have only represented about 2.1% of the County Jail
System’s pretrial population. Misdemeanants only account for 17.6% of the County
jail system’s sentenced inmate population.

Yolo County Jail Felony and Misdemeanor ADP Trends by Custody Status*

2008 - 2011

Pretrial ADP Sent i ADP Total Jail
Year Felony | Msd, | Total | Percent Felony | Msd, | Total | Percent ADP
2008 316 4 320 74.6% 84 25 109 25.4% 429
2009 332 5 337 79.9% 63 22 85 20.1% 422
2010 330 18 348 79.3% 86 5 91 20.7% 439
2011 306 3 308 84.8% 48 7 55 15.2% 363
Yearly Average 321 7 328 79.4% 70 15 85 20.6% 413

Percent (%) 97.9% 2.1% 100.0% 82.4% 17.6% 100.0%

YoloNA/Table 14
*Based on the month of September of each reporting year

Source: Yolo County Sheriff's Department
Monthly Jail and ADP Reports



Jail Populations Projections

The Jail Needs Assessment Update has shown that the most immediate and critical need for the Yolo
County Jail System is to construct additional bed capacity that will both eliminate the current
overcrowding and allow the Sheriff's Department to petition the Federal Courts to remove the jail Court
“Cap.” Overall population growth and criminal justice system characteristics indicate trends experienced
over the past seven years should, to a large part, continue over the next 15 — 20 years. Population
growth will continue to have an impact on the criminal justice system causing arrest and bookings to
increase in future years, creating additional demands for jail bed space.

Analysis of the inmate population projections shows that by 2015 the County’s jails will have at least a
capacity shortfall of 146 custody beds. With the passage of AB 109, by 2018 at full implementation of the
realignment legislation, the County jail facilities will be confronting an additional ADP of 310 sentenced
inmates who would have gone to State Prison and parole violators who can also be incarcerated for up to
six months. The inmate population projections also show the County jails need more maximum security
and administrative segregation housing to accommodate the changing inmate custody characteristics of
the pretrial and sentenced detainee populations. Additional specialized medical and mental health
housing capacity will also be required to adequately address the increasing healthcare and severe mental
health problems identified with male and female inmates.

If the County’s incarceration rate remains at 22.4 and if the population projections materialize as
projected, the following chart shows how many jail beds will be needed. The jail releases on average
more than 3,400 inmates per year due to overcrowding problems. Consequently, the number of beds
needed to stop the practice of releasing inmates early has been included in the below projections.

Projected ADP & Bed Needs by Population Projections & Incarceration Rates

Year Population ng? uFI,alt)iin Incag: :{:ﬁon Overcrowding Nohilcl:lgg i
2010 207,450 465 22 147 612
2015 226,733 508 22 147 655
2020 248,548 557 22 147 704
2025 271,078 607 22 147 754

It is preferable as the Needs Assessment Update has shown to use the higher projections to prevent the
chance of building too small.

“Low” Projected ADP & Bed Needs by Past ADP Trends

Year | Population ATE:ePn?jy Overcrowding Incag::treaﬁon Noh.ézi::(sgds B:did;&gg::e d
2010 207,450 457 103 27 560 105
2015 226,733 498 103 27 601 146
2020 248,548 539 103 26 642 187
2025 271,078 580 103 25 683 228




“High” Projected ADP & Bed Needs by Population Projections & Incarceration Rates

Year | Population P):Euﬁatl)i}t; 5 Overcrowding IncaFr::ae;:tion NoNiaei:isgds Add;\tligggggeds
2010 207,450 465 147 22 612 157
2015 226,733 508 147 22 655 200
2020 248,548 557 147 22 704 249
2025 271,078 607 147 22 754 299

The Consultants believe that the higher Projected Bed Needs is the best projection to plan for any new
jail facility expansion. If the County expands the facility, they would want to ensure it was built to
accommodate all the potential growth as it would be many years before another facility could be
constructed. The following information is based on the high bed need projections:

= Projected Total Additional Beds Needed by 2015 - Using the higher bed need
projections, the jail would need 200 additional beds by 2015 for a total of 655 jail
beds.

= Projected Male Beds Needed by 2015 - Using the current percentage ratio of
male beds, the jail would need 172 additional male beds by 2015 for a total of
542 male beds.

* Projected Female Beds Needed by 2015 - Using the current percentage ratio of
female beds, the jail would need 30 additional female beds by 2015 for a total of
112 female beds.

= Projected Unisex (Medical) Beds Needed by 2015 - Using the current
percentage ratio of unisex medical beds, the jail would need .2 additional medical
beds by 2015 for a minimum total of 4 unisex medical beds.

= Projected Total Number of Unisex (Acute Mental Health) Beds Needed by
2015 - Because none exist now, a minimum of 6 acute care mental health beds
are needed.

The AB 109 legislation reassigns three groups of offenders previously handled through the State Prison
and Parole System to California counties. The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation
(CDCR) estimates that in the initial first nine months of Realignment implementation (October 2011 to
June 2012), the Yolo County criminal justice system will receive approximately 88 new “N3" offenders
sentenced to local incarceration in the County Jail, 14 State parole revocations committed to the local jail
and 207 “N3" offenders on Post-Release Community Supervision provided through the Probation
Department.

Between July 2012 and September 2013, CDCR estimates that the AB 109 Realignment will result in 235
additional new locally sentenced offenders, 229 new post-release probation assignments, and 81 State
parole revocations to County Jail. Based on these estimates from CDCR over the first two year
implementation period, the Yolo Probation Department is projected to receive a total of 436 Post-Release
Community Supervision (PRCS) offenders (monthly average of 18). The Sheriffs Department is
projected to receive 418 (monthly average of 17) “N3” felony offenders sentenced to jail time or some
combination of jail time and community supervision and parolee jail commitments.



CDCR also estimates that by June 2014 at “full implementation”, the Yolo County criminal justice system
will be handling an average daily population (ADP) of new offenders that will include the following:

Estimated Average Daily Population (ADP) at “Full Implementation” of AB 109
of New Offenders in the Yolo County Criminal Justice System

* 277 “N3” offenders serving felony sentences in County Jail (130 serving less than three
years; 147 serving more than three years).

= 215 California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) offenders receiving
Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS) provided by the Probation Department.

= 37 revoked offenders in County Jail on State parole or local probation violations.

The offenders anticipated for local County Jail custody, supervision and treatment under the AB 109
Realignment are expected to have high needs in the area of substance abuse, persistent association with
negative peer influences, anti-social thinking, insufficient problem-solving skills, mental health issues, lack
of vocational and educational skills, post-release homelessness, and/or other basic needs.

Jail Planning and Construction Recommendations

Based on the original Needs Assessment recommendations developed in 2007 and from this Update in
2011, several time-phased jail planning and construction recommendations have been identified and
include those summarized on the following page:



Yolo County Sheriff's Department Custody Division
Jail Planning and Construction Recommendations

Recommendation Scope of Work

Phase I: Immediate Programming & Jail Construction (Within 1 — 5 Years)

Corrections Standards Authority (CSA) AB 900, Phase Il
Jail Construction Funding

Maximum Security Housing Unit - 148 Bed Maximum Security
Recommendation #1 Housing Unit — Program, design and construct a new 148 security
tiered housing unit in a single / double cell occupancy configuration.

Inmate Program Space - Program, design and build program space
Recommendation #2 that will serve the average daily population of pretrial and sentenced
inmates incarcerated in the County’s jail system.

Video Visitation Center - Program, design, and construct a new
Recommendation #3 Video Visitation Center utilizing state-of-the-art video conferencing
equipment.

Administration and Staff Services Center — Program, design and
construct a new integrated administrative facility and staff services
Recommendation #4 center for jail custody and program-support personnel. The renovated
Staff Support Service Center shall serve all custody staff for existing
and future detention facilities.

Medical and Mental Health Services — Program, design and build a
Recommendation #5 new Medical Services Clinic and acute Mental Health housing unit
that will include single cell occupancy and a transitional dormitory.

Jail Booking and Reception Unit - Program, design and build a
Recommendation #6 new centralized jail intake and booking center that can handle all
inmate processing, property storage and release functions.

Food Service and Kitchen Expansion - Program, design and build
Recommendation #7 a new kitchen that will serve both the Monroe Center and Leinberger
facility and new 148-bed Maximum Security Housing Unit.

Laundry - Program, design and build a new laundry facility to serve

Recommendation #5 the entire inmate population.

Central Control Room — Program, design and construct a new
Recommendation #9 secure Central Control room that will be able to monitor the full build-
out of the entire future Jail Complex.

Phase Il: Long-term Programming & Jail Construction (Within 6 — 15 Years)

Yolo County Capital Construction Funds: Jail Construction

Future Medium/Maximum Security Housing Unit = Program,
design and construct inmate housing units to accommodate projected
long-term average population (ADP) and peak inmate population
levels.

Recommendations #10




In light of the availability of AB 900 Phase Il Jail Construction funding awards, the Needs Assessment
Consultants are recommending that the Yolo County Sheriff's Department develop and submit an
Application for AB 900 Phase Il funding to the Corrections Standards Authority (CSA). The Application
should include the justification and construction grant funding to implement recommendations #1 through
#9 above.

The exact amount of the funding request should include a construction contingency for unforeseen
conditions and other costs the County might encounter during the completion of the jail construction
project. The AB 900 Phase Il construction should include:

This project would be an expansion and renovation of the existing 272-bed Monroe
Center Main Jail. It would include reprogramming of some existing functional use areas
and building new housing units with supporting infrastructure. The construction project
would provide a net gain of 157 jail beds and support infrastructure and would be carried
out in two construction phases. The phased construction is required to accommodate the
existing facility remaining operational with new and separate support spaces being
constructed first, and renovated backfilled areas providing new functional use.

The Phase | construction would provide the Sheriffs Department with a total of 148 new
rated maximum security beds. The new Housing would be a similar Type Il facility and
podular in design. Construction would be a multi-tiered Housing Unit with multiple pods
to provide flexibility for changing classifications and populations. It would be highly
durable and low maintenance and primarily be constructed of concrete block, steel
framed, and concrete filled roof deck. Most services would be brought to the inmates to
reduce movement, provide some support spaces adjacent to or within unit, and very staff
efficient. Finishes and acoustics would downplay the institutional feeling and support a
more normalized environment. The initial work would include the construction of
approximately 12,500 GSF of In-Custody Educational Treatment and Vocational Program
space as part of the new 22,400 GSF, 148-bed Housing Unit. By centrally locating this
program intensive support space in the facility, it would serve both the new expansion
and existing facility and is critical to the operational model embraced by the County.

Also included in the Phase | construction would be a 3,200 GSF Visitor's Center Building
for public video visitation, and 9,800 GSF Kitchen/Laundry Building. Both the Visitor's
Center and Kitchen/Laundry facilities would be separate buildings to accommodate
independent operational issues. The Visitor's Center would alleviate most public traffic
from the core Jail and relieve the existing Jail from having the public enter the secure
portion of the facility for visitation, eliminate current issues of contraband, and reduce
staffing. It would mimic a professional office environment and utilize more economical
construction materials. The Kitchen/Laundry would be strategically located near the
southern portion of the site adjacent to the existing minimum security facility so that these
inmates can work within this area and not have to enter the core Jail. It would also better
accommodate delivery of goods since the current location is on the secure side of Jail
and congested. This would be constructed primarily of durable concrete block, steel
framed roof and canopies, provide low maintenance finishes, and include robust
commercial kitchen and laundry equipment. The Phase | construction would also
renovate 5,250 GSF of the exiting Cameron Training Center to create jail staff restrooms,
lockers, staff dining and other support areas for custody and program staff.

The Phase Il construction would renovate and expand the Monroe Center’s Intake and
Booking area to 12,000 GSF to create a more functional vehicle sally, a pre-booking area
for arresting officers, and staff booking area. The renovation would include much needed
safety cells, multiple sobering and holding cells, and larger group holding cells. Two
secure gender specific docile holding rooms would also be constructed. The existing
release and Court-holding areas would be modified creating separate intake and
transportation and circulation routes. The construction would also expand the inmate
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dress-in area and property storage room. The renovation would be secure and
constructed primarily of concrete block.

The area currently occupied by the jail's existing kitchen would be renovated to
accommodate a new 10,224 GSF Medical and Mental Health Clinic. The Medical Clinic
area would contain multiple exam rooms and dental area. The Clinic would have space
for medical records, inmate waiting, nurse’s station, toilet, and a small lab area. It would
function much as a typical Clinic but more durable and observable. Dedicated secure
medical housing would be provided with multiple single and double-occupancy rooms,
and provides the opportunity for an isolation room. A shower area and associated
dayroom space would also be designed for the Medical Housing.

A new acute Mental Health Clinic and housing unit would be built in the Phase I
construction by remodeling the existing jail laundry and storage area. The Mental Health
Unit would provide multiple single-occupancy cells, a safety cell, and a small 4-person
transitional mental health dormitory. A centrally located nursing station with association
staff space would also be provided.

The existing Main Jail Administration area would also be renovated and expanded to
accommodate an expanded records, unit, additional custody staff offices, and related
custody support spaces. The renovation would also provide additional space for jail
Classification Officers including interview rooms, program and commissary space, and
staff work rooms. A contact attorney visiting area would also be added as well as video
visitation rooms in each of the existing Housing Units. Security system upgrades would
be included in both phases of the construction.

The following graphic shows the proposed site plan with the designated locations for the (a) proposed
inmate housing unit, (b) intake and booking expansion, (c) central jail administration, (d) medical / mental
health clinic, (e) in-custody program space, (f) video visitation, (g) staff services remodel area, and (h)
kitchen / laundry building.

Estimate Jail Construction Cost and Construction Schedule

The total construction cost for the recommended jail construction project to be included in the CSA AB
900 Phase Il project is estimated at $42,225,000. The cost estimate is based on recently constructed jail
projects in California escalated to the mid-point of construction and includes a 10% change order
contingency. The estimated cost also includes fees for fixed equipment and furnishings and other costs
related to (a) permits and reviews, (b) data and telephone, (c) testing and inspection, and (d)
commissioning of equipment.

Project costs are estimated at $3,220,000 which will cover architectural and engineering costs and
consultant services to prepare required CEQA documents.

If Yolo County applies for the AB 900 funding, the Application must be submitted by January 11, 2012
with conditional awards in late March 2012. Schematic design work could begin in April 2012 and be
completed by the end of July 2012. Design development drawings could be completed by March 2013
with construction documents available by November 2013. The duration of construction is estimated at
27 months with occupancy in July 2016. Under the conditions of the AB 900 funding regulations, the new
housing facility must be staffed within 90 days of completion which would be November 2016.
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SECTION 2: INTRODUCTION & METHODOLOGY

Yolo County Jail Needs Assessment Update

Introduction & Background Information

The Yolo County Sheriffs Department operates the County’s jail detention system which includes the
Monroe Center and Leinberger Facilities. The County jail system has been operating under a Federal
Court-imposed inmate population cap since 1990. As a result of the population cap, the Monroe Facility
can house a maximum of 313 inmates and the Leinberger Facility can house 142 inmates. The two jail
facilities have a current combined pretrial and sentenced inmate bed capacity totaling 455.

The inmate population cap was imposed by the Courts because of severe overcrowding throughout the
original jail facility. The crowding situation has persisted in the jail system since this time. Even with the
construction of the expanded Monroe Center facility in 1988 and the opening of Leinberger minimum
security facility, the County’s jail system has had to respond to increased inmate populations each year.

In order to address the overcrowding, the Sheriff's Department has developed and implemented an array
of alternative to incarceration programs and case processing procedures which have allowed the jail
system to function within the limits of the population cap. Continued increases in inmate populations,
particularly as a result of the new State AB 109 Realignment Law, is expected to seriously impact
crowding in the two adult detention facilities. '

The AB 109 legislation reassigns three groups of offenders previously handled through
the State Prison and Parole System to California counties. The first group includes
convicted offenders receiving sentences for new non-violent, non-serious, non-sex
offender (“N3”) crimes that will be served locally (one year or more). Offenders in this
category will have no prior violent or serious convictions. The second group involves
post-release offenders (up to three years) coming under Probation Department
supervision for “N3” crimes released from State Prison. Offenders in this category may
have had prior convictions for violent or serious crimes. The third group includes State
parole violators who are revoked to custody. With the exception of offenders sentenced
to life with parole, this group will be revoked to local County Jail instead of State Prison.

The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) estimates that in the
initial first nine months of Realignment implementation (October 2011 to June 2012), the
Yolo County criminal justice system will receive approximately 88 new “N3" offenders
sentenced to local incarceration in the County Jail, 14 State parole revocations
committed to the local jail and 207 Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS)
offenders receiving supervision provided through the Probation Department.

Between July 2012 and September 2013, CDCR estimates the AB 109 Realignment will
result in 235 additional new locally sentenced offenders, 229 new post-release probation
assignments, and 81 State Parole revocations to County Jail. Based on these estimates
from CDCR over the first two year implementation period, the Yolo Probation Department
is projected to receive a total of 436 Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS)
offenders (monthly average of 18). The Sheriffs Department is projected to receive 418
(monthly average of 17) “N3” felony offenders sentenced to jail time or some combination
of jail time and community supervision and parolee jail commitments.



Estimated Average Daily Population (ADP) at “Full Implementation” of AB 109
of New Offenders in the Yolo County Criminal Justice System

= 277 “N3” offenders serving felony sentences in County Jail (130 serving less than three
years; 147 serving more than three years).

= 215 California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) offenders receiving
Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS) provided by the Probation Department.

= 37 revoked offenders in County Jail on State parole or local probation violations.

With the system-wide average daily population levels for the Monroe Center and Leinberger Facilities
continually at or above rated bed capacities, the Sheriffs Department is extremely concerned about the
influx of new AB 109 convicted and sentenced felony defendants. In order to address this situation, this
Jail Needs Assessment Update was undertaken by the Sheriffs Department to help the agency
determine if the County should apply for AB 900 Phase 2 Jail Construction Grant Funds.

Historical Perspective

Over the past several years, the Sheriffs Department has taken the following steps and actions to begin
addressing the County’s jail crowding problems:

®  Developed and implemented jail population management alternatives specifically
directed at relieving through nationally recognized pre- and post-sentenced release
programs.

B Updated Jail Management and Operations by increasing staff responsibilities;
expanding in-service training; and establishing new system-wide policies and
procedures that addressed every major practice in the custody process.

B Upgraded and expanded inmate programs and services by developing a
classification process for making both housing an program assignments; revamping
medical and healthcare delivery; providing a wider range of legal and recreational
library services; initiating community volunteer services and expanding basic inmate
recreational opportunities.

B Developed a comprehensive Jail Needs Assessment Report in 2007 that
incorporated both interim remodeling and long-range construction solutions to
alleviate the most serious facility building needs of the Custody Division.

The Sheriffs Department also adopted a set of written goals and objectives for the Adult Corrections
System that expressed, in broad terms, the principal purposes for which the County jails are operated.
The Mission Statement included clear statements of philosophy directing such issues as (1) secure
custody of inmates; (2) inmate welfare and safety; (3) staff welfare and safety; (4) system coordination
and support; (5) use of alternatives to incarceration; (6) management roles and responsibilities; and (7)
facility design standards.

The Sheriff's Department further concluded that the following major components were critical to improving
the County’s detention system: (1) need to build; (2) need to have the criminal justice agencies working
together; (3) need to develop alternative programs; (4) equality of housing and programs; (5) new
construction concepts involving the use of open environment and high inmate — staff interaction; (6)
substantial staff training; and (7) compliance with California Title 15 Minimum Jail Standards and those of
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the American Correctional Association. In addition, the Sheriffs Department endorsed several concepts
which they felt were crucial and should be the focal points for implementing the newly created Mission
Statement:

B The paramount goal of any jail must be public safety and security.

®  The primary goal with regard to the inmate population should be that detained
individuals will depart the facilities in no worse condition, physically or psychological
than that in which they entered.

B Emphasis should be placed on conditions and facilities for staff. The staff has to
work in the facilities 24-hours a day, seven-days-a-week, 365 days a year. After
reviewing other facilities, it became apparent that too often, too little thought is given
to staff in designing jails.

B Creative alternatives to prosecution, detention, and sentencing should be used, to
the extent possible, and consistent with public safety.

®  Any new jail facilities need to be designed with an eye toward flexibility in the
segregation and housing of inmates. The County’s original facilities were seriously
lacking in this regard.

B Equal facilities and access to jail programs must be provided to male and female
inmates.

In approaching the architectural design for the County’s Jail Complex, the Sheriffs Department’s Custody
Division adopted two major components that called for jail facilities that:

®  Utilized a podular-designed jail with an inmate management philosophy of direct
supervision.

®  Utilized a “Central Service Core” design concept which allowed more flexibility in both
phasing construction and tying into existing or future onsite buildings.

This policy decision represented a major departure from the design and operation of the County’s prior jail
facility. To aid in the planning of future jail facilities, the Department also established the following
implementation guidelines which they utilized in the development of their long-range Facility Master Plan
for the County Jail System.

Guidelines For Development of Future Jail Facilities in Yolo County

(1) The facilities should be flexible in design and allow for phased construction and
future expansion horizontally rather than vertically.

(2) The facility should be constructed to provide maximum security at its perimeter with
layered security zones within the facility. Interior construction should be consistent
with security needs of the area.

(3) Overall security management of the facility shall be maintained by a Central Control

station. Central Control should be responsible for the operation of all entry and exit
doors and sally ports for both the perimeter and interior zones. This station shall be
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in a secure area that is inaccessible to inmates, visitors, and away from high traffic
areas.

(4) The facility shall provide appropriate staff space to accommodate staff briefings,
conferences, breaks, lunch, showers, toilets, and lockers. This space should provide
staff privacy and relaxation away from other facility activities.

(5) The design should provide for maximum flexibility in its components to accommodate
inmate classifications. It should incorporate the concepts of centralizing
administration, developing a Central Service Core, and providing alternative program
space (centralized and decentralized) consistent with inmate classification.

(6) A separate facility should be provided for those inmates assigned to the Work
Furlough Program. There should be no contact between work furlough and regular
jail inmates. This separation can minimize contraband smuggling problems,
especially in service areas (e.g., food, laundry, etc.).

Jail Needs Assessment Methodology

In order to assist the Sheriffs Department respond to the jail's continued overcrowding situation, the
Board of Supervisors in 2007 contracted with Steve Reader Enterprises to conduct a Jail Needs
Assessment Report. In 2011, the Report was updated with assistance provided through the Criminal
Justice Research Foundation (CJRF), Lionakis (architects and engineers), and supporting information
provided by Steve Reader Enterprises. The work conducted in this update effort involved completing a
series of planning objectives and related data collection tasks that were intended to:

Yolo County Jail Needs Assessment Update Planning Objectives

" Planning Objective #1: Document the full range of jail facility needs of the Yolo
County Correctional System.

®  Pplanning Objective #2: Reconfirm the goals and operational objectives that provide
overall policy direction for Yolo's Adult Detention System.

® Planning Objective #3: Profile jail system processes involving felony and
misdemeanor arrests and identify constraints that prohibit the jail system from
resolving operational and facility-related problems.

®  Planning Objective #4: Project the number of jail facilities, square footage, and
other support space requirements of the Sheriffs Department's Custody Division.
Determine whether or not it is cost-effective to provide facilities through remodeling or
expansion of existing facilities and/or construction of new jail buildings.

" Planning Objective #5: |dentify the practical steps that can be taken to meet the
needs of the jail system while facility programming and construction is completed.

®  Planning Objective #6: Prepare a time-phased detailed Needs Assessment Update
and facility planning document the County can rely upon when making fiscal resource
decisions and commitments involving the jails.

16



The information and data collected in responding to these planning objectives was used to prepare the
Updated Jail Needs Assessment Report. The Assessment encompasses the planning criteria and
supporting information specified by the California Corrections Standards Authority (CSA) and provides
pre-architectural planning recommendations to meet jail facility requirements through the year 2018. The
Report contains the following summarized information:

B Criminal Justice System Trends: An updated analysis of County criminal justice
statistics and trends including a profile of the adult population detained in the Sheriff's
jail facilities; identification of existing jail system average daily population (ADP)
capacity; and projections of inmate population increases including changes in the
profile of pretrial and sentenced adults housed in the system.

®  Programs _and Services: An updated assessment of jail programs and services
presently in place, including alternatives to incarceration and judicial resources. The
report identifies options and additional services that could be developed and
suggests ways to enhance or expand current programs to address present and future
needs.

B Jail Facility Requirements: The Assessment establishes an estimate of current jail
facility needs including an evaluation of the potential of existing facilities for continued
and future use. Options for facility development, including construction costs of
proposed facilities, are also highlighted.

Update of Criminal Justice System Processing Trends

The preparation of the updated Jail Needs Assessment Study contains the following elements:

®  History of present County jail system, status of the current facilities, and a
description of current problem areas.

B Review of the basic mission, goals and objectives of the County jail system and the
operational needs of the County’s adult pretrial and sentenced jail facilities.

®  Review of present processing of adult offenders from booking to release and
preparation of detainee profiles.

B Review and evaluation of reasonable alternatives to incarceration and the extent to
which these alternatives have been utilized by the County.

B Evaluation of specific custody needs, including level(s) of security, program,
housing, and administrative space.

B Evaluation and recommendations regarding the utilization, modification, or expansion
of the existing jail system and potential site locations for additional facilities.

B Consideration of various alternatives to meet the current and future needs of the
County’s jail facilities, staff and programs within Yolo County. Facility alternatives are
delineated and accompanied by a list of advantages and disadvantaged for each
option. All alternatives (staff, facility, and programs) include estimated costs in
current dollars, including initial costs and operating costs.
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Development of an updated time-phased Construction Plan that specifies adult jail
facility requirements which Yolo County will have to meet during the next 20 years.

As part of the background work associated with the updating of the Needs Assessment, the following
trend information was compiled from published and unpublished data collected by the California

Department of Finance and Attorney General's Office Bureau of Criminal Statistics.
information was developed from the Sheriffs Department’'s Custody Records.

intended to provide an overview of basic justice system processing trends in Yolo County.

The specific information

included:

(1

)

3)

“4)

(%)

Jail Needs Assessment Planning Information

(1) County-wide adult population trends.
(2) Adult arrest trends.

(3) Jail booking and ADP population trends
(4) Felony Court processing trends.

(6) Trends in Court sentencing practices.
(6) Misdemeanor citation release trends.
(7) Pretrial and sentenced release trends.

Adult Population Trends: Data showing growth comparisons between adult and
total county-wide population for the period 2000 — 2030 was examined. The annual
growth rate in adult male and female population for the period was also considered.

Adult Arrest Trends: Adult felony and misdemeanor arrest trends for the period
2000 - 2010 was examined. Changes in arrest rate patterns for specific offense
categories was also collected and analyzed. Specific attention was directed to
identifying changes in the percentage of arrests involving serious felony crimes of
violence and weapons, alcohol/non-alcohol related crimes and the proportion of
arrests between adult male and females.

Jail Booking and ADP Population Trends: Total jail bookings for the period 2000 -
2011 was examined. Specific attention was directed to identifying in average daily
bookings, total pretrial and sentenced bookings, and male/female booking trends.
Average daily jail population ADP trends for the same period was also examined.
Specific attention was directed to changes in pretrial/sentenced and male/female
ADP levels by facility.

Felony Court Processing Trends: Comparative changes in the types of Court and
prosecutor decisions involving felony arrests in Yolo County and the State of
California as a whole were analyzed. Attention focused on case processing trends
involving (a) number of felony complaints denied by the District Attorney, (b) number
of felony arrests reduced to misdemeanor offenses, (c) number of lower Court
dismissals, and (d) Superior Court convictions.

Court Sentencing Practices: Overall trends in sentencing patterns associated with
convicted felony cases were analyzed. Data was also compiled which showed
changes in jail and prison commitments. Comparisons in the severity of dispositions

Other trend
This information was

considered in the Update of these basic criminal justice processing trends
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imposed by the Courts in Yolo County and the State of California in general were
also reviewed.

(6) Misdemeanor Citation Release Trends: Data was also collected and analyzed that
showed the percentage of misdemeanor arrests cited by law enforcement agencies
for the years 1999 — 2006.

(7) Pretrial and Sentenced Release Trends: Data showing the number of felony and
misdemeanor detainees interviewed and granted OR release was reviewed. The
reasons why detainees did not qualify for early release was also examined. Other
data was also compiled showing the average length of stay (ALS) for pretrial and
sentenced defendants released through the jail system.

A key aspect of the background information compiled for the Updated Needs Assessment examined jalil
booking and population growth trends by facility and custody status. This data highlighted comparative
changes in the number and percent of offenders booked and released within 24-hours at the County jail.
The data also showed the average length of stay information for each method of release for both felony
and misdemeanor arrests.

Inmate profile data was also assembled from inmate history records and jail population reports prepared
monthly by the Sheriffs Department's Custody Division and through interviews with custody staff. The
data examined selected characteristics of the jail population by inmate classification and custody status.

Profile of Existing Jail Facilities

Through observation of facilities, interviews with jail managers and staff, and analysis of basic operating
records, profiles of Yolo County’s Monroe Center and Leinberger Facility were developed. The profiles
include an analysis of procedures used to process inmates from the time of their entry into the facility until
release, including (1) the booking process including problems associated with booking facilities; (2) how
detainees are housed and handled prior to classification and assignment; and (3) timing and content of
the classification decision. Relevant population and inmate flow data was also included which showed (1)
average daily population, (2) pretrial and sentenced population in each facility, and (3) trends (over the
last ten years) in average daily population including shifts in pretrial and sentenced population.  Other
profile information focused on developing detailed data in a number of related areas including the
following:

" Configuration, Utilization, and Physical Condition of the County’s Detention
Facilities: Principal items of information gathered were dimensions, structural
design, current utilization of space in and physical condition of each of the County’s
jail facilities; number and size of cells; availability and size of areas used for
programs, services, and jail operations; history of structural changes, (i.e., additions,
remodeling, etc.) also received attention.

Information on physical layout, dimensions, and utilization of the detention facilities
was developed by “walk-through,” observation, measurement, and sketching.
Information on history of the facilities was obtained directly from jail personnel.

B physical Layout of Jail Site: Principal items of information gathered concerned
dimensions, physical characteristics, and utilization of the site on which the jail
facilities are now located. Site information was developed by physically measuring
and mapping.

" Jail Programs, Services, And Procedures: Principal information gathered
concerned nature of and policies governing current programs and services and
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conduct of essential jail procedures. Information on all programs, services, and
procedures was gathered through interviews with jail administrators, command staff,
and staff who administer programs.

Updated Jail Population Projections

Detailed projections of adult jail system populations through 2025 which were prepared in the original Jail
Needs Assessment Study completed in 2007 were reviewed and updated as required. Prior to the actual
development of the projections, Foundation consultants considered several data collection issues. First,
they reviewed and analyzed recent and expected trends at the state level which might impact on
detention system population. This included potential for shift, in mandatory sentencing legislation and
other relevant legislative trends (including AB 109 (Public Safety Realignment). Potential trends were
determined based on interviews with key legislators and staff of selected agencies including discussions
with the Corrections Standards Authority (CSA) and California Department of Corrections and
Rehabilitation (CDCR).

They also collected trend data involving historical growth in the County’s population including (a) total
growth and growth rates, especially involving the adult population base, and (b) shifts in socio-economic,
gender, and ethnic population composition experience over the same period. Population growth
projections developed for the County for the period 2000 — 2030 prepared by the California Department
of Finances Demographic Population Projection Unit was also collected and analyzed. The analysis
considered (1) total projected adult population growth, (2) age composition of the projected population, (3)
locational projections in terms of overall growth, and (4) annual rate of growth.

Once this data had been analyzed, the original adult jail system population projections were reviewed
using the following analytical steps:

B Review adult detention system caseload trends and identify, in terms of overall
volume, nature and scope of offenses comprising that volume and characteristics of
the population to include age, criminal history, and other relevant demographic
descriptors.

B Compare adult detention system growth (as measured by arrests and the
composition of the arrest population, bookings, and related population composition,
and pretrial and post-sentence jail facility ADP population composition) with general
County population trends and attempt to isolate quantitative relationships.

B Consider non-quantitative trends and assumptions likely to impact adult detention
system populations including state level influences, including AB 109 Public Safety
Realignment, as well as local sentencing practices.

®  Project the adult detention system population over the five, ten, 15 and 20 year
planning period employing (a) projected adult population growth for the County as a
whole, (b) quantify the relationships linking overall population growth and associated
population composition (age, social economic, ethnic, and gender composition) to
criminal activity, incarceration rates, and the profile of the current adult jail system
populations.

The original detention system populations were analyzed for trends and projections for pretrial and
sentenced populations by sex and custody status for the 20 year planning period. The distribution by
gender and sentence status was based on an analysis of custody status trends through 2011. The
projections were factored to account for spikes in population and inmate management/security
classification factors in each of the County’s jail facilities.
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In making the projections, two different methods were examined including (1) trend line projections and
(2) incarceration rate projections. Use of the different projection methods provided a range of
projections from which judgments could be made about future bed/cell space requirements from a
planning perspective based on a continuum of low to high growth forecasts.

The trend line method compares ADP to time. The incarceration rate method uses changes in booking
rates per 10,000 population, and ADP levels.

Planning Approach and Scope of Work

To accomplish this scope of work, the Foundation's study approach involved four separate and distinct
sequential tasks of analysis. The four tasks of work included:

Task1: Review of current system problems and reconfirm goals and
objectives and overall purpose of the local pretrial and sentenced jail
facility.

Task 2: Examination of County's current and future jail needs for the adult
criminal justice system.

Task 3: Analysis and selection of feasible facility solutions.

Task4: Preparation of an Updated Jail Needs Assessment and Facility
Construction Plan Report.

The work that was undertaken in each of these tasks is summarized below.

Task 1: Review of Current System Problems, Reconfirm Goals, Objectives, and
Overall Purpose of Local Pretrial and Sentenced Jail Facilities

The purpose of this first Task was to identify and carefully re-define the overcrowding problems faced by
the County's adult criminal justice system. The work focused on developing a detailed understanding of
the various schools of thought existent in Yolo County regarding problems, issues, and potential solutions
for the adult corrections system. Major policy decisions regarding facilities must meet both the immediate
and long-range needs of the community as well as that of the Sheriffs Department, other law
enforcement agencies, Probation Department, Superior Court, and adult offenders. For this reason, the
documentation of problems and other key issues were critical initial steps in the updated Jail Needs
Assessment and facility planning process.

This work involved an analysis of documents related to the adult corrections system in Yolo County. This
included such documents as prior overcrowding studies or project evaluations of programs which
comprise or are related to the jail corrections system in the County; Grand Jury reports; and any County
annual criminal justice plans for the last several years. Based on the results of this initial work and
related data collection efforts, staff prepared a detailed list of preliminary issues which were explored over
the course of the Jail Needs Assessment Project.

Task 2: Examination of County’s Current and Future Jail Facility Needs For the
Yolo County Criminal Justice System.

The work undertaken in this Task basically involved a comprehensive examination of what has occurred
in the County's pretrial and sentenced jail facilities in the past, especially with respect to how the existing
facilities are used, and the impact criminal justice system functions have affected population levels. The
collection, analysis, and interpretation of the data was intended to show, for example, who has been
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detained, the volume and pattern of bookings/admissions from particular jurisdictions, why the bookings
occurred, how long adult offenders are detained, and method of release. The resulting analysis provided
the baseline information for assessing the prior Needs Assessment programs and facility
recommendations projected both detention facilities for future years.

A key aspect of the projections involved making determinations of what County criminal justice officials
want to occur in the future. Many critical policy decisions concerning how the jail system is to be used
and which kinds of programs and alternatives may be acceptable or desirable were examined as a result
of the tasks undertaken in this phase of the Study. The analysis that was carried out involved:

®  Developing an updated profile of County's jail population and programs.

®  Documenting the operation of the County's criminal justice system (crime, law
enforcement, prosecution, courts, probation, etc).

" |dentifying key issues in terms of how criminal justice system operations affect the
County’s pretrial and sentenced jail facilities.

®  Considering a range of "alternative" programs (other than jail/incarceration) which
may be desirable or necessary.

®  Documenting the trends in population growth, adult crime, and incarceration rates
which will affect the County's future need for jail beds and other programs.

®  Validation of projected needed jail beds and incarceration alternative programs for
the next five, ten, and 20 years.

The data gathering and analysis process was based on a non-experimental design using a series of
selected case processing study samples and evaluation of "key" criminal justice system processes and
procedures. The effort focused on compiling information from five basic sources which were used to
identify short-term solutions for any problems affecting the jail system and provided the basis for
projecting jail capacity requirements during the next 20 years. These sources will included the following:

1. Analysis of published adult arrests, intake/booking, offense, field citation usage, and
other broad case processing trends associated with the County's justice system.

2. Analysis of the monthly ADP population and occupancy counts and corresponding
patterns occurring over the past several years.

3. Analysis of prior "snapshots" of the jail population at various times. The snapshots
were used to analyze the overall offense composition of the jail population during
these designated reporting periods and any subsequent changes in the general
severity of the offense patterns which might have occurred among the adult offender
detainee population. The snapshots also provided an opportunity to document
personal and behavior characteristics of detainees based on their own responses or
direct knowledge of jail staff.

4. The collection effort was designed to analyze numerous discreet elements of
information associated with the intake / booking and court decision processes
involved in handling adult defendants in the criminal justice system.

5. Synthesis of supporting statistical data developed in conjunction with the original
Jail Needs Assessment Study completed in 2007.
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Task 3: Analysis and Selection of Feasible Facility Solutions

In order to assess overall building and construction impacts for housing and expanding inmate
populations in the Yolo County jail system, a facility evaluation and construction option analysis was
undertaken. The work included an evaluation of renovation and remodeling requirements to support
existing detention facilities as well as new custody construction options which could be considered in a
construction plan to meet future projected inmate growth and security requirements.

The work examined the configuration, capacity, utilization, security levels, and physical condition of the
County’s adult jail facilities. The information was intended to highlight any significant issues concerning
the adequacy of the space and physical arrangement of the various jail facilities the County operates.

Based on the defined uses of space identified for each facility, an assessment of the quality of the
functional use area space was undertaken. The assessment of each defined space took into account
factors including (a) appropriate size, (b) efficiency/organization, (c) expansion characteristics, (d)
circulation, (e) location, (f) adjacencies, and (g) level of privacy. Overall conclusions about the adequacy
of a facility and its space provisions focused on standard building and design criteria as well as the
systems needed to support the operation of such a facility. Discussions with staff and their opinion of the
space and building systems were also taken into account when evaluating a particular space or area.

The physical plant assessment information was intended to identify any significant issues concerning the
adequacy of the space, and custody/housing levels associated with the jail facilities the County operates.
The resulting analysis also helped provide insight into several fundamental questions about the overall
characteristics, continued use, and future expandability of local jail facilities. This analysis was intended
to address the following planning issues:

1. Are local adult detention facilities sufficiently sized, configured, and in a condition
from a physical plant perspective to support the security level and program
requirements of the detainee population of felony and misdemeanor offenders?

2. Are there renovations, remodeling, or other building modifications which can be
made to existing facilities which would make better use of available space for staff
and/or detainees?

3. Do any of the local jail facilities contain building elements or systems which present
excessive liability for the County when continuing to operate or use the facility at
current ADP levels?

4. What are the likely and probable costs the County will experience in maintaining and
operating jail facilities for the expected useful life of the institutions?

5. Can any of the existing jails be economically expanded to accommodate future
increased populations?

6. Does the existing inventory of custody bed housing classifications match the
characteristics and security profile of the pretrial/sentenced inmate populations?

7. Can any jail housing units be modified for programmatic uses instead of inmate
housing?

8. Are there other non-traditional custody housing configurations which might be
considered for construction?
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9. From either a capacity or operational perspective, is it cost-effective for the County to
renovate and upgrade the Monroe Center or Leinberger facility?

10. Is the future phased construction outlined in the jail system’s Master Plan still valid or
are there other types of inmate housing which should be considered in the building
plan?

In order to plan and design for additional capital improvements for the Yolo County adult detention
system, the following analysis was undertaken during the jail construction study. The initial analysis dealt
with evaluating the detention system's infrastructure to determine where the most effective design
solutions could be applied at the lowest financial impact. The second area of analysis examined the
existing and future bed needs based on current population characteristics, security, classification and
housing trends. The final area of the analysis provided the County with design solutions and options that
were derived from the overall assessment and review of the County’s jail facilities.

JAIL FACILITY FUNCTIONAL USE AREAS

Administrative and Staff Areas Food Service

Public Area Laundry

Visiting Intake/Release

Central Control Housing

Programs and Services Medical/Mental Health/Dental
Indoor Exercise/Recreation Outdoor Exercise

Circulation Areas Future/Shelled Unimproved Space
Maintenance/Mechanical Vehicle Sallyport and Parking
Electrical/Storage Non-Jail Facility Space

Information on physical layout, dimensions, and utilization of the detention facilities was developed by
"walk-through," observation, measurement, and sketching. Information on history of the institution's
defined use was taken directly from facility personnel.

Based on the defined uses of space identified for each facility, the Consultant team made an overall
assessment and rating of the quality of the existing space in the institutions. The evaluation of the
physical plant was completed by a member of the Project Team who has been professionally involved in
reviewing numerous detention facility designs throughout the State. The ratings assigned to functional
use areas were based on the following factors:

Factors Considered in Assessing the Quality of
Jail Functional Use Areas

1. Space: Appropriate size, efficiency/organization, allows expansion, circulation,
location, adjacencies, and privacy.

2. HVAC: Air circulation, heat, cooling, controls, supply, return, ventilation, and
insulation.

3. Plumbing: Adequacy, Toilets, sinks, urinals, partitions, water heater, faucets,
drinking fountain, insulation, and showers.

4. Lighting: Adequacy, lighting controls, level, light lens, natural light, and energy
efficient.

5. Noise: Noise level, noise control, acoustics.

6. Systems: Paging, speakers, cameras, monitors, intercom, duress, press to talk, and
radio.
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7. Fire Safety: Smoke detectors, heat detectors, pull stations, alarm panel, smoke
evacuation, alarm, emergency lights, fire escapes, auto door closures, fire sprinklers,
halon, wet stand pipes, dry stand pipes, crash door hardware, adequate exiting,
materials, wire glazing, and fire rated doors.

8. Security: Maximum hardware/doors, medium hardware doors, minimum hardware
doors, staff observation, sightlines, secure control station, sallyport, security glazing,
walls, ceilings, floors, secure cells, structural soundness, safety cell, secure from
within, secure from outside, fixtures, and furnishings.

9. Handicap Access: Doors width, door swing, grab bars, ramps, washbasin, toilet,
restroom facilities, toilet stall, water fountain, curbs, parking, telephone, recreational
facilities, elevators, emergency exits, isles, classroom furniture, and cells.

10. Structure: Wall finish, floors covering, ceiling finish, windows/glazing, doors /
hardware, furniture, equipment, and fixtures.

The resulting analysis was used to help provide insight into several fundamental questions about the
overall characteristics, continued use and future expandability of local jail facilities.

Overall conclusions about the adequacy of a facility and its space provisions incorporated the evaluator's
professional knowledge of standard building and design criteria as well as the systems needed to support
the operation of such a facility. In some instances, discussions with staff and their opinion of the space
and building systems have also been taken into account when evaluating and developing a composite
rating of a particular space or area will be taken into account.

" Jail Facility Bed Capacity/Security Needs: Focused on identifying the type of jail
bed needs based on incarceration rate trends and future projections. The review
included (1) a review of attitudes toward jail incarceration; (2) a review of systems
operations and inmate classification (3) a review of growth and crime rate; (4)
identification of future jail bed needs; and (5) a determination of jail housing
classification types. The goal was to determine the current and future needs for
specific types of beds, including supporting ancillary spaces.

"  Construction Options Analysis: Focused on developing a construction options
analysis that identified several preliminary design solutions and their operational and
construction cost implications. Preliminary solutions included traditional inmate
housing as well as other non-traditional housing configurations (drug treatment
residential unit, etc.). The goal was to provide a plan that was (a) cost effective, (b)
responsive to staff needs, and (c) will satisfy current and future system needs.

Design solutions included analysis of detention facility modifications, alterations,
renovations and new construction including (1) development of area space
standards, (2) facility program and space requirements, (3) pre-architectural facility
layout and diagrams, (4) facility site layout, (5) probable construction and project
costs, (6) probable staffing and operating costs, and (7) a phased implementation
plan.

The final work in the updating of the Jail Needs Assessment Report concerned the selection of feasibility
facility solutions which best address the problems identified with the County’s jail system. The jail system
needs identified in previous jail studies combined with the new jail profile, system processing trends, and
population projections were translated into facility requirements which covers the following topics: (a)
review of goals and objectives, (b) projections of facility type over the planning period, (c) list of programs
and services the jail system runs or intend to run, and (d) estimates of space needs for each function.
This information formed the basis of the following:
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®  Specifications of Facility Requirements: Projected jail facility requirements which
Yolo County will have to meet over the 20 year planning period. Specifications of
facility requirements were outlined in terms of the following:

— Type and number of jail facilities required including security levels and support
space.

— Timing that will be required.

— Scope of facility additions to be required to include square footage and other
related space requirements.

— Whether or not it appears most cost-effective to provide required facilities
through remodeling and/or expansion of existing jail space and/or construction of
new jails.

— Estimated location of required jail facilities.

Task 4: Preparation of Updated Jail Needs Assessment and Construction
Plan Report

Once the Sheriffs Department considered the results of data collection tasks and identified facility
solutions and organizational support requirements, a draft report was written. The report outlined needs
and recommendations for resolving operational and facility issues confronting Yolo County's jail system.
The draft report was reviewed and approved by the Sheriff's Department.

In combination, all four work tasks that were undertaken were specifically designed to identify the current
problems with the County's jails and support programs and to determine the amount of space, facility
design, and appropriate cost structure required to adequately handle the adult detention system needs of
the County.

The Figure which follows this page, contains a graphic sequential outline of the approach that was
followed in the development of the Jail Needs Assessment Update. It shows key decisions points; study
products as key work tasks that were accomplished; and the general sequence of data collection and
analysis associated with the study. The data gathering analysis process was based on information
available from previously published studies and supplemental data compiled to comply in response to
key planning issues identified in the course of the Study.

Data from these separate sources provided the base of information needed to identify many of the case
processing practices and other aspects contained in the intake/booking and judicial process which
might contribute to the jail overcrowding problem. The information also gave the Sheriffs Department a
general profile of who is being detained, offense patterns, elapsed time between key processing
decisions, and other basic characteristics of the adult offender population. The data also formed the
basis of estimating the impact of any recommended changes in case processing decisions chosen to
relieve the pressure of the jail's overcrowding including the affect they will have on the overall ADP
population levels.
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Approach Used to Develop the Yolo County Jail Needs Assessment Update
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SECTION 3: JAIL FACILITY DESCRIPTION

Yolo County Jail Needs Assessment Update

Monroe Center and Leinberger Facilities

Between 1929 and 1969, the Yolo County Jail was located in the Sheriff's Main Building on Third Street in
Downtown Woodland. The two story building also had a basement and was constructed of granite. The
facility had a capacity of approximately 60 inmates. Designed as a “linear” facility it was difficult to
properly supervise the inmates. The facility became very crowded and antiquated and a replacement jail
was needed.

County Jail Facilities

The Sheriff’s Department operates two adult jail facilities, the Monroe Detention
Facility and Leinberger Facility. The Monroe Detention Facility was constructed in
1988 with a rated Corrections Standards Authority (CSA) bed capacity for 272
pretrial and sentenced detainees. The Leinberger Facility was opened in 1991 with
a CSA rated bed capacity for 120 minimum security inmates. During recent years,
crowding at the Monroe Center has affected the classification of inmates forcing
the Sheriffs Department to house medium security detainees including felony
presentenced mail inmates at the Leinberger Facility.

In 1952, the County opened the Branch Jail near East and Main Streets for sentenced minimum security
inmates. The Facility operated from 1952 to 1991. The facility was in fact a large warehouse primarily
consisting of one large room in which the inmates were housed in dorm style bunk beds. The
construction was in building terms a large “quonset hut’. The Facility housed approximately 70 inmates
who went on work crews for the County during the day. The Facility also contained the kitchen which
provided meals both for the Branch Jail and the Downtown Main Jail.

In 1969, a new jail was completed near the Courts at 814 North Street in downtown Woodland. The
facility contained 120 beds and again provided only linear supervision of the inmates. The building was
constructed of concrete blocks. By 1985, the facility had become extremely crowded and the County was
sued in Federal Court for Constitutional violations.

The severe overcrowding and Federal lawsuit precipitated the planning for a new jail. When Sheriff's jail
management began planning the new jail, the Federal Government was looking to contract with agencies
for housing Federal Prisoners. The County signed a contract with the Federal Government to provide
housing for approximately 86 Federal inmates in the new jail for which funding was made available to
help build the new jail.

The new jail, Monroe Detention Facility was constructed by using State Proposition 52 and Federal funds
and opened in 1988. The new Facility was designed to be a state of the art modern correctional facility
and utilized design concepts from several modern facilities primarily located in Texas. Designed to
utilized direct supervision of inmates it was one of only a few in California to use this innovative new style
which has become common place today.

The new Monroe Facility opened displaying numerous new, innovative and controversial components.
Some of these include open “docile” unlocked open holding in booking, open booking counters, large
glass windows in booking cells, carpet and vending machines in inmate dayrooms and smaller central
recreation yards in each housing unit. The new ideas even required officers to wear blazer style sport
coats and ties instead of uniforms.

28



The Facility opened with mostly single cells. However in 1991, as the Facility became crowded, many of
the single cells were double bunked. The Monroe Facility also provides food services and laundry for all
of Yolo County’s correctional facilities and programs. The limited Medical Unit is also in Monroe and
serves to house the medical and mental health programs for the inmates.

Since opening the jail has seen numerous policy and practice changes primarily caused by hardening
inmate attitudes and security levels coupled with Jail Management philosophy changes. The violent
nature and charges of inmates is significantly different than when the jail opened in 1988. While many
adjustments have been needed, the philosophy of direct supervision remains.

In 1991, the Leinberger Facility was opened to replace the 1952 Branch Jail. The Facility was designed
and built for the purpose of housing minimum security primarily sentenced inmates. During recent years,
crowding at the Monroe Center has pushed the classification of inmates down forcing the housing of
medium security inmates including felony pre-sentenced males at Leinberger. The result has been
predictable escapes and other problems. The security concerns have forced remodeling of the facility to
make it more secure including recently adding more camera and steel bars on the windows. Because of
the construction materials used in the building, it cannot meet the level of security desired for medium
security inmates. In 1994, using State Proposition reversionary funds, the Cameron Programs Building
was completed. The building is designed to meet the program and storage needs of the jail and the
inmates. The building was designed with classrooms and computer training to meet the rehabilitation
needs of the Leinberger sentenced inmates. The Facility also contains a large warehouse designed to
provide most of the jail's primary storage needs.

The following aerial photograph shows the physical location of the Monroe Detention Facility and
Leinberger Facility located in Woodland, California, adjacent to the Yuba Community College campus.
The aerial also shows the general site boundaries, public access, and parking areas associated with the
complex. The floor plan for the Monroe Center is also graphically displayed showing the adjacencies and
basic footprint of the detention facility and circulation path to the housing units. The Monroe Center
contains approximately 84,500 square footage of detention and inmate support space. (See Appendix
A: Photographic Layout of the Yolo County Monroe Center) The floor plan for the Leinberger Facility
is also highlighted in the remainder of this section. The Leinberger Facility contains approximately
18,902 square footage of minimum security detention and inmate support areas.
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SECTION 4: ARRESTS, JAIL BOOKINGS & ADP TRENDS
S s eeter it oo s = Bt e R |
Yolo County Jail Needs Assessment Update

Reported Crime Patterns

Analysis of changes in reported yearly crimes and crime rates per 100,000 population to County law
enforcement agencies can provide an indication of the overall characteristics of a community’s crime
patterns, law enforcement responses, and relationships to arrest trends which impact a County’s jail
system. As part of the Needs Assessment Update, reported crimes and crime rates for the period 2000 —
2010 in Yolo was collected and analyzed. The analysis revealed the following significant trends:

= Reported Crime Patterns: As the table below shows, in 2010, a total of 6,501
crimes were reported by residents to local law enforcement agencies. Approximately
half of the reported crimes involved property offenses including burglaries, motor
vehicle thefts, and thefts over $400 in value. Nearly 43.9% of the crimes were thefts
under $400 in value. A total of 512 (7.9%) of the reported crimes involved violent
offenses.

Overall, reported crimes increased 7.1% in Yolo County over the 11 year period
between 2000 — 2010. Total crime rates per 100,000 population during the same
period dropped from 3,552.4 to 3,182.4 per 100,000 population, a reduction of
10.4%. The most significant drop in crime rates between 2000 — 2010 involved
violent crimes which declined by 55.1% and arson which declined by 46.1%.

Comparison Between California Statewide and Yolo County
Crimes and Rates by Category and Type of Crime 2000 - 2010

California Yolo County
% Change % Change
Crime Cateogry 2000 2010 | 2000-2010 | 2000 2010 | 2000 - 2010
Reported Crimes:
Violent Crimes 210,492 163,957 -22.1% 953 512 -46.3%
Property Crimes 578,309 584,999 -1.2% 2,513 3,074 22.3%
Larceny - Theft (under $400) 476,551 396,524 -16.8% 2,518 2,857 13.5%
Arson 14,406 7.864 -454% 90 58 -35.6%
Total 1,279,758 1,153,344 -9.9% 6,071 6,501 7.1%
Reported Crimes Rates
(Per 100,000 Population):
Violent Crimes 610.5 4223 -30.8% 557.6 2511 -55.0%
Property Crimes 1,677.2 1,506.7 -10.2% 1,470.3 1,501.7 2.1%
Larceny - theft (under $400) 1,3821  1,021.3 -26.1% 14716 14012  -4.8%
Arson 41.8 203 -51.4% 52.7 284 -46.1%
Total 3,711.6 29706  -20.0% 3,6562.4 3,1824 -10.4%

YoloMATabled

» Crime Rate Comparisons: In spite of the downward trend in County reported crime
rates, a comparison of Yolo's crime rate with California statewide crime rates per
100,000 population in 2010 shows that the County’s total crime rate (3,182.4) is 7.2%
higher than the California statewide crime rate in 2010. Property crime rates in Yolo
County for burglary, auto theft, and thefts over $400 in value between 2000 — 2010
increased 2.1% while these same rates statewide declined 10.2%. Overall, statewide
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crime rates between 2000 — 2010, declined approximately 20.0% but the decline in
Yolo County was only 10.4%, nearly half of the reported reduction compared to
California as a whole. (See Appendix B: Yolo County Crime Rate Trends 1996 —
2010)

Adult Arrest Trends

Any analysis of growth trends impacting adult detention facilities must consider adult arrest patterns.
Arrests have major impact on booking volumes at detention facilities, on inmate population levels, and on
the workload of agencies that must make case processing decisions. The information in this section
analyzes overall changes in adult felony and misdemeanor arrest patterns in Yolo County.

= Total Adult Arrests: In 2010, Yolo County law enforcement agencies arrested a
total of 7,286 adult offenders. This volume of arrests was 6.6% higher than the total
number of county-wide adult arrests (6,838) which occurred in calendar year 2000.
During the first half of the decade, adult arrests increased each year and peaked with
7,978 in 2005. In the intervening years, total yearly adult arrests have fluctuated to
their 2010 level (7,286).

ChangesinTotal Adult Arrestsin
Yolo County Between 2000 - 2010
10,000
2000-2010 Arrests
9,000 =1  Low: 6,838
High: 7,978
7,978
8,000 7,786
- 6,913
7,000 - 7,
7,241 7,488 7 ;
6,838
6,000
5,000 ‘ : . : . ; . ; \
2000 2001 2002 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
% Change 6.0% 3.3% 6.5% -4.3% 1.9% -4.4% -T.1% 5.4%

= Felony and Misdemeanor Arrest Trends: On a yearly average basis, Yolo County
law enforcement agencies have been arresting 2,675 felons and 4,897
misdemeanants. For the past 11 years, an average of 7,572 adults have been
arrested each year for felony and misdemeanor crimes. For the period 2000 — 2010,
countywide felony arrests have increased by 5.1% while misdemeanor arrests have
increased by 7.3%. The total number of annual arrests have ranged from a low of
6,838 (2000) to a high of 7,978 (2005). The mix of felony and misdemeanor arrests
has not fluctuated significantly during this period. Felony arrests generally account
for about one out of every three arrests local law enforcement agencies make each
year. (See Appendix C: Number and Yearly Percent Change in Adult Felony
and Misdemeanor Arrests, 1990 — 2010)
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Yolo County Adult Felony and Misdemeanor Arrest Trends

2000 - 2010
Felony Arrests Misdemeanor Arrests Total Adult %
Year Number |% Change] Number | % Change | Arrests Change
2000 2,255 -3.8% 4,583 -7.0% 6,838 -0.3%
2001 2,584 14.6% 4,665 1.8% 7,249 6.0%
2002 2,922 13.1% 4,566 -2.1% 7,488 3.3%
2003 3,087 5.6% 5,108 11.9% 8,195 9.4%
2004 3,098 0.4% 5,378 5.3% 8,476 3.4%
2005 2,987 -3.6% 4,991 -71.2% 7,978 -5.9%
2006 2,844 -4.8% 4,794 -3.9% 7,638 -4.3%
2007 2,696 -5.2% 5,090 6.2% 7,786 1.9%
2008 2,419 -10.3% 5,021 -1.4% 7,440 -4.4%
2009 2,163 -10.6% 4,750 -5.4% 6,913 -7.1%
2010 2,368 9.5% 4,918 3.5% 7,286 5.4%
Ave. Yearly Arrests
2000 - 2010 2,675 5.1% 4,897 7.3% 7,572 6.6%

¥oloCo/Mables&ChisTable13

Male and Female Adult Arrests: In 2010, 1,676 females were arrested by City and
County law enforcement agencies. These arrests represented 23.0% of the total
county-wide arrests (7,286) which occurred that year. Approximately 77.0% of the
adult arrests in 2010 involved male offenders. The overall percentage of male and
female adult arrests in Yolo County between 2000 — 2010 has changed significantly.
In 2000, females accounted for approximately one out of every five arrests in the
County. Today they represent one out of every four arrests. (See Appendix D:
Male and Female Adult Arrest Trends, 1990 — 2010)

Yolo County Male and Female Adult Arrests

000 2010 % Change
Male Arrests 5,479 80.1% 5,610 77.0% 2.4%
Female Arrests 1,359 199% 1,676 23.0% 23.3%
Total Arrests 6,838 7,286 6.6%

Arrest Offense Patterns: In spite of the fluctuations in yearly adult arrests between
2000 and 2010, nearly one out of every five felony and misdemeanor arrests in Yolo
County involve adults who have been arrested for serious crimes of violence and
weapons charges. Analysis of offense patterns over the past decade shows that
adult arrests involving violent crimes and weapons have not changed appreciably
each year. During this same period, adult felony and misdemeanor property crime
arrests increased 29.6% while drug arrests have also increased 12.2%. County-
wide, arrests involving alcohol offenses have increased 14.6% and all other offense
categories have increased 25.6%. (See Appendix E: Changes in Number of
Adult Arrests by Offense Category, and also see Appendix F: Yolo County and
California Statewide Aduit Arrests by Felony and Misdemeanor Offense
Category 2001-2010)
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YOLO COUNTY

CHANGES IN NUMBER OF ADULT ARRESTS BY OFFENSE CATEGORY

2000 -- 2010
Violence &

Year Weapons | Property Drugs Alcohol Other Total
2000 1,052 710 1,066 2,277 1,733 6,838
2001 1,100 820 1,362 2252 1,715 7,249
2002 1,281 972 1,442 2,021 1,772 7,488
2003 1,325 984 1,687 2,376 1,923 8,195
2004 1,386 994 1,350 2,448 2,298 8,476
2005 1,328 945 1,445 2,378 1,882 7,978
2006 1,327 888 1,396 2,391 1,636 7,638
2007 1,176 798 1,167 2,281 2,364 7,786
2008 1,070 812 1,044 2,407 2,107 7,440
2009 1,028 803 1,060 2,095 1,927 6,913
2010 1,049 920 1,196 1,944 2177 7,286

% Change 0.3% 29.6% 12.2% 14.6% 25.6% 6.6%
Ave. Yearly Arrests 1,193 877 1,283 2,261 1,958 7,572

(%) Percent 15.6% 11.6% 16.9% 29.9% 25.9% 100.0%

YoloCo/Tables&ChtsiTable 14

Adult Arrest Rate Trends: When factored for the effects population growth, the
adult arrest trend data shows that the total adult felony and misdemeanor arrest rates
per 100,000 adult population between 2000 - 2010 has declined 18.6%. Felony adult
arrest rates during this same time period, have declined 19.8% and misdemeanor
arrest rates have also dropped 18.0%. (See Appendix G: Adult Felony and
Misdemeanor Arrest Rate Trends)

Arrest Rates Per 100,000 Yolo Adult Population

Offense Category 000 2005 2010 % Change
Felony Arrests 2,050.0 2,220.8 1,644.5 -19.8%
Misdemeanor Arrests 4,166.4 3,7108 34153 -18.0%

Total Arrests  6,216.4 5,931.6 5,059.8 -18.6%

Comparison of Yolo County and statewide adult arrest rates per 100,000 adult
population (ages 18-69) for the period 2000-2010 shows that statewide felony and
misdemeanor arrest rates declined 12.4% while Yolo County arrest rates declined
18.6%. Even though arrest rates have been declining at a higher percentage in Yolo
County compared to statewide rates, the total number of felony and misdemeanor
arrests per 100,000 adult population in each year have been significantly higher
compared to statewide arrest rates. As the table on the next page shows in 2010,
total California statewide adult arrest rates were 4,659.7 per 100,000 adult population
compared to 5,059.8 in Yolo County, a difference of 8.6%.
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Comparison of Yolo County and California Statewide Adult Arrest

Rates 2000 - 2010
Offense Category 2000 2005 2010 % Change
Yolo County:
Felony Arrests 2,050.0 2,220.8 16445 -19.8%
Misdemeanor Arrests 4,166.4 3,710.8 3,4153 -18.0%
Total Arrests  6,216.4 5,931.6  5,069.8 -18.6%
California Statewide:
Felony Arrests 1,782.8 1,961.7 1,528.9 -14.2%
Misdemeanor Arrests 3,541.1 3,341.1 3,130.8 -11.6%
Total Arrests  5,323.9 5,302.8  4,659.7 -12.4%

Jail Inmate Booking Trends

The Yolo County Sheriffs Department is responsible for the care and custody of all prisoners falling under
the jurisdiction of the Sacramento County Court system. The Department also contracts with the U. S.
Government to house some Federal inmates. The Department operates two jail facilities to house
inmates, the Monroe Center and Leinberger facility. The Monroe Center is a Type Il facility that houses
nearly all the County's pretrial population, a number of Federal prisoners, and INS detainees. The
Monroe Center houses the jail system's intake and booking functions. The jail has a Corrections
Standards Authority (CSA) rated capacity for 272 male and female inmates. The Leinberger facility is
located adjacent the Monroe Center at the Sheriffs Department Complex in Woodland, California. The
Leinberger facility has a current CSA rated capacity for 120 detainees. Analysis of the jail's booking
trends are summarized in the following section.

« Main Jail Daily Inmate Bookings: In 2011, the Monroe Center processed an
average of 816 bookings each month. This represents an average of 26 bookings
per day. Annual Monroe Center bookings, since 2005, have ranged from a low of
9,023 in 2010 to a high of 10,522 in 2006. Over the past seven years, average daily
bookings have decreased 8.3%. (See Appendix H: Yolo Jail System ADP, Felony
and Misdemeanor Male and Female Booking 2005-2011)

Yolo County Jail System Booking Trends
2005 - 2011

Average Average Number of
Total Monthly Daily Bookings
Year Bookings Bookings Felony | Misdemeanor | Total
2005 9,640 803 15 9 24
2006 10,522 877 15 14 29
2007 10,160 847 13 14 27
2008 10,110 843 12 15 27
2009 9,325 777 12 14 26
2010 9,023 752 12 13 25
2011* n/a 659 11 11 22
Yearly Average 9,797 816 13 13 26
(%) Change -17.9 -26.7% 22.2% -8.3%

YoloNATablel!

*Includes the months of January through October
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As the data also shows, the Monroe Center is booking an average of 13 felony
detainees and 13 misdemeanor detainees on a typical day. Since 2005, felony
bookings have declined (-26.7%) while misdemeanor bookings have increased
22.2%. A longer historical review of the Yolo County jail system booking trends for
the period 1997-2011 shows the County jail system has been processing larger
numbers of inmates. Average monthly bookings for example, have increased from
750 in 1997-99 to 792 in 2006-11, an increase of 5.6%. These historical trend
patterns are important when projecting jail inmate population levels into future years.
As the data shows, overall trends in bookings in spite of yearly fluctuations are
generally increasing.

Yolo County Jail Booking Trends

1997 - 2011
Noars Average Yearly Average Monthly
e Jail Bookings Bookings
1997 - 99 9,005 750
2000 - 05 9,054 755
2006 - 11 9,828 792
% Change 9.1% 5.6%

= Agency Bookings Into Jail System: The following chart reflects the Monroe
Center's jail booking trends for the 10-year period 1997-2007 by agency. The chart
shows in this reporting period a 19.7% increase in bookings over the 10-year period.
This means there has been an average increase of 173 additional bookings each
year. The distribution of bookings by agency includes the following:

010 0 3 Jepa %
O De er Boo by Age & 99 00
| Agency 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

CHP 669 515 721 540 486 422 414 427 371 449 200*
Fish & Game 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 5*
FED/INS 215 193 30 87 48 7 11 15 7 10 3"
District Attorney 131 218 345 188 158 146 160 189 155 126 79*
OTHER 86 69 58 101 167 160 190 230 169 57 39*
Yolo Sheriff's Office 1,110 | 1,038 | 1,565 | 1,078 | 1,514 | 1,658 | 1,485 | 1,511 | 1,288 1,428 689"
YONET (Drug TF) 247 242 224 213 1561 121 163 147 160 158 131*
New Charge in Jail 682 703 1045 | 637 829 948 893 817 509 0 0*
Court Remand 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 409 148*
Court Commitment 685 639 1126 | 667 647 571 573 521 912 1,575 857*
Self Surrender 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 19*
Surrender Bail Bond 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1
SAC Courtesy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0*
Order to Produce 92 105 94 87 91 99 123 124 169 224 87*
PAROLE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 140 48*
Probation Dept. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 48 24*
West Sac PD ik 1,812 | 1,969 | 1,847 | 1,938 | 187" 2,787 | 2,443 | 2,566 2,650 1,101*
Woodland PD b 1,914 | 1,653 | 1,496 | 1,486 | 116* 1,886 | 1,732 | 2,024 1,952 1,053*
Davis PD = 761 762 787 757 73" 985 1035 1102 1080 524*
Winters PD — 123 105 106 114 8* 121 86 116 111 48*
UchD v 84 108 42 71 4* 88 80 82 90 81*
TOTALS 8,795 | 8,416 | 9,805 | 7,876 | 8,457 | 9,116* | 9,879 | 9,357 [ 9,640 10,526 | 5,137

*2007 stats are from January to June
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Yolo County Jail Inmate Population (ADP)

In 2011, the Monroe Center had an average daily inmate population (ADP) totaling 279. The Leinberger
Facility inmate population has averaged 138 detainees. In total, the Yolo County Jail System currently
has an inmate population of 417. Currently, the two facilities are operating at 106.4% of the Corrections
Standards Authority (CSA) rated bed capacity (392). With the Jail's Federal Court Cap of 455 pretrial and
sentenced inmates, the detention facilities are operating at approximately 91.6% of total available bed
capacity allowed under the Court Cap.

California Corrections Standards Authority (CSA) and

Federal Court Jail "Cap" 2011

CSA Rated Bed | Federal Court | 2011 Inmate | (%) Percentof | (%) Percent
Yolo County Capacity Jail"Cap" Population CSA Rated | of Court "Cap"
Jail Facility (# of inmates) | (# of inmates) (ADP) Capacity Capacity
Monroe Center 272 313 279 103.0% 89.1%
Leinberger Facility 120 142 138 115.0% 97.2%
Total Jail Facility 392 455 417 106.4% 91.6%

YoloNATable 10

Source: Yolo County Sheriff's Department Detention Division

* Monroe Center and Leinberger Facility ADP Trends: Between 2005 and 2011,
the Yolo County jail system had an average daily population of 454 inmates,
approximately 115.8% of the facilities CSA rated capacities. The Monroe Center’s
average yearly ADP over the 7-year period was 321 inmates. The Leinberger
Facilities average yearly ADP was 133 inmates. Total jail system ADP has ranged
from 417 to 477 over the 7-year reporting period.

Yolo County Monroe Center and Leinberger
Facility ADP Trends, 2005 - 2011

Monroe Center Leinberger Facility Total Jail
Year ADP [ Percent ADP | Percent | System ADP
2005 293 69.0% 131 31.0% 424
2008 335 70.3% 141 29.7% 476
2007 331 69.6% 145 30.4% 476
2008 332 69.7% 145 30.3% 477
2009 325 71.8% 128 28.2% 453
2010 315 69.4% 139 30.6% 454
2011 314 75.2% 103 24.8% 417
2005 - 2011
Yearly Average 321 70.7% 133 29.3% 454

YoloMATable13

Source: Yolo County Sheriffs Department Monthly Jail Profile Suney ADP
Reports to the Comrections Standards Authority (CSA)

Yolo County Jail Peak Inmate Population (ADP) Trends

1997 - 2011
Average Yea ;
Years Jail Inmate ADP Peak Jail ADP
1997 - 99 370 410
2000 - 05 411 421
2006 - 11 454 473
% Change 22.7% 15.4%
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The historical review of Yolo County’s Peak jail inmate population (ADP trends)
shows that between 1997-2011 the County jails ADP has ranged between a yearly
average of 370 inmates to 454 inmates (2006-11), an increase of 22.7%. The jails
peak ADP has ranged over the same period from 410 to a high of 473. For the past
several years, the peak population factor has been 4.1% of the average daily inmate
population.

Pretrial and Sentenced ADP Levels: For the Jail System as a whole, pretrial
inmate population levels comprise about 79.4% of the total Monroe Center and
Leinberger Facility bed space. Over the past four years, the County Jail System’s
pretrial ADP population has averaged 328 inmates while sentenced ADP has
average 85 inmates. The average daily pretrial population does include 7
misdemeanor detainees and 321 felony detainees. Between 2008 and 2011,
misdemeanor pretrial inmates have only represented about 2.1% of the County Jail
System’s pretrial population. Misdemeanants only account for 17.6% of the County
jail system’s sentenced inmate population.

Yolo County Jail Felony and Misdemeanor ADP Trends by Custocy Status*
2008 - 2011

Pretrial ADP Sentenced ADP Total Jail
Year Felony | Misd. I Total | Percent Felony ' Misd. ] Total | Percent ADP
2008 316 4 320 74.6% 84 25 109 25.4% 429
2009 332 5 337 79.9% 63 22 a5 20.1% 422
2010 330 18 348 79.3% 86 5 91 20.7% 439
2011 306 2 308 84.8% 48 7 55 15.2% 363
Yearly Average 321 7 328 79.4% 70 15 85 20.6% 413
Percent (%) 97.9% 2.1% 100.0% 82.4% 17.6% 100.0%

VoRNATable 14
*Based on the month of September of each reporting year

Source: Yolo County Sheriffs Department
Meonthly Jail and ADP Reports

Male and Female Jail ADP Trends: Between 2008 and 2011, the Monroe Center
and Leinberger correctional facilities had an average daily male population of 359
(86.9%) and a pretrial and sentenced female population which has averaged 54 per
day. During this period, pretrial female ADP has ranged from 28 to 51 inmates while
sentenced female ADP has ranged from 7 to 19 detainees.

Yolo County Jail Male and Female ADP Trends*

2008 - 2011
Pretrial ADP Sentenced ADP Total Jail
Year Male | Female | Total Male | Female | Total ADP
2008 280 40 320 95 14 109 429
2009 298 39 337 66 19 85 422
2010 297 51 348 81 10 N 439
2011 270 28 308 48 7 55 363
Yearly Average 286 42 328 73 12 85 413
Percent (%) 87.2% 12.8% 100.0% 85.9% 14.1% 100.0%

YoloNATablels
*Based on the month of September each reporting year

Source: Yolo County Sheriff's Department
Monthly Jail and ADP Reports
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Historical Inmate Releases from Custody

How inmates are released from custody provides a good picture of how to deal with overcrowding issues.
Most jails facing overcrowding deal with this problem on several fronts. One method is to instruct field
officers to issue a Promise to Appear (PTA) in the field for non-violent misdemeanors. The authority is
also given to jail staff to issue PTA’s from booking when the jail becomes overcrowded. Another
approach and often done in concert with the PTA method is to implement an Own Recognizance (OR)
policy that operates on a floating scale. As the jail becomes more crowded the scale is moved to allow
more pre-trial people out and the scale is moved the other way when the jail has beds available.

Another approach is to enhance community corrections programs that move sentenced inmates out of the
jail and into programs such as electronic monitoring or work release. The last method is usually forced
upon the County by way of a Federal or State court order to release inmates as the jail becomes
overcrowded. Counties with these types of standing orders generally use a hierarchy scale of types of
crimes to decide whom to release early.

Yolo County jail officials provided the following chart showing how inmates have been released from the

jail since 2005. There are no computerized records prior to this time since the jail went to the Tiburon
Corrections Information System.

Inmate Releases from Custody
Definition Code 2005 | 2006 2007

Bail by Bond BBB 453 1117 588
Bail by Cash BBC 10 24 12
Consent Decree NTA CDNA 165 110 106
Consent Decree Credit Time Served CDTS 52 68 47
Released Per Court Order CRT 30 54 65
Deceased DEAD 2 1
Charge Dismissed DM 19 32 25
Error ERR 2 0
Escaped ESCP 1 1
Released Home Custody HC 3 3 0
Hold Dropped HDRP 24 41 33
Notice to Appear NTA 1310 | 3241 1796
Own Recognizance OR 415 1246 634
Other OTH 16 15 9
Released on Prop 36 Drug Program PR36 16 39 49
Released on Probation PROB 29 131 48
849 (B) PC Release RC 209 692 321
Sentenced and Released SNTR 0 1 1
Sentence Suspended SUS 1 1 2
Released on SWIP SW 437 1075 542
Transfer to CDC TC 343 899 537
Transfer to Feds TF 5 10 7
Transfer to Other Jail/Jurisdiction TO 327 793 388
Temporary Release TR 8 23 12
Time Served TS 320 918 585
TOTAL 4184 | 10536 5809

Note: 2005 reflects releases from August to December due to the conversion of a new automated jail information system
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Historical Inmate ADP and Comparison Counties

In the original Jail Needs Assessment Report completed in 2007, the Consultant Team examined ADP
Inmate population trends for Yolo County with other similar sized counties. Their analysis is included in
the remainder of this section.

The following chart shows the average daily population (ADP) trends for the past eight years reflecting
the total inmate population and comparisons with other similar counties. Decision makers need to know
how many inmates on average are being housed in the jail. The chart shows Yolo County’s steady
increase in the average daily population, with an average increase of 8.2 inmates per year. This is a
15.7% increase in the ADP from 1999 to 2006. This is a very deceiving statistic given the crowding
and Federal Court Cap releasing which keeps the ADP down.

ADP & Annual Increase of Jail Beds
Comparison

- Ave. # increased
County Year | ADP | Population beds per year
1999 | 424
2000 | 490
2001 | 498
2002 | 495
Rt 2003 | 504
2004 | 518
2005 | 541
2006 | 497 | 217,209 10.4
1999 | 568
2000 | 560
2001 | 564
2002 | 617
Mvicad 2003 | 660
2004 | 665
2005 | 718
2006 | 760 | 246,751 7.4
1999 | 433
2000 | 424
2001 | 457
2002 | 485
L 2003 | 490
2004 | 502
2005 | 541
2006 | 588 | 316,508 221
1999 | 362
2000 | 372
2001 | 349
San Luis 2002 | 405
Obispo 2003 | 461
2004 | 460
2005 | 508
2006 | 525 | 263.242 23.2
1999 | 370
2000 | 376
2001 | 404
2002 | 424
g 2003 | 426
2004 | 410
2005 | 424
2006 | 428 | 190,344 8.2
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Annual Increase Number of Inmates
Comparison Counties 1999 - 2006

30

Average No. of 20
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Each Year
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SECTION 5: AB 109 PUBLIC SAFETY REALIGNMENT
e L e = —— ]
Yolo County Jail Needs Assessment Update

Background and Overview of AB 109 Public Safety Realignment Act

On April 4, 2011, Governor Brown signed AB 109, the 2011 Public Safety Realignment Act. This 652
page law, alters the California criminal justice system by (a) changing the definition of a felony, (b) shifting
housing for low level offenders from State Prison to local County Jail, and (c) transferring the community
supervision of designated parolees from the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation
(CDCR) to local county probation departments. Several companion trailer bills (AB 116, AB 117, and AB
118) followed clarifying the legislative intent, correcting drafting errors and providing initial implementation
funding. The Act became operational for all county criminal justice agencies on October 1, 2011. The
legislation provided funding for nine months from the State to the counties.

Overview

AB 109 Offender Realignment shifts designated convicted felony defendants to California
counties. Each county must develop a Public Safety Realignment Plan approved by the
Board of Supervisors before funding can be reallocated to local law enforcement and other
county justice agencies. The legislation assumes counties will handle this offender
population in a different manner than the California Department of Corrections and
Rehabilitation (CDCR) by utilizing a hybrid of incarceration time, community supervision,
and/or alternative custody and diversion programs during the offender’s sentence length.
Each implementation plan must further identify evidence-based practices which can be
established so that the community’s public safety is not jeopardized because of these newly
transferred offender populations. The Plan should outline specific programming and facility
requirements needed to implement the custody, supervision, diversion program
interventions and judicial processing of convicted State Prison felony defendants the
criminal justice system must assume responsibility for after October 1, 2011.

Both AB 109 and AB 117, bills taken together, create extensive changes to existing statutory law which is
intended to reduce the number of convicted offenders incarcerated in California’s State Prison system
and “realigns” these offenders to local criminal justice agencies who are now responsible to manage the
specified offenders. This realignment and change in law is viewed as a response and partial solution to
California’s budget crisis and a recent U. S. Supreme Court order requiring the State to reduce prison
overcrowding. The Public Safety Realignment was proposed as a method to lower State Prison inmate
population in the safest possible way by allowing for county-level management and supervision of certain
offender groups as opposed to the alternative option of massive releases of State Prison inmates to
communities with no further supervision or accountability.

The intent of the realignment is to allow maximum local flexibility within the statutory framework set forth
in these two pieces of legislation. The legislation requires a local collaborative planning and
implementation process which emphasizes community-based corrections, intermediate sanctions and
punishment, use of evidence-based practices / programs, and improved supervision strategies. Further,
the legislation states “The purpose of justice reinvestment is to manage and allocate criminal justice
populations more cost effectively, generating savings that can be reinvested in evidenced-based
strategies that increase public safety while holding offenders accountable.”

The provisions of the Public Safety Realignment Act became operative on October 1, 2011 and are
prospective. Consequently, as offenders are sentenced on or after this date or released to community
supervision, they will be the responsibility of the county, if they meet the statutory criteria for the realigned
population. No offenders in prison on October 1 will transfer to County Jails and no individual currently on
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State Parole supervision will transfer to the local jurisdiction. The Realignment Act mandates that felons
convicted of non-violent, non-serious and non-sex offenses serve their prison sentence in County Jail
instead of State Prison. Offenders sentenced to serve determinant incarceration terms, whether it is in
State Prison or local custody as the new law requires, will serve a term directed by the Superior Court.
For offenders sentenced to a term in local custody, the new law, however, permits a judge to split a
determinant sentence between custody and “mandatory supervision.”

Additionally, the law creates a new status called “Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS).” The
law requires that a county agency supervise any convicted felon released from State Prison with a
committing offense that was non-violent, non-serious, and not a high-risk sex offense, or inmates
committed after admitting one serious or violent prior. These offenders may have been serving a term
that was enhanced with a prior serious or violent felony (strike prior), sanctions for violations of post-
release community supervision will be served in County Jail for offenders, as well as for most formal
paroled offenders, and will be limited to 180 days. In accordance with AB 109 and AB 117 (Chapter 39,
Statutes of 2011), each county is required to designate a supervising county agency for the new Post-
Release Community Supervision Program.

Key provisions and elements of the AB 109 Public Safety Realignment Act include the following:

Public Safety Realignment Act

= Felony Sentencing: Revises the definition of a felony to include certain crimes that are
punishable in jail for 16 months, two years, three years or more. Some offenses, including
serious, violent, and sex offenses, are excluded, and sentences for those offenses will
continue to be served in State Prison.

= | ocal Post-Release Community Supervision: Offenders released from State Prison on or
after October 1, 2011 after serving a sentence for an eligible offense shall be subject to, for a
period not to exceed three years, post-release community supervision provided by the Yolo
County Probation Department.

=  Revocations Heard and Served Locally: Post-release community supervision and parole
revocations will be served in local jails (by law, maximum revocation sentence is up to 180
days), with the exception of paroled offenders serving a life sentence and who have a
revocation term of greater than 30 days. The local courts will hear revocations of post-release
community supervision, while the Board of Parole Hearings will conduct parole violation
hearings in jail.

= Changes to Custody Credits: Jail inmates will be able to earn four days of credit for every
two days served. Time spent on home detention (i.e., electronic monitoring), and Work
Release will earn only actual custody credit (day for day).

= Alternative Custody: Supports alternatives to local jail custody with programs such as work
release and home detention. Inmates committed to County Jail may voluntarily participate or
involuntarily be placed in a home detention program during their sentence in lieu of
confinement in the County Jail. Penal Code Section 1203.018 also authorizes electronic
monitoring for inmates being held in the County Jail in lieu of bail. Eligible felony inmates must
first be held in custody for 60 days post-arraignment or 30 days for those charged with
misdemeanor offenses. Offenders placed on electronic surveillance pursuant to PC 1203.018
will earn only actual custody credit (day for day). The Chief Probation Officer, if authorized by
the Board of Supervisors, may offer an electronic monitoring and/or home detention program
to individuals who are granted probation or are under post-release community supervision as a
sanction for violating supervision conditions.

=  Community-Based Punishment: Authorizes counties to use a range of community-based
punishment and intermediate sanctions other than jail incarceration alone or traditional routine
probation supervision to hold offenders accountable and mitigate the need for Revocation
Hearings.
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Under the legislation, the Penal Code was amended to provide incarceration terms in County Jail rather
than State Prison for over 500 specific felony offenses. As a result of the substantive change, terms of
imprisonment will only be served in the State Prison system if the conviction crime is a serious or violent
felony, or if the defendant has a prior serious or violent felony conviction, is required to register as a sex
offender pursuant to Penal Code Section 290, or admits an allegation of stealing more than $1 million, or
if it is one of a list of 60 felonies for which incarceration in State Prison is mandated. Offenders ineligible
to serve their incarceration in State Prison who will serve their term instead in County Jail are known as
“non-non-non’s;" non-serious, non-violent, non-sex offender (“N3").

Under the new legislation, a sentencing Superior Court judge will also have the option of splitting the
sentence of a non-serious, non-violent, non sex offender (“N3") between an incarceration term in County
Jail and mandatory supervision. If the Court sentences these convicted offenders to serve their full term
of incarceration in County Jail, the offender will not be supervised upon release.

The Realignment Act also shifts the supervision of offender population groups including (a) Post-Release
Community Release (PRCS) offenders and (b) non-violent, non-serious, non-sex offenders (“N3”)
sentenced to serve a term in State Prison followed by mandatory probation, from CDCR'’s Department of
Adult Parole to each county. To reduce recidivism, county agencies must adopt alternatives to
incarceration, intermediate sanctions, and new supervision techniques for both offender populations. Key
elements for each group include:

= Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS) Offenders: Most felons released
from State Prison on or after October 1, 2011 will be subject to county Post-Release
Community Supervision. This includes felons serving a term after admitting one
strike prior, low to mid risk sex offenders, “N3s” currently serving a prison sentence,
and eligible parolees who are released after serving a term for parole violation.
Offenders will be returned to the county of last legal residence, not necessarily the
county where the crime was committed. The maximum term of post-release
supervision is three years; however, offenders without violations may be discharged
after six months, and those who remain violation free for 12 months must be
discharged. CDCR will have no jurisdiction over any offender placed on Post-
Release Community Supervision.

= Non-Violent, Non-Serious, Non-Sex Offenders Sentenced to Serve a Term in
County Jail Followed by Mandatory Supervision: Felons sentenced to a term of
imprisonment in County Jail pursuant to Penal Code Section 1170(h) may be
supervised by the Probation Department if the Superior Court opts to split the term of
imprisonment between custody and “mandatory supervision.”

CDCR will continue to supervise parolees released from prison after serving a term for a serious or
violent felony, murder, life, or certain sex offenses, as well as high-risk sex and mentally disordered
offenders. With the exception of offenders who have served life terms, all other parolees who violate the
terms of their parole, cannot be returned to prison, but can serve a maximum sanction of 180 days in
County Jail.

Offenders placed on Post-Release Community Supervision will be subject to flash incarceration of up to
ten days for violations of Post-Release Community Supervision conditions. For more serious violations,
after a hearing before the Superior Court, an offender may be sanctioned by up to 180 days in County
Jail.

Currently, the Board of Prison Hearings (BPH) adjudicates all formal parole violations. Effective October
1, 2011, the Superior Court will assume this responsibility for offenders placed on Post-Release
Community Supervision. Effective July 1, 2013, the Court will hear all parole violations, with the
exception of those who have served an indeterminate sentence (murder and specified sex offenders).
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Projected New AB 109 Offender Populations

The AB 109 legislation reassigns three groups of offenders previously handled through the State Prison
and Parole System to California counties. The first group includes convicted offenders receiving
sentences for new non-violent, non-serious, non-sex offender (“N3”) crimes that will be served locally
(one year or more). Offenders in this category will have no prior violent or serious convictions. The
second group involves post-release offenders (up to three years) coming under Probation Department
supervision for “N3” crimes released from State Prison. Offenders in this category may have had prior
convictions for violent or serious crimes. The third group includes State parole violators who are revoked
to custody. With the exception of offenders sentenced to life with parole, this group will be revoked to
local County Jail instead of State Prison.

The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) estimates that in the initial first nine
months of Realignment implementation (October 2011 to June 2012), the Yolo County criminal justice
system will receive approximately 88 new “N3” offenders sentenced to local incarceration in the County
Jail, 14 State parole revocations committed to the local jail and 207 “N3” offenders on Post-Release
Community Supervision provided through the Probation Department.

Yolo County
Projected Impact of AB-109: Number of Defendants Not Sent
to State Prison as New Admissions or Parole Violators
With New Terms ("N3") and CDCR Institution Discharges
to County Post-Release Community Supervision by Month

County Jail Incarceration Post-Release
New Parole Violator With Community
Month / Year Admissions New Term Total Supervision

QOctober 2011 26 0 26 24
November 2011 0 1 1 26
December 2011 11 7 18 23
January 2012 6 0 6 26
February 2012 (5] 0 6 21
March 2012 7 2 9 21
April 2012 7 1 8 29
May 2012 7 1 8 22
June 2012 18 2 20 15

Sub-Total 88 14 102 207

Monthly Average 10 2 12 23
July 2012 11 5 16 15
August 2012 20 5 25 27
September 2012 4 1 5 23
October 2012 19 5 24 18
November 2012 2 5 7 20
December 2012 16 6 22 13
January 2013 21 6 27 17
February 2013 22 0 22 9
March 2013 22 9 31 13
April 2013 20 11 3 14
May 2013 21 <] 27 14
June 2013 18 8 26 -]
July 2013 18 3 21 7
August 2013 6 7 13 16
September 2013 15 4 19 15

Sub-Total 235 81 316 229

Monthly Average 16 5 21 15

24 Month Total 323 95 418 436
Monthly Average 13 4 17 18

YoloNATable1

Source: California Department of Comrections & Rehabilitation (CDCR)
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Average Daily Population of Full Rollout (Year 4) of AB 109 by County
(Department of Finance Estimates)

Low-Level (N/N/N) Offenders
Total Inmates Short-term Inmates Long-term Inmates Post Release
N/N/N N/N/N w/No Prior 5/V N/N/N w/No Prior S/V Community RTC ADP
No Prior S/\VV ADP| w/ Sentence Length <3 | w/ Sentence Length >3 Supenvsion 30-Day
County (1:2218) Years (1, 2, 3, 5, 6) Years (1, 2, 4, 5, 6) Population Totals (1) | ALOS (1,7)

Alameda 267 81 85 848 12
Alpine 2 2 - - -
Amador 53 35 B 43 6
Butte 268 1 108 81 3B
Calaveras 21 7 8 25 5
Colusa 23 B 6 9 1
Contra Costa 104 60 44 3B 56
Del Norte T 2 9 20 5
El Dorado 68 45 23 81 10
Fresno 58 357 61 a7 218
Glenn 28 18 0 ] 3
Humboldt 07 108 29 126 %
Imperial 20 53 37 07 kil
Inyo 15 7 7 15 3
Kern 108 784 238 1,040 B4
Kings 32 201 20 85 39
Lake 73 39 34 75 11
Lassen 32 ] 3 26 6
Los Angeles 8,342 5,767 2,578 9,791 530
Madera m &7 44 %0 24
Marin 66 27 39 53 8
Mariposa 3 9 5 kil 2
Mendocino 75 38 37 50 8
Merced 17 100 71 4 42
Modoc 2 1 1 3 1
Mano 3 2 1 7 1
Monterey 308 76 132 309 34
Napa 70 44 26 69 7
Nevada 23 ] 7 7 (<]
Orange 1464 1038 427 1750 220
Placer 251 133 L] 153 25
Plumas 9 7 3 12 1
Riverside 1601 990 &M 1683 262
Sacramento 895 505 390 1203 208
San Benito 52 30 22 23 4
San Bernardino 2,301 1638 663 2,521 348
San Diego 1821 1043 778 2,038 256
San Francisco B4 T 50 421 61
San Joaquin 450 3N 138 639 6
San Luis Obispo 40 88 52 136 22
San Mateo 208 139 70 351 33
Santa Barbara 294 1 1 288 37
Santa Clara 693 402 291 1,067 15
Santa Cruz 78 72 6 69 T
Shasta 326 u7 78 0 0
Sierra 1 1 - 1 -
Sigkiyou 34 2 21 23 8
Sclano 278 62 16 363 53
Sonoma 231 1% 15 B4 21
Stanislaus 540 36 224 426 66
Sutter 103 &7 35 08 21
Tehama 54 94 60 50 B
Trinity 9 8 1 9 1
Tulare 520 292 228 388 70
Tuolumne 47 B 33 33 4
Ventura 380 290 170 363 60
Yolo 2n 130 u7 215 a7
Yuba 94 64 30 88 B
Total Projected 25,651 16,673 8,978 29,550 3,525
TOTAL 58,726
YoloNA/Table2

1 Numbers are based on full implementation.

2 Numbers have been adjusted for excluded crimes.

3 Numbers reflect sentence lengths 3 years or less.

4 Numbers reflect sentence lengths above 3 years. Population serving longer than 3 years will be significantly less due to day for day redit earnin
5 Judicial decisions could decrease this population dramatically.

6 This population is a subset of the total low level offender population.

7 Assumes 30-day average length of stay for locally supervised violators and State Parole viclators.
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Between July 2012 and September 2013, CDCR estimates that the AB 109 Realignment will result in 235
additional new locally sentenced offenders, 229 new post-release probation assignments, and 81 State
parole revocations to County Jail. Based on these estimates from CDCR over the first two year
implementation period, the Yolo Probation Department is projected to receive a total of 436 Post-Release
Community Supervision (PRCS) offenders (monthly average of 18). The Sheriffs Department is
projected to receive 418 (monthly average of 17) “N3” felony offenders sentenced to jail time or some
combination of jail time and community supervision and parolee jail commitments.

CDCR also estimates that by June 2014 at “full implementation”, the Yolo County criminal justice system
will be handling an average daily population (ADP) of new offenders that will include the following:

Estimated Average Daily Population (ADP) at “Full Inplementation” of AB 109
of New Offenders in the Yolo County Criminal Justice System

= 277 “N3” offenders serving felony sentences in County Jail (130 serving less than three
years; 147 serving more than three years).

= 215 California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) offenders receiving
Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS) provided by the Probation Department.

= 37 revoked offenders in County Jail on State parole or local probation violations.

The offenders anticipated for local County Jail custody, supervision and treatment under the AB 109
Realignment are expected to have high needs in the area of substance abuse, persistent association with
negative peer influences, anti-social thinking, insufficient problem-solving skills, mental health issues, lack
of vocational and educational skills, post-release homelessness, and/or other basic needs.

Probation Department Estimates of AB 109 Impact on County Jail

As part of the local Community Corrections Partnership planning process chaired by the Yolo County
Chief Probation Officer, the CCP conducted their own independent analysis and projection of the impact
of AB 109 at full implementation of the Realignment legislation. The analysis they conducted showed that
of the 3,055 individuals currently on County probation, a total of 2,400 were ineligible for State Prison
commitments under the AB 109 legislation. The probationers not eligible for prison represented 78.0% of
the County’s probation caseloads. The CCP analysis also showed the following:

= Probation Revocations: In 2010, 145 probationers were revoked to State Prison, or
4.5% of the local probation population. Under the law, only 22.0% are now eligible
for State Prison. Based on the same revocation’'s rate for the prison eligible
population, only 28 people would be sent to State Prison and 117 would be revoked
to local custody.

= Referrals to State Prison: In 2010, 284 people were sentenced to State Prison on
State commitments. Under AB 109, only 30.0% are now eligible for State Prison.
Assuming the same annual number of total commitments, only 94 individuals would
be sent to State Prison and 190 people would no longer be eligible for a prison
commitment, but would be sentenced to County Jail.

» Parole Violations: Parole violations bookings averaged 58 per month for the first
nine months of 2011. After October 1, parole violators will serve their time locally at
the Monroe Center. The number of parole booking per month for 2011 have ranged
from 48 — 66 a month.
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In total, the “N3" impact on the Yolo County jail system would be 307 individuals that would include
probationers now ineligible for prison and convicted felony defendants sentenced to County Jail who are
now ineligible for prison. An additional average daily population of 37 program and parole violators will
also be incarcerated in the County Jail. System-wide, the Probation Department estimates that AB
109 will likely increase the Yolo County Jail facilities’ populations by 344 inmates.
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SECTION 6: RELEASE TRENDS & INCARCERATION ALTERNATIVES
EEemm e aemae—s s s e e e e e
Yolo County Jail Needs Assessment Update

Jail Release and Average Length of Stay Trends

The information in this section examines changes in jail booking and release trends, average length of
stay for male / female felony and misdemeanor detainees and use of incarceration alternatives. A current
inmate profile which exams selected personal and criminal justice characteristics of inmates incarcerated
in the County’s jail system is also summarized in this section. Particular attention is focused on the
characteristics of pretrial detainees housed in the Monroe Center. Other summary information outlines
the range of current alternatives to incarceration programs which have been developed in response to the
crowding conditions in the County’s jail system.

The following Table shows the number and type of bookings into the Yolo County jail system by length of
stay for 2009 — 2010.

Number and Type of Bookings Into the Yolo County Jail
System By Length of Stay 2009 - 2010

Less 1 Day More Than One Day

Type of Booking/Year Number | Percent Number | Percent Total
2009:
Felony 467 14.1% 2,835 85.9% 3,302
Misdemeanor 2,599 46.1% 3,038 53.9% 5,637
Total 3,066 34.3% 5,873 65.7% 8,940
Ave. Length of Stay (LOS) 17.0 Days
"2010
Felony 463 14.1% 2,828 85.9% 3,291
Misdemeanor 2,860 48.7% 3,018 51.3% 5,878
Total 3,323 36.2% 5,846 63.8% 9,169
Ave. Length of Stay (LOS) 18.0 Days

YoloNA/Table3

As the data shows, the average length of stay for the two year period has ranged between 17 — 18 days.
Nearly one out of every three (36.2%) defendants booked into the jail are able to secure a release in less
than 24 hours after being incarcerated. Nearly half (48.7%) of misdemeanants booked into the jail
system are released in less than one day. Approximately 14.1% of felons booked into the jail system are
released within less than one day of being processed into the facility.

One of the most significant indications of the use of pretrial and sentenced jail release options in Yolo
County, combined with the overall impact of the Court “Cap” releases which are occurring on a daily
basis, is shown in the following Table which compares Yolo County Jail and California State-wide
average length of jail custody stay (days) between 2000 — 2011.
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Comparison Between Yolo County Jail and California
State-wide Average Length of Jail Custody Stay (Days)

California State-wide Ave.

Length of Jail Custody
Stay (Days)

2000 - 2011
Yolo County
Ave. Length of Jail
Year Custody Stay (Days)
2000 17.4
2001 17.4
2002 16.7
2003 15.7
2004 15.9
2005 16.0
2006 16.0
2007 17.0
2008 17.0
2009 17.0
2010 18.0
2011 17.0
Ave. Custody Stay
2000 - 2011 16.8 Days

YoloNATablad

23.2
23.2
23.6
20.5
20.2
21.3
23.8
241
19.4
20.0
17.9
17.2

21.2 Days

Source: Yolo County Sheriffs Department & CSA Quarterly Jail Profile Survey

In 2000, the average length of jail custody stay (ALS) for pretrial and sentenced inmates was 17.4 days.
In 2007, the ALS was only 15.5 days, representing a decline of 10.9%. State-wide, as the data shows, in
2007 the average length of jail custody was 24.1 days. In the intervening years between 2008 and 2011,
the average length of stay in the Yolo County Jail has ranged between 17 — 18 days. State-wide, the
average length of jail custody stay has ranged between 17 — 20 days. In terms of the difference in the
average length of stay in days, for the past 12 years, the ALS was 16.8 days in Yolo versus 21.2 days
state-wide. This represents a difference of 4.4 days of less custody time for detainees in Yolo County

compared to the state-wide average length of stay trends.

Jail Population Profile

Data developed from a sampling of a point-in-time “snapshot’ of the jail population has indicated the
following demographic and criminal history characteristics for the pretrial and sentenced prisoner

populations housed in the Yolo County jail system.

Yolo County Jail Snapshot

Male Inmates
Number Percent

Custody Inmates: 361 85.3%
Custody Status:
Pretrial 301 83.4%
Sentenced 60 16.6%
Total 361 100.0%

Female Inmates

Number

62

42
20

62

Percent

14.7%

67.7%
32.3%

100.0%
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Yolo County Jail Inmate Profile
Total Profile Male Profile Female Profile
No. Inmates 423 No. Inmates 361 No. Inmates 62
Holds Holds Holds
O/C (Other County) 57 o/C 46 o/C 11
3056 PC (Parole) 55 3056 PC 52 3056 PC 3
INS (Immigration) 4 INS 3 INS 1
SP (State Prison) 14 SP 14 SP 0
Age Age Age
Average 32.7 Average 32.9 Average 32.5
High 69 High 69 High 65
Low 18 Low 18 Low 19
Race Race Race
White 178 White 151 White 27
Hispanic 165 Hispanic 144 Hispanic 21
Asian 11 Asian 9 Asian 2
Black 62 Black 50 Black 12
Indian 7 Indian 7 Indian 0
Unknown 0 Unknown 0 Unknown 0
Incarceration Status Incarceration Status Incarceration Status
Sentenced 77 Sentenced 60 Sentenced 20
Pre-sentenced 346 Pre-sentenced 301 Pre-sentenced 42
Felony 405 Felony 346 Felony 59
Misdemeanor 18 Misdemeanor 15 Misdemeanor 3
Violence 234 Violence 217 Violence 22
Property 88 Property 60 Property 22
Drug Primary 86 Drug Primary 71 Drug Primary 16
Alcohol Primary 14 Alcohol Primary 12 Alcohol Primary 2
Drug Secondary 76 Drug Secondary 61 Drug Secondary 15
Alcohol Secondary 21 Alcohol Secondary 21 Alcohol Secondary 0
Residence Residence Residence
Yolo County 259 Yolo County 230 Yolo County 33
Out-of-County 164 Out-of-County 131 Qut-of-County 29

On July 19, 2007, all active jail files were reviewed and the above information was obtained. The jail
“alpha” roster showed 454 inmates in custody. Four hundred and twenty three files were reviewed. The
remainders were inmates on home arrest. The purpose of the file review was to conduct a “snapshot
profile" of the inmate population from a typical month. This information was obtained from actual files
rather than data bases to ensure accuracy. The following charts illustrate the specific categories from this
profile.

Inmates are often held in county jails on holds from other institutions or agencies for pick up or until their
local charges are adjudicated. The holds identified in this segment all had local charges as well as the
outside hold. The below charts indicate the types and number of holds for inmates in the Yolo County Jail
on the profile date.
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Inmate Holds - Total Population
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Inmate Ages - Total Inmate Population

Years

Average High
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Low

Male Ages

Years
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Low

Female Ages

Years

Average High
Ages

55



Inmate Races - Total Inmate Population

White
42% Hispanic
Asian
Black
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Yolo County General Population Race Demaographics

Male Races

White
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Asian
Black
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42%

B 0O0DOD
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Female Races

44%

\White
Hispanic
Asian
Black

[ O R =

The profile showed that 82% of the total inmate population was pre-sentenced and 18% were sentenced.
If not for the crowding, a more likely mix might be 30% to 35% sentenced. The Yolo mix is becoming
more typical of many county jails given statewide crowding; however, the number of pre-sentenced
inmates does indicate the possibility that the jail population might be reduced with a stronger, more
lenient “OR” policy for release of pre-trial and pre-sentenced inmates out of custody. It is difficult to

predict the success of this program because so many inmates are already released per the Federal Court
Order, further this practice could erode public safety.

Case Status - Total Inmate Population
18%

B Sentenced

B Pre-sentencec

82%
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Male Case Status

17%

B Sentenced

B Pre sentencec

83%

Female Case Status

32%

B Sentenced
m  Pre-seqtenced

Regarding the following charts; historically, many jails in California maintained a 60% felon to 40%
misdemeanant ratio. In recent years this has been changing to a greater percentage of felons. Jails
facing severe overcrowding tend to have a ratio of 80 to 90% felons to 10 to 20% misdemeanants. Many
misdemeanants are released on their O.R. or placed on community corrections programs. Yolo jail has
essentially become an all felony institution. The following charts show Yolo County has characteristics of
a severely overcrowded jail.
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Felony vs. Misdemeanor Ratio - Total Population
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The following charts further show the general “types” of crimes for which inmates are in custody at the
Yolo County jail. The majority of the inmates’ in-custody are being held on violent crimes (56% of total
inmate population). However, the female population has a higher percentage of drug/alcohol/property
crimes than violence (64% to 36%). This is very typical throughout the State as females tend to commit
fewer violent crimes but are more prone to abuse substances. Of note however, more women are being
held for violent crimes in the past 10-years as has been the historical trends.

As the jails become filled with more violent offenders, more defendants receive probation in lieu of jail
time. When these offenders fail to comply with the terms and conditions of their probation, they are
ordered back to court to determine if they should serve time in custody.

Types of Crimes - Total Inmate Population

Violance
Property
Drug
Alcohol

OD B8 B

21%

Male Crime Types

Vidlence
Property
Drug
Alcohol

OD B D
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Female Crime Types

Violence
Property
Drug
Alzohol

DO ® b

Counties that are contiguous to larger urban areas experience significant impact from “spill-over” crime.
Although the majority of inmates in the Yolo jail are from Yolo County, 39% are from other areas outside
the County. The majority of the inmates from outside Yolo County were from Sacramento County.

Inmate Residence - Total Inmate Population

O Yolo County
| OQut-of-County

Male Inmate Residence

36Y%

Yolo County
@ Qut-of-County
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Female Inmate Residence

53%

O Yolo County
@ Out-of-County

Total Profile Male Profile Female Profile
Murder Charge 29 Murder Charge 28 Murder Charge 1
Attempt Murder 13 Attempt Murder 12 Attempt Murder 1
Federal Prisoners 6 Fed. Prisoners 4 Fed. Prisoners 2
Housed 0/C 5 Housed 0/C 5 Housed 0/C 0
Held 3056 Only 2 Held 3056 Only 2 Held 3056 Only 0
Held O/W Only 3 Held O/W Only 3 Held O/W Only 0
Held VOP Only 1 Held VOP Only 1 Held VOP Only 0
Home Detention 31

Some additional information was also developed from the profile. The number of inmates held on murder
charges or attempted murder was excessive compared with other similar counties. Yolo County also has
an agreement with the Federal government to house Federal prisoners, some for extended periods of
time. On the date of the profile there were six Federal prisoners in custody. Yolo County had five
inmates housed as a courtesy in other county jails. There were a number of inmates with Parole holds
but only three that were being held solely on a Parole hold. Again there were a number of inmates with
pending warrants from other counties but only three being held solely on an out-of-county warrant. There
were a number of inmates with violation of probation (VOP) holds but only one being held solely on a
VOP. This is very unusual and is most likely the result of overcrowding as there is not enough room to
house inmates with only a VOP charge.

As the profile indicates, Yolo County is in essence an all felony jail with a high percentage of
violent offenders. Additionally, Yolo releases over 3,500 (3,586 in 2006) inmates per year as a
result of the overcrowding court decree. It does not appear there are a significant number of
inmates that could be released given Yolo County’s current situation.
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Existing Alternatives to Incarceration Programs

Solutions to the jail crowding dilemma must be developed in accordance with the unique needs and
desires of the Yolo community and officials responsible for managing criminal justice agencies and
programs. Construction to increase bed capacity is one appropriate component of solutions that have
been developed to address the crowding problem. The other components usually focus on alternatives to
incarceration and case processing programs which can be modified to help ensure existing jail space is
effectively utilized.

Use of alternatives or special case processing procedures can occur at any number of points in the Yolo
Criminal Justice System. At each decision point, a series of case handling steps or options can be
emphasized. Decisions to select particular alternative options as a way of curbing jail population growth
and the need for increased space by diverting offenders and shortening the custody period of those who
remain must, however, maintain caution to ensure that neither premature nor inappropriate releases
occur which may endanger public safety.

In Yolo's adult criminal justice system, major screening and case processing decisions occur at 12
primary points in the system and involve options concerning:

ADULT OFFENDER PROCESSING POINTS

Enforcement Decisions

Police Stationhouse or Jail Booking Decisions
Pretrial Services Release Decisions
Prosecutor's Charging Decisions

Initial Court Appearance Decisions

Bail Review and Other Hearing Decisions
Preliminary Hearings

Superior Court Arraignment
Trial/Adjudication

10. Sentencing

11 Appeal

12 Parole or Early Release Considerations

CONOITARWN=

The Figures on the following two pages show the primary steps available to officials as offenders are
processed through the 12 decision points shown above.
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The resulting profile and assessment of the major alternative programs currently utilized by police, county
jails, District Attorney, courts and Probation Department is summarized in the remainder of this section.
The key programs and specialized case processing procedures highlighted in the section include:

Yolo County Community Corrections and Jail Alternative Programs

1. Community Corrections/Alternative to Incarceration Programs: The Sheriff's
Department and Probation both operate Community Corrections Programs. The
Sheriff's Department oversees electronic monitoring (home custody). The Probation
Department oversees the work release program.

2. Work Release (Sheriff's Work Initiative Program SWIP): Some sentenced
inmates with less than 90 days to serve, determined by the court, are eligible for work
release. The inmate reports to the Leinberger Center and is interviewed. The inmate
must pay $25 application fee to the Sheriffs Department and a County flat fee of
$310. Once the fees are paid and the offender is accepted into the program, the
Probation Department oversees the program.

3. Electronic Monitoring Program (EMP): The Sheriffs office leases 20 electronic
monitoring units. There is a $40 application fee. There is a daily fee for the program
determined by a sliding scale based on income. The daily fee ranges from $12 to
$15 per day. There are weekly drug tests and periodic random home inspections to
insure inmates are in compliance.

4.  Pretrial Release (Own Recognizance) Program: The Sheriff's Department and the
Probation Department share the responsibility of the OR program. Prior to May 2007
the Probation Department conducted all the OR investigations. Since May of 2007,
the Sheriffs Department conducts pre-arraignment reports and the Probation
Department conducts post-arraignment reports when requested to do so by the
courts.

The Sheriff's Department has two part-time retired correctional officers who perform
the OR duties. All arrestees brought into the jail are reviewed for possible OR
release. The jail uses the Federal court decree standards of non-release as the
guidelines for who is not qualified for OR. The list of crimes includes violence, use of
weapons, threats, sex crimes, and child abuse. Inmates who are not disqualified by
the nature of their crime are interviewed by jail staff. A pre-arraignment questionnaire
is used to determine the inmates’ eligibility. The officer considers current charges,
past convictions, RAP, residence longevity, employment, prior FTA’'s, community ties,
public safety, etc. The officers conduct verification interviews and telephone calls.
The instrument is not a point system but rather subjective. The OR officer then
makes a recommendation.

The Probation Department conducts post-arraignment OR investigations when
requested by the courts. The Probation Department uses an objective point system
instrument that considers time in the area, residence, family ties, employment &
financial history, prior convictions, alcohol and drug abuse, and current charges.

The Yolo County detention system does not operate a work furlough program due to the lack of minimum
security jail beds. There is also no weekender program due to the lack of minimum security jail beds.

The examination of current programs revealed that Yolo County justice agencies are continuing to make
extensive use of alternatives to incarceration programs and specialized case processing procedures
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developed to address jail crowding situations involving both pretrial and sentenced prisoner populations.
The alternative programs and processing procedures currently utilized at major screening points in the
system are identified below.

Impact of Jail Incarceration Alternative Programs

The Sheriff's Department makes maximum use of recognized pretrial and post-sentence
alternative incarceration programs. Without these programs, it is estimated the jail's inmate
ADP would likely increase by at least 32.0%. The Needs Assessment has shown that the
County cannot immediately establish a new program that, by itself, will have a significant
impact on bed space requirements.

Yolo County has taken significant steps to make maximum use of recognized pretrial and post-sentence
alternatives to incarceration programs and innovative case processing practices in response to detention
system overcrowding. Currently, a total of 12 programs have been established to address pretrial release
and an additional seven specialized Court processing procedures and post-sentence alternative
sanctions are being utilized. It is estimated that without these programs, the Monroe Center and
Leinberger Unit's average daily population would increase by at least 137 inmates.

Yolo County Alternative to Incarceration Programs

Decision Point Alternative Programs

Pretrial Release:

Law Enforcement Field Citation Release.
Diversion to services (family disputes, mental iliness, etc.
Release without charge (PC 849(b) public inebriates).

Jail Booking Misdemeanor Citation Release (PC 853.6).
Restricted public inebriate bookings (PC 849(b)).
Expedited holds/warrants release to other agencies.
Citation Release for felony reduced filings.

Bail schedule.
Pretrial Services Pretrial OR Release
Prosecutor Charging Accelerated DA review and screening

Diversion from prosecution (PC 1000).
Spousal Abuse Diversion

TOTAL PRETRIAL PROGRAMS AND
SPECIALIZED PROCESSING PROCEDURES: 12
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Yolo County Alternative to Incarceration Programs

Decision Point Alternative Programs

Expedited Court
Processing and Al-
ternative Sentencing

Sanctions:
Court Delay/Reduction Arraignment calendar and court.
Priority trial calendar for in-custody defendants.
Sentencing Alternatives Probation, community service, fines, restitution and treatment.
Treatment / counseling referral.
Work-in-lieu of Jail (SWIP Work Release).
Electronic Surveillance and Monitoring Program.
Supervision
Sentence
Conversions/Transfers Early Release (PC 4019 Work/Good Time Credits).

Expedited CDCR transfers for sentenced inmates.
Work Release Program Conversion for sentenced inmates during last 45
days of confinement.

TOTAL SPECIALIZED COURT PROCESSING PROCEDURES AND
POST-SENTENCE ALTERNATIVES: 7

The Yolo County Sheriffs Department, city police departments and other County / State agencies utilize,
for example, the legal option of issuing citations in lieu of booking defendants into the County Jail. The
intent is to limit incarceration of non-violent misdemeanants. The use of citation release provides for
officer discretion, allows misdemeanants to remain in the community, and eliminates an unnecessary
burden on the County Jail. As the following Table indicates, local law enforcement agencies are
continuing to increase field citations in lieu of jail booking for misdemeanor arrests. In 2000, 25.0% (one
out of every four) misdemeanants received a Promise to Appear citation in lieu of being booked into the
County Jail. In 2010, approximately 28.1% of the misdemeanants arrested by local law enforcement
agencies were issued a citation in lieu of being booked into the Monroe Center.

Number and Percent of Yolo County Misdemeanor Arrests
Handled With a Citation in Lieu of Jail Booking 2000 - 2010

Misdemeanor Arrests 2000 002 2006 2008 2010
No. Misdemeanor Arrests 4,583 4,566 4,794 5,021 4,918
No. Citations Issues 1,146 1,237 1,366 1,416 1,382
% Misdemeanor Arrests 25.0% 27.1% 28.5% 28.2%  28.1%

YoloNA/Table5
Source: Califomia Department of Justice

In terms of managing the crowding in the County’s jail facilities, the Sheriffs Department has adopted an
aggressive Pretrial Release Program at booking which provides a non-financial recognizance release
(OR) mechanism for pretrial felony detainees who might not afford monetary bail. Through the program,
interviewers collect and verify personal history information on defendants for submission to the Courts
prior to arraignment. The verified information deals with a defendant’s ties in the community and relevant
criminal justice factors which have been found to correlate with an individual's ability to keep their
assigned Court date if they are released pending further Court proceedings.
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All felony detainees are interviewed at booking with the exception of those not eligible for OR release.
These examples include parole holds, warrants / hold from other agencies, murder charges, Superior
Court warrants, commitments and remands. In 2007, a total of 1,272 defendants were screened and
released after being booked into the Monroe Center. These pretrial releases represented approximately
12.5% of the jail's annual bookings. In 2010, these pretrial releases represented approximately 12.4% of
the jail's annual bookings.

Jail Pretrial Services Program
Number and Percent of Yolo County Pretrial Detainees
Granted Own Recognizance (OR) Release

Prefrial Servides 2005 2006 007 2009 010
No. Own Recognizance (OR) Releases 1,248 1,246 1,272 1,147 1,137
(%) Percent of Jail Bookings 12.9% 11.8% 12.5% 12.3% 12.6%

YoloNATabled
Source: Califomia Department of Justice

The Sheriffs Department, with the support of the Probation Department and Superior Court, have also
adopted and expanded alternatives to incarceration for sentenced inmates. These community corrections
programs include Electronic Monitoring and Work Release.

Under the Electronic Monitoring Home Detention Program, individuals who have been sentenced to serve
time in the County Jail have the opportunity to continue their civilian employment in lieu of jail
incarceration. The Sheriffs Electronic Monitoring Program has a capacity for 20 participants. The
Program utilizes staff supervision, drug testing, and continual monitoring to ensure public safety while
participants live at home and work in the community. The intent of the Program is to allow low-risk, non-
violent convicted felons and misdemeanants to keep their jobs in lieu of jail custody thereby giving them
an opportunity to remain a productive citizen of the community while repaying a share of the custody cost
incurred as a result of their Court conviction and sentence.

The Sheriffs Alternative Work Program (SWIP) functions as Yolo County’'s primary incarceration
alternative for individuals sentenced to carry out community work assignments in lieu of jail confinement.
The goal of the program is to relieve crowding in the jails while providing an alternative service to the
community. Judges have continually supported program usage by steadily increasing commitments over
the past decade. Work Project participants perform public service work assignments at parks, churches,
cemeteries, roadways and at other public or non-profit sites. In addition, the Work Project provides an
overcrowding relief mechanism for the Main Jail and Leinberger Unit through the screening of in-custody
sentenced inmates for transfer to Work Release to serve the last 45 days of their sentence.

As the following Table shows, in 2010, the Home Custody Electronic Monitoring Program had 109

participants. These individuals were supervised an average of 62 days. The total days participants are
monitored through the Program has ranged from 2 — 180.
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Sheriff's Department Work in Lieu of Jail Program &

Electronic Monitoring Home Custody Program 2000 - 2010

Post-Sentenced Alternative 2000 2007 2010
Sheriff's Work Program (SWIP):
Total Participants 641 870 851
Total Work Days 13,596 18,270 17,020
Average Days of Work in Lieu of Jail 21 21 20
Electronic Surveillance / Monitoring
(Home Custody EM):
Total Participants 192 114 109
Total EM Days 6,384 6,840 6,749
Average Home Custody Days 33 60 62
Range of Home Custody Days 2-60 2-182 2-180
YoloNA/Table?

Source: Yolo County Sheriffs Department SWIP Program

In 2007, the Sheriffs Work Program (SWIP) assigned 870 individuals to community work sites. An
average of 21 days of work in lieu of jail incarceration is completed by participants. More importantly, the
trend data shows the Work Program is continuing to receive significant numbers of participants. In 2000,
a total of 641 individuals were assigned to the SWIP Program. In 2007, a total of 870 individuals were
assigned to work sites which represented an increase in the Program’s participation of 35.7%. In 2010,
the Program processed 851 sentenced inmates.

Over the past decade, the Sheriffs Department has made three significant program modifications in its
efforts to manage crowding at the County’s jail facilities. These changes have included:

" 2000: Leinberger Unit — The classification policy for housing inmates at the
minimum security Leinberger Unit was modified.  Pretrial inmates that were
previously not eligible to be housed with sentenced detainees was modified. Pretrial
inmates are now routinely housed at the facility. Pretrial inmates, due to gang
affiliation or types of criminal offense, also became eligible. Housing different
classifications of inmates at the Leinberger Unit in addition to expanding the Sheriff's
Alternative Work Program made more beds available for higher security inmates at
the Monroe Center.

= 2002: Home Custody Electronic Monitoring — The Sheriff's Department modified
the Electronic Monitoring Program by increasing the number of home custody days
participants could serve in lieu of jail confinement in the Program. Prior to the
change, participants were limited to a maximum of 60 days in the Program. This has
been extended to six months (180 days).

= 2003: Sheriff’s Alternative Work Program — The Sheriffs Department increased
the Work Release Program conversion for sentenced inmates from 30 to 45 days
during their last period of their jail confinement.

These three program modifications have allowed qualified inmates to fulfill their sentences without
occupying jail beds.
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SECTION 7: JAIL OPERATIONS, STAFFING & INMATE PROGRAMS

Yolo County Jail Needs Assessment Update

Custody Division Organizational Structure and Mission Statement

The information in this section provides a summary profile of the Sheriffs Department’s Custody Division
organizational structure, Mission Statement, and basic operational goals and objectives that are being
emphasized in the operation of the County’s adult pretrial and sentenced jail facilities. The information
also provides a general overview of the Monroe Center and Leinberger Facilities’ Policy and Procedures
Manuals and compliance to Corrections Standards Authority's (CSA) Minimum Jail Standards related to
(a) training, personal and management, (b) records and public information, (c) classification and
segregation, (d) programs and activities, (e) discipline, (f) health services, (g) food service, (h) clothing
and personal hygiene, (i) bedding and linens, and (j) facility sanitation and safety. Information is also
provided about the key inmate programs and services currently available at the County’s jail facilities. A
number of outside agencies including the Corrections Standards Authority (CSA) conducts reviews of jail
operations and adherence to published standards. For this Needs Assessment Update, the jail's
inspections for the period 2008 — 2010 were also reviewed.

The chart on the following page shows the basic organizational structure the Yolo County Sheriff's
Department has established for the Jail Custody Division. As the chart shows, a Captain is responsible
for the direction and management of the County jail system. Organizationally, the jails are staffed and
key services are provided in seven organizational areas including:

(1) Facility Administration

(2) Core Operations, Monroe Center and Leinberger Facility
(3) Court Security

(4) Records Maintenance

(5) Inmate Programs

(6) CERT Security Systems

(7) Compliance

Two Correctional Lieutenants are responsible for the day-to-day operations at the Leinberger facility. A
Sheriffs Department Lieutenant and Sergeant manage the detention facilities’ Court security section.
The Monroe Center Lieutenant oversees the jail system’s booking process, procedures, security and
investigations, and other related procedures. The Lieutenant also directs jail compliance activities that
cover (a) jail training, (b) gang intelligence unit, (c) canine program, (d) medical screening, (e) restraining
orders, (f) intake welfare logs, (g) policy and procedure updates, (h) grievances, and (i) custodial officer
scheduling. The Classification Officers assigned to the Monroe Center also report to the Correctional
Lieutenant.

The Correctional Lieutenant overseeing the Leinberger facility is responsible for day-to-day operations
covering the (a) commissary, (b) laundry, (c) kitchen, (d) inmate phone system, (e) facility-wide
maintenance, (f) time calculations for sentenced detainees, and (g) Sheriff's Work Program.

The Jail Administration Unit is responsible for the staff scheduling, overtime, and Custody Division
budgeting. The Administrative staff oversee jail record functions and coordinate the Jail Management
Information System activities. The Inmate Programs Unit covers essential services that include medical
services, the law library, general population library services, religious programming, and various
education and GED programs that are offered to pretrial and sentenced inmates.

The jail system has also assigned jail planning functions to the Correctional Lieutenant responsible for the
Monroe Center operations.
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Jail Mission Statement and Operational Goals

Major policy decisions regarding the County's jail facilities must meet both the immediate and long-range
needs of the community as well as that of the jail staff and inmates who are detained in the facility. For
this reason, the development and documentation of a Mission Statement and corresponding goals for jail
management and operations are critical steps in the Needs Assessment and facility planning process.
Together, these documents define, in general terms, the nature of the philosophical and operational
practices to be achieved in the facility. They are essential reference documents which provide focus,
direction, and consistency to the broad range of activities which the County is undertaking through the
Monroe Center and Leinberger facility.

The Mission Statement is a critical step in the facility planning process. A Mission Statement defines, in
general terms, the nature of most operational practices to be achieved in the management of the facility.
Because the Mission Statement reflects the incarceration and operational philosophies for the Yolo
County jail system, it is an essential reference document for the collection and analysis of relevant
quantitative and empirical data. Without it, the planning process can lack focus and direction, and will,
in all probability, result in facility decisions which do not meet the long-term needs of the inmates
population, staff, and management of the jail facilities.

Specifically, a Mission Statement:
1. Defines the purpose of the facility, including the legal mandate under which the

facility will operate, the types of inmates who will be incarcerated in the facility, and,
in general terms, the rationale for their incarceration.
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2.

Defines the facility's responsibilities to its inmate population, and other major
constituencies. In the broadest sense, those responsibilities are SECURITY (making
sure that those individuals incarcerated remain so until legally released), SAFETY
(making sure that both the staff and inmates of the facility are not subjected to
physical, emotional, or psychological abuse or danger), and SERVICE (providing for
the basic human needs of the inmate population, and providing opportunities, for
those inmates who choose to participate, to rehabilitate themselves and, upon
release, become constructive members of the community).

Reflects the long-range direction in which the jail will be headed.

Reflects major organizational goals to be accomplished in the facilities and their
rationale.

With regard to the planning process, a Mission Statement, in conjunction with the statement of facility
operational goals and objectives provides focus to the data collection and analysis activities. It also
serves as the primary reference point for the development of programs and, eventually, policies and
procedures for new facilities. It provides overall direction to architects and the consultant(s) regarding
the design of remodeled facilities. The Mission Statement also serves as a basis for public education
regarding the jail and is the starting point for long-range planning regarding the facility and its operation.

There are several concepts which are crucial and should be focal points for the Mission Statement

including:

In the development of a Mission Statement, serious consideration should be given to three key issues:

The paramount goal of any jail must be public safety and security.

The primary goal, with regard to the inmates population should be that individuals
will depart the facilities in no worse condition, physically or psychologically, than that
in which they entered.

Emphasis should be placed on conditions and facilities for staff. The staff has to
work in the facilities 24 hours a day, seven days a week, 365 days a year.

Creative alternatives to prosecution, detention, and sentencing sanctions should be
used to the extent possible and consistent with public safety.

Facilities need to operate with an eye towards flexibility in the segregation and
housing of inmates.

Equal facilities and access to programs must be provided to male and female
inmates.

Purpose — The purpose of the facility should include the legal mandate for the operation of the facility;
the role of the detention facility in the local criminal justice system, the types of inmates who will be
incarcerated in the facility, and in general terms, the role that incarceration plays in the community. In
determining the purpose of the detention facility, the following questions were addressed:

Is the operation of the detention facility mandated by state and/or local statutes.
Who is ultimately responsible for the operation of the facility?

What law enforcement agencies and courts are served by the facility, and how
does the facility help them accomplish their responsibilities?
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= Who will be incarcerated in the facility, and why should they be incarcerated?

Responsibilities — The Mission Statement must define the facility's primary responsibilities to its inmate
population and other major constituencies. In the broadest sense, those responsibilities are:

®  Security -- Making sure that those individuals incarcerated remain so until legally
released;

= Safety -- Making sure the staff, inmates, and visitors to the facility are not subjected
to physical, emotional, or psychological abuse or danger while in the facility; and

m  Service -- Providing for the basic human needs of the inmates population, and
providing program opportunities for those inmates who choose to participate.

The definition of the term "Service" is particularly critical because of its cost implications. The
definitions of this term should, therefore, include a general description of the types of services and
programs which will be offered in the facility. In defining all three terms, it is essential that state and
national standards and recent corrections-related court decisions be carefully reviewed to determine
what, at a minimum, are the detention facility's responsibilities.

The facility may, however, have other major responsibilities to its various constituencies. As an
example, there may be a responsibility to local government to operate the facility in a cost-effective
manner. It is important that all of the facility's major responsibilities be identified and reflected in the
Mission Statement.

Philosophical Direction — Determining the philosophical direction of County Jails requires putting aside
current perceptions regarding the mission of the facility and trying to conceptualize the facility's mission
five, ten, or 20 years in the future. A number of quite different philosophical approaches to corrections
can be identified including:

= Revenge — The mission of a facility is to punish inmates as their "debt to society,"
and as a deterrent to future criminal activity.

= Reform — A jail exists to provide inmates with vocational and educational skills and
instill in them contemporary community standards in order to make the inmate, upon
release, productive members of society.

= Rehabilitation — The mission of a correctional facility is to treat the inmate’s social
and psychological problems and change their attitudes in order to allow them to
cope" with society upon release.

= Reintegration — A detention facility is responsible for developing a cooperative
relationship between the inmates and the community in order to reduce the stigma of
criminality and enhance the inmate’s ability to successfully re-enter the community
upon release.

B Restraint — A detention facility must be operated in a smooth and efficient manner
and must tightly control the behavior of inmates through the use of rewards and
punishments in order to keep the environment of the facility calm. This philosophy
assumes that attempts to reform, rehabilitate, or reintegrate inmates are futile
because people change only if they want to.

In terms of the operation of a jail, all of the above philosophical approaches have their advantages and

disadvantages. As a result, most communities recognize that the philosophical direction established for
the facility will reflect some combination of two or more of the above philosophical models. Regardless of
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the philosophical direction chosen, it must be based on the community's expectations for the facility,
current correctional standards and court decisions, and the needs of the staff and inmates population of

the facility.

While there is no set format for a Mission Statement, the document must comply with the following

criteria:

Broad Focus — The Mission Statement must definitively address every major issue
regarding the operation of the jail. The Mission Statement should not, however,
attempt to address the details of how the facility will operate. Those details should
be addressed in other documents, such as the facility's master plan, the functional
and architectural programs for the facility, and operational Policies And Procedures.

Concise — The Mission Statement should be written as simply and concisely as
possible.

Clear and Unmistakable — The Mission Statement must be understandable to even
those individuals who have little or no knowledge of detention facilities.

Realistic and Attainable — While the Mission Statement should reflect the ideal
facility for the community it serves, those responsible for the development of the
Mission Statement must feel certain that, with effort, the ideals expressed in the
Mission Statement can be achieved. A Mission Statement which includes "pie-in-
the-sky" concepts which can never be implemented is worthless.

Positive — Because the Mission Statement defines the future course of the facility in
the community, it must focus on what will be done, rather than what will not or cannot
be done.

The Mission Statement and goals must also incorporate the basic policies, programs, and purposes
identified in the larger Sheriff's Department Mission Statement.

An integral part of the fulfillment of the Yolo County Sheriffs Department's mission involves the

operation and management of the Monroe Center and Leinberger facility.

To carry out its legal

mandates, the following statement expressing the principal purposes for how the Yolo County jail system
is to operate has been developed and is utilized in the daily operation of both detention facilities.

Custody Division Mission Statement and Jail Use Policy

The Yolo Sheriff Custody Division will promote secure, safe, and humane housing
for pretrial and sentenced inmates. Service to the general public and the Criminal
Justice System will be of the highest quality. Operation of the facilities will be
consistent with the principles of direct supervision and will at all times meet
minimum jail standards as defined in Title 15 of the California Code of Regulations,
and will insure public safety. Programs and services will be made available to
influence positive behavior with the intent to provide the opportunity for inmates to
be returned back to the community in equal or better condition both physically and
psychologically than when they entered. These goals will be met, while assuring
staff of a productive, safe and secure work environment, and providing them with
the vision, leadership tools, and resources to fulfill this mission.
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Operationally, in its published Policy and Procedures Manuals, staff training and other operations the
Yolo County Jail System strives to meet the following three basic responsibilities that focus on security,
safety, and service:

Yolo County Jail Operational Goals and Objectives

= Security — The jails will provide sufficient security to prevent escapes by foreseeable
means. Primary security will be maintained at the perimeter so as to allow the internal
environment to be the least restrictive possible, consistent with unit housing
classification. Assignment of inmates to security status shall be based upon the
consistent application of rational classification and segregation systems. Maximum
inmate-staff interaction will be encouraged. Interaction will be maximized in order
to reduce staff stress, conflict, and related problems of inmates management,
including security. The jail will use a combination of supervision, inspection,
accountability, and clearly defined policies and procedures on the use of security to
promote safe and orderly operations.

s Safety — The protection of the rights of staff, inmates, and the public, to be safe in
their person and property will be of the highest quality.

= Service — The jail shall have as a goal that inmates will depart in no worse condition,
physically or psychologically, than that in which they entered. Achievement of this
goal is to be promoted through the humane and dignified treatment of inmates.
This will include the provision of adequate space, privacy, and personal
necessities, the provision of exercise, visitation opportunities, and access to the
services of outside agencies, the provision of social service programs and related
services for self-development and religious worship, and the encouragement and
accommodation of work and educational programs which reduce idleness.

All incoming inmates will undergo thorough screening and assessment at intake and receive thorough
orientation to the facility's procedures, rules, programs, and services. The facility will protect the
constitutional rights of inmates and will seek a balance between expression of individual rights and
preservation of facility order. The facility's rules of conduct and sanctions and procedures for violations
will be defined in writing, and communicated to all inmates and staff. Disciplinary procedures will be
carried out promptly and with respect to due process. Inmates who threaten the secure and orderly
management of the jail will be removed from the general population and placed in special custody
supervision units.

Meals will be nutritionally balanced, well-planned, prepared, and served in a manner that meets
established governmental health and safety codes. The jail's sanitation and hygiene program will comply
with applicable regulations and standards of good practice to protect the health and safety of inmates
and staff. The jail will provide comprehensive health care services by qualified personnel to protect the
health and well-being of inmates. A written body of policy and procedure will govern the jail's academic,
vocational education, and work programs for inmates, including program accreditation, staff certification,
and coordination with other facility programs and services as well as the community. The Jail will also
provide a structured program for inmates to help facilitate a satisfactory transition upon their release
from detention.

Staffing for the jail is an important factor. The environment of the jail will be such as to promote high staff
morale, job satisfaction, and pride in work. All staff shall receive orientation and recurrent in-service
training. The Sheriffs Department's Custody Division will, at a minimum, comply with legal and
professional standards developed through the Corrections Standards Authority (CSA) for the
management and operation of county jail facilities.
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Title 15 and 24 of the California Code of Regulations has established Minimum Standards for California
county jail facilities. Compliance to the Minimum Standards is handled through inspections carried out by
the Corrections Standards Authority (CSA) and other County service divisions. The Minimum Standards
for jail facilities cover a wide range of operational and physical plant requirements including the following:

Training, Personal and Management — The Minimum Standards include
requirements covering (a) staffing levels, (b) inmate supervision and staff training, (c)
fire and life safety, (d) Policy and Procedures Manual, (e) fire safety plan, and (f)
security reviews.

Records and Public Information — The Minimum Standards include requirements
covering (a) reporting of legal actions, (b) death of a inmate while detained, (c) popu-
lation accounting, and (d) jail facility capacity.

Classification and Segregation — The Minimum Standards include requirements
covering (a) admittance procedures, (b) release procedures, (c) classification, (d)
orientation, (e) segregation, (f) assessment and plan, (g) counseling and casework
services, (h) use of force, (I) use of physical restraints, (j) safety room procedures, (k)
searches, (I) grievance procedure, and (m) reporting of incidents.

Programs and Activities — The Minimum Standards include requirements covering
(a) education program, (b) recreation and exercise, (c) religious program, (d) work
program, (e) work program, (f) visiting, (g) correspondence, (h) telephone access,
and (i) access to legal services.

Discipline — The Minimum Standards include requirements covering (a) discipline,
and (b) discipline process.

Health Services — The Minimum Standards include requirements covering (a) re-
sponsibility for health care services, (b) patient treatment decisions, (c) scope of
health care, (d) health care monitoring and audits, (e) health care staff qualifications,
(f) health care staff procedures, (g) health care records, (h) confidentiality, (i) transfer
of health care summary and records, (j) health care procedures manual, (k) man-
agement of communicable diseases, (I) access to treatment, (m) first aid, (n) indi-
vidualized treatment plans, (o) health clearance for in-custody work and program
assignments, (p) health education, (q) reproductive services (r) intake health screen-
ing, (s) intoxicated and substance abusing inmates, (t) health appraisals/medical
examinations, (u) requests for health care services, (v) consent for health care, (w)
dental care, (x) prostheses and orthopedic devices, (y) mental health services and
transfer to a treatment facility, (z) pharmaceutical management, (aa) psychotropic
medications, (bb) suicide prevention program, (cc) collection of forensic evidence,
(dd) sexual assaults, and (ee) participation in research.

Food Service — The minimum standards include requirements covering (a) fre-
quency of serving, (b) minimum diet, (c) therapeutic diets, (d) menus, (e) food man-
ager, (f) food handlers education and monitoring, (g) kitchen facilities, sanitation, and
food storage, and (h) food serving.

Clothing and Personal Hygiene — The Minimum Standards include requirements
covering (a) standard facility clothing issue, (b) special clothing, (c) clothing
exchange, (d) clothing, bedding, and linen supply, (€) control of vermin in inmates’s
personal clothing, (f) issue of personal care items, (g) personal hygiene, (h) shaving,
and (1) hare care services.
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= Bedding and Linens — The minimum standards include requirements covering (a)
standard bedding and linen issue, (b) bedding and linen exchange, and (c) mat-
tresses.

" Facility Sanitation and Safety — The minimum standards include requirements
covering (a) facility sanitation, safety and maintenance, and (b) smoke-free environ-
ment.

The implementation of these important operational standards are clearly evident in the Yolo
County Jail’'s Mission Statement, Operational Goals and Objectives Statements, and published
Policy and Procedures Manual.

Jail Policy and Procedures Manual

The management and operations of local jails focus on a wide range of correctional concerns. The jail's
role as a secure facility for pretrial inmates is unique from that of a long-term institution (intake and
classification procedures require greater focus on security and the separation of various types of
offenders; the programs and services of local jails must place greater emphasis on short-term detention
and offender involvement with the community). Jail facility programs must respond also to the special
needs of its detainees. Local facilities house pretrial detainees, thereby holding individuals who are
presumed innocent yet require maximum security prior to trial, witnesses, and other types of detainees.
This creates unique problems for jail facility personnel. For instance, detention facility operations may
require the separate management of pretrial and post-sentenced inmates with special problems (alcohol
and drug abusers, the mentally disturbed, the physically handicapped), as well as female offenders.
Admission procedures in jail facilities must provide for greater contact with family, legal counsel, and
others in the community.

Regardless of the size of any local jail, countless daily decisions are made by line custody staff and
facility administrators about the following:

B QOrganization and Management B Medical and Health Care Services
= Fiscal Management = |nmate Rights

= Personnel B |nmate Rules and Discipline

®  Training and Staff Development ®  Communication, Mail and Visiting

= Management Information & Research = Admission, Orientation, Property

" |nmates Records Control and Release

®=  Physical Plant = Classification

u  Safety and Emergency Procedures =  |nmate Work Programs

= Security and Control = Release Preparation and Temporary
®  Special Management Populations Release

m  Food Services ®  Citizen Involvement and Volunteers
®  Sanitation and Hygiene ®  |nmate Services and Programs

For each of these areas, minimum National and California Jail Standards have been developed which
guide custody personnel in the basic management and operation of local jail facilities. These published
standards have been recognized by corrections professionals, administrators, and practitioners as
accepted standards necessary for the effective and efficient administration and operation of local
detention facilities. Most standards require evidence of written policy and/or procedure in specific areas
of operations. More recently, the importance of written policy and procedures in relation to court actions
have been used to determine both direct and vicarious liability associated with County jail operations.
The key to reducing vicarious liability has been handled by most jurisdictions through the development of
a thorough policy and procedures manual. The manual has become the basis for formalizing and
professionalizing County jail operations.
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The policy and procedures manual is one of the most important management tools available to the
corrections practitioner.  Policies and procedures provide direction to staff by communicating the
organization's philosophy and work plan. They serve as an invaluable aid in promoting consistency,
efficiency, and professionalism in the performance of facility responsibilities by standardizing the methods
by which such responsibilities are accomplished. Policies and procedures may be used effectively as a
formal mechanism for the introduction of new ideas and concepts to staff, and for the transfer of authority
and responsibility for the accomplishment of organizational goals and objectives to staff. They are also
the foundation for any comprehensive staff training and development program.

Policies and procedures are an important form of documentation for facility defense against detainee-
initiated court action. Indeed, the courts have ruled that the absence of written policies and procedures is
"...clear as a matter of law of gross negligence, and shifts the burden of proof to jail Administrator."

Contrary to popular belief, the development of a policy and procedure manual is not a simple matter of
writing down what the organization does and how it does it. Rather, it is an orderly process of
organizational stock-taking, research and analysis, development of valid information, and the presentation
of that information in a style and format which encourages its utilization. The initial development of a
policy and procedures manual may take from three to six months to accomplish, and involves every
functional unit of the organization and every facet of its operations. A policy and procedures manual can
be of substantial benefit to the organization. However, unless the organization is willing to commit itself to
a significant investment of time, effort, and creativity, those benefits cannot be fully realized.

In many organizations, the terms "policy" and "procedure" are used interchangeably to describe a
management directive regarding the performance of a particular organizational activity. The two terms
do, however, have distinctly different meanings which are relevant to their development.

= Policy — A definitive statement of the organization's position on an issue of concern to
the administration or operation of the organization.

= Procedure — A detailed, step-by-step description of the sequence of activities necessary
for the achievement of the policy which it attends.

In general terms, a policy reflects the organization's philosophy regarding a particular issue. It defines
what the organization intends to do, on a consistent basis, with respect to what issue, and why the
organization intends to take the defined action. A procedure, on the other hand, describes, in a
sequential manner, how - and, inherent in such a description, who, when, and where - the organization
intends to implement the policy.

In relatively rare instances, policies may exist which pervade all areas of organizational activity, and
consequently, require no procedures for implementation. A policy affirming a corrections facility's
intention to provide services detainees in a non-discriminatory manner is an example of such a policy.
Procedures, however, exist solely to implement policy and cannot, therefore, exist alone. It should be
noted that, in many instances, implementation of a policy may be sufficiently complex as to require more
than one procedure.

Policies and procedures may be applicable to:

"  The Organization as a Whole — Example: A policy and procedure(s) regarding the
development of organizational policies and procedures affects all functional units of
the organization.

= One Functional Unit of the Organization — Example: A policy and procedure(s)

regarding the methods to be used by food service personnel in preparing detainee
meals is pertinent only to the food service unit.
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=  Two or More Functional Units of the Organization — Example: A policy and
procedure(s) regarding the transportation of detainees by security personnel to
activities conducted by program unit personnel affects both functional units.

" The Organization or One or More of its Functional Units And External Agencies
or Organizations — Example: A policy and procedure(s) regarding the provision of
educational programs for detainees by the local school district affects, at a minimum,
the program and security units of the corrections facility, and the local school district,
an external organization.

Overall Assessment

The review of Yolo County’s Monroe Center and Leinberger facility operations has shown
that the management procedures adhered to in the County's jail facilities closely parallel
reasonable basic traditional detention practices. Management has established procedures
dictating acceptable practices in such areas as security and control, inmates’ rights,
communication, mail and visiting, facility rules, admission, orientation, property control,
and release.

The jail's Policy and Procedures Manual is currently available in a published format which is also
maintained in an automated format for ease of updating. Both the topics covered in the manual and its
general organization are shown in the Table entitled Organization and Content of the Yolo County
Custody Division Manual of Policies and Procedures. Official copies of the Manual are available to staff.
The Manual is reviewed and updated annually, as demanded by standard.

Training

Staff training in the Yolo County jail facilities, like all jails in California, is regulated by the State. Training
requirements are very clear and specific. All personnel whose primary duties involve direct supervision of
inmates or supervision of personnel who directly supervise inmates must have jail operations training.
Jail operations training must include material on correctional history and philosophy, security and
emergency procedures, detainee attitudes and behavior, custody supervision, fire and life safety,
movement of detainees, basic first aid, and judicial procedures. Personnel required to have jail operations
training must also have basic first aid and CPR training.

All management personnel, defined as those who manage custodial and/or supervisory personnel, and
where feasible, supervisory personnel themselves, must have jail management training. Fiscal and
personnel management, corrections programming, Jail planning, and legal problems in jail administration
exemplify the topics that this form of training must include. Managerial personnel, additionally, must
undergo continuing training each year to maintain currency on issues and skills needed to manage
effectively. This training requirement may be satisfied through attending or participating in meeting,
conferences, seminars, or onsite in-service training. Finally, all personnel (custodial, supervisory, and
management) should have additional onsite, in-service training each year. This training should cover
such topics as recent developments in adult corrections, innovations, in security and security equipment,
and legal developments.

All categories of County jail personnel are receiving adequate minimum training. The County Jail System
has developed a comprehensive set of training records for each employee. A Department training officer
is responsible for scheduling and insuring compliance with State minimum training standards. Basic
operations training for custodial personnel have been or are being met.
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The Correctional Standards Authority (CSA) biennial Jail Inspection Report completed in 2008 - 10
showed that the personnel employed in the facility were in full compliance with jail operations training
provisions contained in Title 15.

Steps Taken to Reduce Reducing Vicarious Liability In County Jail Operations

The previous analysis has demonstrated quite clearly the efforts the Sheriffs Department has continued
to make with respect to ongoing jail facilities operations. The Department's efforts are intended to reduce
and minimize any liability to County taxpayers as a result of operating a detention facility for pre- and
post-sentenced offenders. For the past several years, the Sheriff has taken a leadership role and made a
conscious effort of reducing the County's overall liability. The following is a brief assessment of the
accomplishments in the area of vicarious liability:

®  Failure to Direct -- A well written and thorough Policy And Procedures Manual is
available for the Monroe Center and Leinberger facility. It addresses, in writing, what
is expected of jail employees, jail operations and inmates in all situations. All jail
employees have access to the Manual and there is an annual review of the Manual
conducted by the jail management personnel.

®  Failure to Train — The Custody Division has developed a means to adequately train
all jail employees, both pre-service and in-service. The facility has designated one
person as responsible for internal staff training. Each year a training plan is
developed which shows how each jail employee has complied with minimum training
standards. Individual, current, and accurate training records are kept on each
employee. Regular staff meetings and briefings are carried out with jail staff.

= Failure to Supervise — The Monroe Center and Leinberger facility have undertaken
a program of formal inspections and assessments of staff performance to prove that
it provides active and continuous supervision of jail's personnel. Frequent informal
inspections of the jails with an inspection form which is reviewed by the Custody
Division Captain is carried out. Daily inspections of the jails including all areas
looking for safety, security, sanitation, maintenance, and other problems in the facility
are conducted.

Overall Assessment

The key to reducing vicarious liability is the development of a thorough policy and
procedures manual. It is primary to the training of staff and evaluating their performance on
the job. The manual is the basis for formalizing and professionalizing the jail operation so
the development of an appropriate policy and procedures manual should be the highest
priority. The Yolo County Custody Division has developed a Policy and Procedures Manual
that is used as a point of reference by all staff when resolving or responding to
administration and operational issues in the Monroe Center and Leinberger facility. The
policy and procedures are reviewed in their entirety on a periodic basis to insure that the
written policies and procedures remain operationally viable, and consistent with
organizational philosophy, and constitutional and professional standards.

Jail Staffing Levels

As the Chart below shows, the Sheriffs Department's Custody Division operates the jail facilities with the
use of correctional officer staff and civilian personnel. In 2011 - 12, a total of 138 full-time equivalent
staff positions were budgeted for the Yolo County jail system. The position classifications are highlighted
in the following table.
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Yolo County Sheriff's Department Custody Division
Number and Type of Custody Staff Positions Assigned to the
Monroe Center and Leinberger Facilities in Fiscal Year 2011 - 12

Custody Positions
Sheriff's Department Custody Division Fiscal Year
Position Classification 2011 -12

Monroe Center and Leinberger Facility

Captain

Correctional Lieutenant
Correctional Sergeants
Correctional Officers
Correctional Records Shift Supervisor
Correctional Records Specialist
Deputy Sheriff |

Sherriff's Operations Technician
Sheriff's Service Manager

Food Services Coordinator
Detention Sr. Cook

Sub-total
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Jail Medical Staff
Medical Director
Program Manager
Nurse Practitioner
LVN

Registered Nurse
CMA

Clerical

MFTI (Mental Health)
ASW (Mental Health)
LCSW (Mental Health)
Sub-total
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Total Allocated Positions 161

YoloNA/Tabled

In addition, a total of 23 medical staff are also assigned to the two facilities. System-wide, correctional
and medical staff total 161 personnel.

Adequacy of Jail's Record Keeping Systems

The Yolo County Jail installed and implemented a new Corrections Management System in recent years
which appears to have enhanced their ability to capture and retain records and statistics. The jail staff
and Information Technology Department were able to provide an adequate amount of quality data related
to the jail for this study.

History of Jail System’s Compliance With Local and CSA Standards

The Yolo County Jail is a very professionally managed facility in which considerable effort is given to
complying with standards and regulations.  This has been documented by CSA and Grand Jury
inspectors. A review of inspection reports reveals: The majority of the concerns related to compliance are
related to the facility and crowding, not management or staff. As early as 2001 - 2002 and every
subsequent year, the Yolo County Grand Jury has been critical of the jail related to crowding and has
suggested the County build a new jail or add housing as quickly as possible.
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Similarly the CSA biennial reports (2003/2006) have listed concern about the lack of appropriate housing
of inmates who are potentially self destructive or suicidal noting the practice of housing them long term in
booking is not an acceptable practice. Jail management is very concerned about this fact as is other
County leaders. Planning emphasis is being given high priority to supervising and treating the mentally ill
and suicidal inmates.

Past CSA inspections (2003) also mention supervision gaps which jail management appears to have
rectified. The Corrections Standards Authority (CSA) inspections of this type Il facility completed in 1988
are evaluated under 1980 standards and indicate a history of compliance.

Fire Marshal Inspection: Health and Safety Code Section 13146.1: No Deficiencies.
Health and Safety Inspection: Health and Safety Code Section 101045: No Violations.

Corrections Standards Authority Biennial historical inspections have been positive. ~ The issues and
concerns expressed by the CSA and Grand Jury should be resolved when new inmate housing and
support space is completed. The jail management and staff are motivated to comply with standards
which indicate a likelihood of future compliance if new facilities can be added.

On November 3, 2010, the Corrections Standards Authority conducted its 2008 — 10 Biennial Inspection
of the Monroe Center and Leinberger detention facilities. At the time of the inspection, both fire and life
safety inspections were current and fire clearance had been granted for the facilities. In terms of health
inspections at the time of the CSA review, all inspections were current and there were no outstanding
issues of non-compliance noted.

In terms of CSA deficiencies, the report noted that the Monroe Center booking area remains inadequate
for the amount and type of prisoners that the facility is processing. Due to the fact that holding cells
continue to be used for long-term observations, the facility continues to be out of compliance with Title 24,
Section 470A2.2, Temporary Holding Cells.

CSA also reviewed medical services provided by the California Forensic Medical Group (CFMG) and
found that the continued accreditation of jail medical services is great achievement for both custody and
medical personnel.

In prior inspections, the jail system had been found to be out of compliance due to the lack of supervisory
personnel during the night shift. Based on the changes the Sheriff's Department has introduced clarifying
supervisory duties, the jails were in compliance with this Title 15, Section 1027 provision. As also noted
in prior inspections, the Monroe Center lacked a classification unit staffed with classification personnel.
Because of the recently formed dedicated classification unit within security and investigations and the
assigning of four officers, the facility was found to be in compliance with the classification standards.

The 2008 - 10 inspection did not identify any other items of non-compliance with the Title 15 regulations.
CSA inspectors also did not identify any items of non-compliance with Title 15 or 25 regulations for the
Leinberger facility. (See Appendix I: Corrections Standards Authority (CSA) 2008 — 10 Biennial
Inspection Report)

Jail Programs and Services

The Yolo County Jail System is responsible for providing a number of mandatory and non-mandatory
inmate programs and services. One of the critical programs involves inmate classification. The review of
the jail's classification system found that new arrestees arriving at the Monroe Center are given an intake
medical screening to determine if there are any significant medical or psychological problems that should
be addressed prior to booking. A Booking Officer conducts a interview with each inmate using an
objective Classification Form. The intake screening complies with all standards and guidelines for an
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appropriate objective jail classification evaluation. The arrestee is then booked into the jail and receives a
separate decision screening to determine the appropriate housing.

2011 Inmate Programs of Yolo County Sheriff's Department Detention Division

Religious Bible Studies Bible studies according to respective faiths
Parenting / Anger Management Class focusing on becoming better parents and
Classes techniques for anger management

Investigates various aspects of drug and alcohol use,

Drug and Mcohel Clasaes abuse, addiction and recovery models.

NA Meetings for those seeking to become and stay free of
drugs.
AA Meeting for those seeking to come and continue to be
sober.
Relaxation Group Classes to teach self-relaxation techniques.

For inmates on ad-seg status with mental health issues
to decrease isolation and prevent decompensation.
Support groups and individual sessions for victims of
domestic violence.

Help and tutoring for those wishing to receive their
GEDs.

Counseling and help for veterans in the criminal justice
system and after they are released.

Provides services to inmates such as making calls,
Friends Care handing out reading glasses, and checking on people
and situations outside the jail.

Socialization Group

Domestic Violence Group

GED Classes

Veterans Qutreach

Examples of other mandatory jail programs that are provided include the following:

= Law Library / Legal Resources 8 Recreation

®  Recreational Reading Library = Religious Services
B Visitation = Telephone Access
B Medical & Mental Health Services

In each of these key program areas, the Sheriff's Department's Custody Division is meeting the Title 15
legal requirements for these inmate services, For example, the jails provide access to paperback books
which are rotated regularly. Many of the books are obtained by way of donations. Some non-English-
speaking books are also provided. In terms of recreation, both the Monroe Center and Leinberger facility
have designated recreation areas for each housing unit. For religious services, the jail uses a voluntary
chaplaincy program which provides services to the inmate populations. The program is basic and meets
Title 15 requirements. In terms of telephone access, the jails use contracted telephone services in each
housing unit to meet this requirement.

A key program is inmate visiting which is provided in designated areas in the housing units at the Monroe
Center and contact visiting space at the Leinberger facility. A continuing primary concern, however, has
been the problem of bringing civilian visitors into the secure portion of the Jail Complex. With respect to
inmate healthcare and mental health services, the jails have contracted for medical services through
Callifornia Forensic Medical Group. County Mental Health is involved in the delivery of mental health
programs for the pretrial and sentenced inmate populations. A wide range of other programs that the
Sheriffs Department makes available for the inmate population includes the following:

= Classification Unit - A thorough analysis of the Yolo County Sheriff's Department
Corrections Classification system revealed the following:
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New detainees arriving at the jail are given an intake medical screening to determine
if there are any significant medical or psychological problems that should be
addressed prior to booking. A booking officer then conducts a personal interview
with each inmate and completes a classification review using an objective
classification instrument referred to as the “hardcopy”. This instrument meets all the
standards and guidelines for an appropriate objective jail classification evaluation.
The arrestee is then booked into the jail utilizing the Tiburon Jail Management
System which includes a 34 question jail classification instrument and a separate
decision tree screen to determine the appropriate housing.

Inmates are classified to either the Leinberger minimum security housing or housing
unit A-2. Inmates housed in A-2 are reviewed at a later time to determine if they
should be housed in Max/Medium in A-1 or B-1 or remain in A-2. If it is determined
an inmate meets the requirements for Administrative Segregation, a separate form
must be completed specifying the reason and be approved by a supervisor. All
inmates designated as ADSEG are reviewed every 7 days. There are no designated
“classification officers”; however, there is a sergeant who oversees Administrative
Segregation inmates. The shift sergeants oversee classification as a collateral duty.
The lack of designated and trained classification officers is a concern. Typically a jail
this size should have two to four full time classification officers.

Classification Recommendation

Although Yolo County jail classification system meets Title 15 minimum standards, it is astounding
that this function is not performed by fulltime designated classification officers given the size of Yolo
County jail and the violent nature of the inmates held in custody. Smaller jails with fewer violent
inmates utilize a fulltime classification unit. A fulltime classification should also handle inmate
discipline and gang management. It is recommended that Yolo County jail administration seriously
consider creating a fulltime classification unit utilizing specially trained officers to deal with all
inmate management related to classification, discipline, and gangs.

* |nmate Discipline System - Jail line staff correctional officers write up inmates who
violate jail rules. Three peer officers review the inmate disciplinary reports. The shift
sergeants oversee the inmate discipline system as well as classification. Officers who
observe the rule violation and write the report make a recommendation for discipline.
A sergeant reviews the report and determines if the punishment is appropriate. If the
sergeant believes the inmate did violate the jail rules and the recommended
punishment is appropriate, the discipline is imposed. The inmates can accept the
discipline or choose to appeal the finding up to the jail commander. Inmates who are
subjected to disciplinary isolation (DI) are referred to the housing unit officers who
impose the isolation and determine when the inmate comes off the isolation. Yolo
County jail's inmate discipline system meets the standards established by the
California Code of Regulations Title 15; however, there are some problems that
should be addressed by the jail administration.

Inmate Discipline System Recommendation

It is unusual for officers writing up inmates to recommend discipline. The most common method
used in local jails is that the officer writes up the inmate, a separate designated group or supervisor
recommends proposed discipline.. This function is commonly handled within a classification unit
(inmate management unit). It is common for jails to have a discipline committee made up of
classification officers who review the inmate's past conduct and the current violation and then
render a proposed discipline. When a separate group or unit is responsible for managing inmate
discipline there is generally a system in place to ensure inmates are housed in DI for the
appropriate time. This function is most commonly a responsibility of a fulltime classification unit.
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= Jail Gang Unit - Yolo County Jail has a dramatic gang problem. The gang members
are represented by Mexican northern and southern groups as well as prison gangs
and various minority groups. It was estimated by the jail staff that 80% of the jail
population were either full gang members or associates. This was supported by the
jail inmate profile. The jail gang unit is currently comprised of a sergeant (as a
collateral duty) and one light duty correctional officer. The gang function is
overwhelming and not being managed very well. Gang members are not consistently
entered into the Cal Gang computer system or photographed. There are no current
data bases maintained as to the number or association of gang members in the jail.
There is one designated housing unit in A-2 200 for Sureno members and A-2 100
for dropouts. Other gang members are scattered about the jail and not consistently
identified or tracked.

Gang Issues Recommendation

Because of the gang problem in the Jail, there should be designated gang officers who receive
specialty training in gang identification and management to handle the gang population in the jail.
Gang officers are most commonly assigned to the jail classification unit and work closely with
classification officers to house and manage gang members in custody. It is recommended that
Yolo County create a gang unit within a fulitime classification unit.

Providing a significant range of programs to inmates is critical to the management of a jail. Jail programs
can provide a significant effect on the level of tension in the jail and impact recidivism after release.
Interviews with Sheriff's management and the officer who coordinates programs and site visits were
conducted to assess the programs offered and inmate participation in the various programs.

Clearly there is a shared philosophy that providing inmates with both required and voluntary rehabilitation
and self help programs is supported by County officials at all levels and departments. Interviews with
criminal justice staff, County Administration and Health officials indicate a desire to continue support for
existing programs and add new programs if possible. The County should be pleased with the level of
cooperation and support from County Health for their efforts in mental health and drug and alcohol
programs. Despite not having adequate program space in the two facilities, many programs still take
place. There is a strong desire to do more and that philosophy and desire to do more is laudable and
frequently not seen in some jails.

Below is a summary in matrix format of the programs mandated by California Administrative Code Title 15

and a second chart of those rehabilitation programs offered by the Sheriff's Department. Underutilized or
potential programs are identified for consideration.
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Examples of Mandatory Programs

Law Library / Legal Resources

The Sheriffs Department meets the Title 15 requirement for legal
materials by contracting with legal Research Associates. These
programs as well as the Pro Per requirements are coordinated by the
Programs Officer.

Recreational Reading Library

The jail provides free paperback books on book carts which are rotated
regularly. Many of the books are obtained by way of donations. Some
non-English speaking books are also provided.

Visiting is provided in visiting areas at each housing unit within the jail.
Title 15 requirements are met; however, there are some blind spot
design issues of concern. A primary problem is the bringing of civilian

Visitation visitors into the secure portion of the jail. The danger of contact with
inmate and visitor is present and visitors have smashed fingers in
security doors.

The jail has one recreation yard for each of the housing units. With

Recreation some difficulty this is adequate to meet minimum recreation

requirements.

Religious services

The jail uses a voluntary chaplaincy program which provides limited
services in the housing pods. The program is very basic. The program
appears to meet Title 15 requirements, however, there appears to be a
need to expand and better formalize the program to ensure all religions
can better access services. Finding a religious leader who will oversee
the program for a nominal fee would seem appropriate.

Telephone access

The jail uses contracted telephone services in each housing unit to
meet this requirement.

Medical and Mental Health
Services

The services are provided through contract by California Forensic
Medical Group (CFMG). County mental health is involved in mental
health programs for inmates.

Examples of Non Mandatory But Important Other Programs

Inmate Commissary Program

The jail provides the bulk of the commissary service through a contract
with Canteen Corporation Commissary Services. A representative from

Canteen hands out the orders. Supplemental Commissary services
“welfare” packs are put together by inmates.

High School Diploma and GED
Certification Training

Very limited high school diploma and GED programs are offered under
contract with a teacher through Woodland Literacy.  Primarily
independent study and some tutoring are offered. The programs are
severely impacted by the lack of program space.

Computer Technology and Literacy
Training

There are no computer technology or computer literacy programs
available.

Anger Management Training

Anger management training is provided regularly

Parenting Skills

Parenting training is provided several times a week by a contract for
females only.

Life Skills And Reintegration
Training

Life skills and reintegration training is not provided at this time, however,
has been offered in the past and staff would like to offer this program
again. The program stopped when the teacher left. Program space and
instructors are limiting factors.

Aptitude Testing and Placement

This is not provided.

Drug and Alcohol Resistance
Training

Currently AA and NA are provided along with programs provided by
County Health Dept. (See program Info following)

Tobacco Cessation Training

This is not provided.

Alcohol and Narcotics Anonymous

A.A. and N.A. programs are provided.

DUI Programs

County Health provides a program (See below)

Vocational Skills Training

Vocation programs are not offered due to not having an appropriate
training facility.

Communicable Disease Control

This is available weekly through a contract with a private provider.
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Program participation statistics for County jail drug and alcohol programs for the 2007 fiscal year are
examples of the number of incarcerated male and female detainees receiving services at the County’s jail
facilities.

Alcohol and Drug Education Groups - Incarcerated

Average number of males served weekly 55-65
Average number of females served weekly 20-30
Total 75-95
Alcohol and Drug Individual Services - Incarcerated
Average number of weekly individual sessions - male 7-12
Average number of weekly individual sessions - female 5-10
Total 75 - 95

Inmate Program Survey Questionnaires

On August 7, 2007 twenty-five inmates (20 males and 5 females) were interviewed concerning jail inmate
programs. The inmates were housed in A-1, B-1, & B-2. The questionnaires centered on what the needs
of the inmates were (drug/alcohol problems, education needs, religion, job skills, and mental health
issues, etc.). Other purposes were to determine how difficult it was to get into a program, if there was a
desire to become involved in other programs and finally, if the programs in place were meeting their
needs. The following chart illustrates the inmate responses.

Needs Assessment Interviews Conducted With 25 Detainees

# of inmates w/ drug charge 12
# of inmates w/ alcohol charge 3
# of inmates w/ drug problem (not charged) 2
# of inmates w/ alcohol problem (not charged) 5
# of inmates w/ H.S. diploma or G.E.D. 15
# of inmates w/ some college ( none w/ degree) 8
# of inmates w/ a profession 16
# of inmates w/ other job skills 8
# of inmates practicing a religion 13
# of inmates who admit mental health problems 4
# of inmates participating in a jail program 15
# of inmates who would like to be involved in more programs 23
# of inmates who reported difficulty getting into a jail program 19
# of inmates who found it "easy" to get into a jail program 5
# of inmates who believe the programs where helping them 14

There is some interesting information from the inmate questionnaire that is significant to the jail programs:
Although 12 inmates were in jail on drug or alcohol charges, a total of 17 said they had drug or alcohol
problems on the outside. Of the 25 inmates interviewed, 15 had a high school diploma or G.E.D. Eight
inmates had some college and there were no college degrees. Sixteen inmates reported having a
“profession” and 8 reported having other job skills. Thirteen inmates practiced a religion all of whom
reported it was difficult or impossible to participate in a ministry program.

88



Four inmates admitted to having mental health problems. One of the 4 said that he was able to see a
mental health professional once per month. Fifteen inmates participated in at least one program. All but
one male inmate reported it was difficult or impossible to get into jail programs. The one inmate said he
was not interested in any programs. All the females reported it was not difficult to get into a jail program.
Twenty three inmates had a desire to participate in more programs. The inmates reported they would
like to participate in the following classes: (a) Job Readiness, (b) Life Skills, (c) More Religion, (d)
Parenting Classes, (e) More AA/NA, and (f) Education Classes.

Comments by Inmates about Jail Programs

They had only heard call for NA/AA twice in 3 months.

Four inmates reported there was no religion program in the jail.

One inmate had only been to one NA/AA program meeting in 3 months.

Three inmates thought there were no programs offered in the jail.

An inmate reportedly made several requests for a Bible to no avail.

Several inmates reported that programs offered are at best inconsistent and depend
largely on which officer is on duty.

The inmates believe the courts do not recognize the jail anger management classes. Inmates housed in
A-1 and B-1 are only out of their cells for 2 hours at a time (three times a day) and not all at the same
time. It appeared that if a program was offered and an inmate was not scheduled to be out of his cell,
then the program was not available to him.

Program Recommendations

Any new inmate housing must provide adequate program space.

New housing units must also provide for adequate visitation and recreation space.

The philosophy of the Sheriffs Department must continue to embrace the ideas that
rehabilitation programs are desirable.

Health and education leaders must be sought out to work collaboratively with Sheriff's officials
for rehabilitation programs.

Staff should explore keeping more comprehensive records of the number of inmates who
utilize programs

Sheriffs Management supports programs; however, more effort needs to be provided at
various levels to allow improvement.
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As part of the original 2007 Needs Assessment, a review based on interviews with key justice agency
officials was conducted. The opinions do provide an overview of key criminal justice operations that can
impact the Monroe Center and Leinberger facilities. The agency comments are included in Appendix J:
Yolo County Criminal Justice System operations & Agency Comments. These comments are
included a reference for future planning purposes.

Expansion of Inmate Services and Programming

The Sheriffs Department recognizes and is strongly committed to expanding custody services and
evidence-based programming for the new AB 109 “N3” offenders convicted and sentenced to County Jail
and Return-to-Custody (RTC) parole and probation violators incarcerated in the County Jail system.
Significant departmental expansion of services will require new program space and space that is
configured to accommodate evidence-based assessment and programming the County’s criminal justice
system wants to pursue. The goal is to introduce and provide ongoing dedicated exemplary assessment,
evidence-based substance abuse treatment, mental health, and other support services to these
incarcerated offenders.
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When new program space becomes available, the Sheriffs Department will contract with qualified public
and private service providers experienced with risk and needs assessments, evidence-based model
counseling, and other interventions that will facilitate the reentry of offenders from the County Jail to the
community. By pursuing these program standards, in-custody dedicated service providers, counselors,
and education agencies knowledgeable with offender populations and able to deliver “best practices” in
the jail setting will begin the process of transitional reentry planning to these offenders who are redirected
to community supervision.

The specific best practice programming components that are being considered for introduction and use
include (a) assessing the clinical and social needs, and public safety risks of the incarcerated offender
population, (b) planning (short- and long-term) for treatment and services required to address the
offender's needs, (c) implementation of evidence-based in-custody rehabilitation programs designed to
reduce recidivism with adult offender populations, (d) identifying required community and correctional
programs that can assist with post-release services, and (e) coordinating the transition plan to ensure
implementation and avoid gaps in care.

The programming will cover five major offender areas including:

Academic, Vocational and Financial

Alcohol and Other Drugs

Aggression, Hostility, Anger and Violence
Criminal Thinking, Behaviors, and Associations
Family, Marital and Relationships
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The focus in these areas will follow eight evidence-based practices (EBP) and principles including (a)
target highest risk offenders, (b) assess offenders needs, (c) design responsivity into programming, (d)
develop behavior management plans, (e) deliver treatment programs using cognitive-based strategies, (f)
motivate and shape offender behaviors, (g) engender the community as a protective factor against
recidivism and use the community to support offender reentry and reintegration, and (h) identify outcomes
and measure progress.

A key element of the services will involve a cognitive behavioral orientation which identifies how thinking
and behavior are related and encourages offenders to take personal responsibility for both. Service
providers knowledgeable with the Critical Thinking curriculum will also be sought because the strategy
targets those who have experienced a diversity of charges, lengthy criminal history, antisocial attitudes,
criminal peers, and a criminalized lifestyle. The expanded programming will also build on the current
inmate services in place at the Monroe Center and Leinberger facilities.
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SECTION 8: INMATE POPULATION PROJECTIONS
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Yolo County Jail Needs Assessment Update

County Population Growth Trends and Future Jail Inmate Projections

As part of the work undertaken in the 2007 Needs Assessment Study, the following information has been
assembled which provides projections of adult detention system inmate population through 2025. The
projections are based on current incarceration practices, County population growth, and trends in criminal
activity. Incarceration practices include not only jail booking policies, but also County law enforcement
apprehension practices and existing pretrial release programs and Court processing procedures as well
as the availability of alternative sentencing programs. These projections have been taken as the base
indication of future jail ADP inmate population growth and they have been factored to note the additional
impact the new AB 109 Realignment legislation will likely have on the County’s adult detention facilities.

The following charts show the past population trends from the actual U. S. Census Bureau counts and the
population projections in 5-year increments from SACOG and the California Department of Finance. The
following chart shows the actual growth of the county for the 40-year period from 1960 to 2000. There
was an overall growth of 156.6% during this period with the greatest increase occurring between 1980

and 1990.
Yolo County Population Trend

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
65,727 | 91,788 | 113,374 | 141,092 | 168,660

U. S. Census Bureau

The following chart comes from the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) projected
population increases for 2000 to 2050 Sacramento region, which includes Yolo.

Population Projections for the SACOG Region

4,500,000
4,000,000
3,500,000
3,000,000

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050

In 2030, the regional population is projected to be 3,233,000 and is forecasted to
grow to 3,952,000 by 2050.
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Following is California Department of Finance via SACOG showing the population projections of Yolo
County by jurisdiction from 2005 to 2025.

2005 2010 2015 2020 2025
Yolo County 187,942 207,450 | 226,733 | 248,548 | 271,078
Unincorporated Yolo County 22,451 25,472 28,563 32,074 35,781
Davis 65,176 67,382 68,863 70,451 71,555
Winters 7,186 8,416 9,705 11,174 12,747
Woodland 53,480 58,093 62,509 67,487 72,518
West Sacramento 39,649 48,087 57,092 67,361 78,477
California Department of Finance via SACOG

Jail Inmate Projections Based on Incarceration Rate and ADP Trends

If the County’s incarceration rate remains at 22.4 and if the population projections materialize as
projected, the following chart shows how many jail beds will be needed. The jail releases on average
more than 3,400 inmates per year due to overcrowding problems. Consequently, the number of beds
needed to stop the practice of releasing inmates early has been included in the below projections.

Yolo County Jail is under a Federal Court decree requiring inmates to be released early when
overcrowding occurs. This chart shows the actual number of inmates released early due to overcrowding
from 2005 to present. The projected beds needs include the beds needed to alleviate early releasing of
inmates.

Court Ordered Early Releases for Jail Overcrowding

Definition Code | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2010 | Ao8lY
Consent Decree NTA CDNA 155 110 106 109 120
Consent Decree Credit Time Served CDTS 52 68 47 49 54
Notice to Appear from Booking NTA 3,930 3,241 3,003 3,120 3,324
Totals 4137 3,419 3,203 3,188 3,498

The methodology projection is based on average monthly releases. All four years averaged to 3,498
early releases per year. The 2006 average length of stay of 15 days was used resulting in 53,790 days.
There is a need of 147.38 additional beds to accommodate the current overcrowding.

One method of predicting bed needs is illustrated in the following chart by determining what the ADP
would be with a specific population and using the current incarceration rate. This chart uses the
population projections with the current incarceration rate of 22.4 and then includes the beds needed to
stop all early releases.

Projected ADP & Bed Needs by Population Projections & Incarceration Rates

Year Population p‘&? uFI,a?i}t’) = Incag:aetn:;tion Overcrowding Noh'g;eaj 48
2010 207,450 465 22 147 612
2015 226,733 508 22 147 655
2020 248,548 557 22 147 704
2025 271,078 607 22 147 754
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Another method to predict needed jail beds is to show how the average daily population has increased in
the past and project a similar pattern for the future. The Yolo County Jail has increased its ADP on
average by 8.2 inmates per year for the past seven years. If this trend remains the same, the following
chart shows what the ADP would be in the future. It should be noted that using ADP trends can be
problematic when jails are forced to release inmates early per court decrees since this conceals what the
actual ADP would be had there not been mandatory releases. The jail releases on average more than
3,500 inmates per year due to overcrowding problems. The number of beds needed to stop the practice
of releasing inmates early has been included in the below projections.

Using the current incarceration rate and adding the additional beds needed to stop the early releases

would put the incarceration rate between 26 and 29 per 10,000 which would not be unusual considering
Yolo County’s crime rate, high violent offender ratio and gang problem.

Projected ADP & Bed Needs by Past ADP Trends

Year | Population ATDrePnl;v Incaac:t{:tion Overcrowding Noh..leaeiés:ds
2010 207,450 457 29 147 604
2015 226,733 498 29 147 644
2020 248,548 539 28 147 686
2025 271,078 580 27 147 727

The two methods used above to predict future jail beds show similar results. It might be advisable to use
the higher projections to prevent the chance of building too small. Between 2005 and 2007 the jail
released on average 3,586 inmates early due to overcrowding, As many as 3,000 of these early releases
were accomplished by issuing a Notice to Appear (NTA) from booking. If these people were not released
on the NTA, some would have been released on their own recognizance (OR) or bail out of jail. There
are no numbers maintained or tracked to make the determination what this number might be. The jail
administration estimated that 30% of the inmates released on Notice to Appear (NTA) would be eligible
for “OR” or would bail out of jail. The following chart reflects the low projection for bed needs based on
30% of the NTA’s being released on OR/bail rather than staying in custody.

“Low” Projected ADP & Bed Needs by Past ADP Trends

Year | Population AT?;? Overcrowding IncaFr_?:tr:tion Noﬁéaei:jsdeds B:ddsdifliggcai:e d
2010 207,450 457 103 27 560 105
2015 226,733 498 103 27 601 146
2020 248,548 539 103 26 642 187
2025 271,078 580 103 25 683 228

“High” Projected ADP & Bed Needs by Population Projections & Incarceration Rates

Year | Population ng?uﬁa%}én Overcrowding lnca;ac;r:\tion Noh.ézi:’ggds AddgiggngBeds
2010 207,450 465 147 22 612 157
2015 226,733 508 147 22 655 200
2020 248,548 557 147 22 704 249
2025 271,078 607 147 22 754 299
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Projected Jail Capacity and Type of Custody Beds Needed

The Consultants believe that the higher Projected Bed Needs is the best projection to plan for any new
jail facility expansion. If the County expands the facility, they would want to ensure it was built to
accommodate all the potential growth as it would be many years before another facility could be

constructed. The following information is based on the high bed need projections:

Projected Beds Needed by 2025 - Using the higher bed need projections, the
jail would need 299.4 additional beds by 2025 for a total of 754.4 jail beds.

Projected Male Beds Needed by 2025 - Using the current percentage ratio of
male beds the jail would need 244.8 additional male beds by 2025 for a total of
614.8 male beds.

Projected Female Beds Needed by 2025 - Using the current percentage ratio of
female beds, the jail would need 53.7 additional female beds by 2025 for a total
of 135.7 female beds.

Projected Unisex (Medical) Beds Needed by 2025 - Using the current
percentage ratio of unisex medical beds, the jail would need 1 additional medical
bed by 2025 for a minimum of 4 unisex medical beds.

Projected Total Additional Beds Needed by 2015 - Using the higher bed need
projections, the jail would need 200 additional beds by 2015 for a total of 655 jail
beds.

Projected Male Beds Needed by 2015 - Using the current percentage ratio of
male beds, the jail would need 172 additional male beds by 2015 for a total of
542 male beds.

Projected Female Beds Needed by 2015 - Using the current percentage ratio of
female beds, the jail would need 30 additional female beds by 2015 for a total of
112 female beds.

Projected Unisex (Medical) Beds Needed by 2015 - Using the current
percentage ratio of unisex medical beds, the jail would need .2 additional medical
beds by 2015 for a minimum total of 4 unisex medical beds.

Projected Total Number of Unisex (Acute Mental Health) Beds Needed by
2015 - Because none exist now, a minimum of 6 acute care mental health beds
are needed.

The following provides a summary description of the current breakdown of custody beds in the Yolo
County jail system and projected bed requirements that should be available in the facilities.
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Current Type of Beds in the Yolo County Jail Facilities

Monroe Cells Cells Beds Total Beds

A-1 (Male) 52 12 0 76
A-2 (Male) 32 32 0 96
B-1 (Male) 52 12 0 76
B-2 (Female) 12 20 0 52
C-1 (Unisex) 3 0 0 )
C-2 (Male) 0 5 0 10
Leinberger

Male 0 0 112 112
Female 0 0 30 30
Totals 151 81 142 455

m Double Cells
@ Single Cells
Dorm Beds

Jail Bed Types

Because of the shortage of beds for violent and difficult inmates, the projected bed types should likely be
a combination of single and double cells and depend on the operational and security objectives desired
by the Sheriff.

Modern correctional facilities include all the appropriate separate and distinct housing units for specific
classifications. Any new jail or remodel should include at least nine separate classifications for male
inmates and four for female inmates. Depending on the number of inmates and the need to separate rival
gang members, a jail may need more separate housing areas. The following classifications should be the
minimum included in the facility.

1.

Classification (Intake) Unit - Most inmates are classified to this housing from
booking with the exception of those with high criminal sophistication and special
needs. Through use of a classification tree or a classification officer interview, they
are approved for this unit. In most jails, up to 50% of inmates who are arraigned end
up being released on bail or their own recognizance; therefore, time might be saved if
only the inmates remaining in custody in the classification unit receive the full
interview process before being moved to other specific housing.

Mental Health (Psych) Unit - This is a separate housing unit specifically for those
inmates who have mental health or emotional problems who cannot be housed in a
general population setting. Often there are two M.H housing areas; a larger housing
unit for those who get along with other similar inmates and a small unit attached to
medical for those with severe issues such as suicidal and those with acute needs.
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3. Protective Custody Unit - This housing unit is for inmates who have a potential to be
harmed by other inmates such as child molesters, those with enemies in the facility
and public officials. There needs to be separate cells in this housing unit to separate
these people from each other as well as the general population.

4. Disciplinary Isolation Unit - This housing unit is specifically for those inmates who
violate jail rules. This housing should not have television or other privileges and
should have single cells. Its purpose is to remove disruptive inmates from the
general population and serve as a punishment for their disruptive behavior.

5. Administrative Segregation Unit(s) - This housing is intended for those inmates who
fit the criteria set forth in Section 1053 of Title 15 who may not be criminally
sophisticated but pose a threat to other inmates, staff, or are an escape risk. This
housing unit should have single and double cells and afford most of the amenities as
other general population but be separate from the jail’s general population inmates.

6. Male Maximum Security Unit(s) - This housing is intended for the most dangerous
inmates who have a history of violence and pose a threat to other inmates, staff, or
the public. This should be primarily single cells in the most secure part of the facility.

7. Male Medium Security unit(s) # 1 - This housing is generally a combination of cells
and dormitories and houses general population inmates.

8. Male Medium Security unit(s) # 2 - This housing is generally a combination of cells
and dormitories and houses general population inmates.

9. Male Minimum Security Unit(s) - This housing holds the lowest risk inmates that are
eligible for inmate worker status in a dormitory setting. It is generally a separate or
attached structure built with less expensive construction material with access for
outside county crews to pickup inmate workers.

Minimum Number of Female Housing Classifications

Female Maximum (Same as male)

Female Medium (Same as male)

Female Minimum (Same as male)

Female Special Housing (ADESG, Psych, DI) (Same as male)

OB =

Administrative Segregation and Protective Custody Concerns

Currently the jail has 16 beds designated as Administrative Segregation (ADSEG) in housing area in A-2
(300). This is inadequate for the jail needs due to the high number of violent inmates, gang members,
and inmates requiring protective custody (PC). The shortage has forced the jail staff to house ADSEG
and PC inmates all over the jail in General Population (GP) housing which has a negative impact on other
non ADSEG inmates as well as subjecting the County to potential liability. ADSEG inmates cannot be
mixed with other inmates. When the ADSEG inmates are housed in GP areas, the GP inmates must be
sent to their cells when the ADSEG inmates are out for dayroom or recreation time. This practice
infringes on the dayroom and recreation time of the non ADSEG inmates. Whenever ADSEG or PC
inmates and GP inmates are housed in the same housing unit there is the possibility that they could come
in contact with each other. If the GP or PC inmate was assaulted, the County could be subjected to
litigation for failure to protect the GP on PC inmate. The below chart shows the ADSEG and PC inmates
that are housed all over the jail in GP housing units. This does not include the 16 ADSEG inmates housed
in A-2 300.
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Excess ADSEG & PC

Housing ADSEG PC
A-1 5 0
A-2 31 18
B-1 3 0
B-2 6 0
C-1 3 0
C-2 0 10

Totals 48 28

In reviewing the Jail Profile it was noted that there were a number of inmates in Minimum Security with
felony domestic violence (DV) charges such as 273.5 (a) PC, 243 (e) 1 PC, and 236 PC. Although these
are violent charges, many jails classify DV offenders to Minimum Security under the premise that the
crime is victim specific and does not pose a threat to the general public. However, there were a number
of other inmates in Minimum Security that probably should be housed in Medium Security if there were
more medium beds available. The following chart shows these inmates:

Inmate Case Status Charges
1 Pre-sentenced 191.5 PC, 69 PC, 23153 CVC
q Pre-sentenced 245 PC, 243 PC, 415 PC, 11377 H&S
1 Pre-sentenced 243 (b) PC, 148 PC, 69 PC
1 Pre-sentenced 459 PC X 3, VOP
1 Pre-sentenced 245 PC, VOP
1 Pre-sentenced 243 PC, 148 PC
1 Pre-sentenced O/W only
1 Pre-sentenced 2800.2 CVC, 459 PC, 23152 CVC
1 Pre-sentenced 459 PC, 11377 H&S
1 Pre-sentenced 242 PC, 594 PC, 459 PC X 2
1 Pre-sentenced 242 PC X 2, 243 PC, 245 PC
1 Pre-sentenced 459 PC
1 Pre-sentenced 459 PC
13

Currently, Yolo County Jail only has 10 separate housing areas resulting in the aforementioned issues.
The jail has PC inmates housed in A-2 400 and C-2 in the medical area. These two classifications should
be co-located with the new configuration. The jail has 16 ADSEG inmates housed in A-2 300 and another
48 ADSEG inmates housed in various GP housing around the jail. The ADSEG inmates should be co-
located in the new jail configuration. The initial jail planning shows the current 5 double PC cells in the
medical unit converted to house inmate workers to handle the jail service needs. There were 13 inmates
identified for minimum security which were actually medium security and would be re-housed to the main
jail if additional housing is constructed.
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Based on the projections and inmate profile information showing the security custody characteristics of
the incarcerated pretrial and sentenced inmate population in the Yolo County jail system, a new
classification and housing configuration would include the following types of beds:

New Classifications Bed Type No. Beds

1 | Intake/Classification Dorm 56
2 | Sureno Cells 36
3 | Gang Dropouts Cells 34
4 | ADSEG Cells 92
5 | Protective Custody Cells 48
6 | Mental Health Housing Cells 40
7 | Disciplinary Isolation Cells 20
8 | Male Maximum Custody Cells 32
9 | Male Medium Custody Cells 32
10 | Male Minimum Custody Dorm 142
11 | Female Maximum Custody Cells 36
12 | Female Medium Custody Cells 36
13 | Female Minimum Custody Dorm 40
14 | Main Jail Inmate Workers Cells 10
Total Beds 654
New Classifications Bed Type No. Beds
1 | Intake/Classification Dorm 56
2 | Sureno Cells 40
3 | Gang Dropouts Cells 40
4 | ADSEG Cells 106
5 | Protective Custody Cells 56
6 | Mental Health Housing Cells 56
7 | Disciplinary Isolation Cells 20
8 | Male Maximum Custody Cells 36
9 | Male Medium Custody Cells 36
10 | Male Minimum Custody Dorm 165
11 | Female Maximum Custody Cells 43
12 | Female Medium Custody Cells 43
13 | Female Minimum Custody Dorm 48
14 | Main Jail Inmate Workers Cells 10
Total Beds 755

Below is documentation of housing and support needs for which plans are progressing to rectify through
building new facilities and major remodeling. The housing units are currently planned to be cells, most of
which have double capacity in order to provide maximum flexibility. The following is a list of facility
components and needs that should be addressed:
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Inmate Programs and Services - Providing a significant range of programs to
inmates is critical to the management of a jail. Jail programs can provide a significant
effect on the level of tension in the jail and impact recidivism after release. Space for
these programs must be included in the new design. Interviews with Sheriffs
management and the officer who coordinates programs and site visits were
conducted to assess the programs offered and inmate participation in the various
programs. Clearly there is a shared philosophy that providing inmates with both
required and voluntary rehabilitation and self help programs is supported by County
officials at all levels and departments. Interviews with criminal justice staff, County
Administration and Health officials indicate a desire to continue support for existing
programs and add new programs if possible.

The County should be pleased with the level of cooperation and support from
County Health for their efforts in mental health and drug and alcohol programs.
Despite not having adequate program space in the two facilities, many
programs still take place. There is a strong desire to do more and that
philosophy and desire to do more is laudable and frequently not seen in some
jails.

New Housing Needs

Mental Health Psychiatric (Psych) Housing Units - One of the primary concerns
about the existing jail voiced by Yolo County Officials was the lack of all types of
mental health beds and housing options. Currently Yolo County does not have a
distinct and separate housing unit or pod to house male inmates with significant
emotional or psychological problems. The jail places some of these inmates in the
medical infirmary cells; however, they are few and poorly designed for this purpose.
Most of the inmates with mental health issues are placed in lockdown in
Administrative Segregation (ADSEG) cells. The isolation of ADSEG is not
necessarily the most appropriate housing for inmates with mental illness or drug
psychosis.

Inmates with mental health problems tend to need a greater amount of staff attention.
These inmates are also at a higher risk of being victimized by other inmates. Inmates
with non-acute mental health problems seem to get along with each other when
separated from the general population. The benefit of having a psych pods is that
the inmates with significant mental health problems are housed in specifically
designated housing areas rather than being housed throughout the jail where they
can become victimized. Inmates with mental health problems tend to be more
suicidal as a result of their emotional instability. Keeping these inmates in an
appropriate area allows for closer and more consistent supervision. Building
appropriate housing is in the planning process.

Male General and Specialized Housing Classifications - The Yolo County Jail
system has an significant shortage of male beds, including Maximum and Medium
Security beds, for inmates with specialized classifications needs such as protective
custody, administrative segregation and disciplinary isolation. Jail Management has
emphasized this as one of the greatest needs along with mental health housing.
Building appropriate housing is in the planning process.

Female Housing Options - The current housing situation for females is inadequate
due to the limited housing options for females. The primary issue is at Monroe
Detention Facility where there is only one housing unit for female inmates. Inmates
of all classifications except minimum are placed in this unit and managed fairly well
because it is direct supervision, however, it is inefficient, stressful on staff and offers
potential liability with the possibility of mixing classifications or enemies. Additional
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female housing options are needed. This could be accomplished by redistribution of
space within the jail if new housing is added. Building appropriate housing is in the
planning process.

= New Housing Unit Options Support Space is Also Needed - Supported by the
Needs Assessment statistics and information and endorsed by information from
reports and inspections by other organizations, regulatory authorities and County
Staff, significant facility remodeling and additional space is needed and in the
planning process.

Hypothetical Building Option for Consideration

= Building New Male Housing Unit Meeting Need to 2015 - The current Yolo County
Jail system is extremely overcrowded and additional housing must be added. This
option is presented because the demographics of male inmates are changing rapidly
with the population becoming more dangerous and in need of separation. There is a
need for additional Administrative Segregation, Maximum Security and Mental Health
housing options. Gang affiliations are on the rise state wide and unlike the past, it is
becoming more difficult to mix gang members and more frequently gang members
must be separated. While this option does not include new female housing beds,
building the male unit would allow for redistribution of existing beds to meet the
female classification concerns. The new housing unit should contain at least five
classification options and meet as many of the estimated additional beds as possible.
If the appropriate number of new beds are included in the new housing unit,
this option, in the short term, solves most the male classification shortages
identified. It is planned this housing unit will likely be double cells with indirect
supervision through glass.

= Consideration for Building a Second Housing Unit Meeting Need to 2025 - Since
the projected inmate bed need in the year 2015 is a low projection of 146 beds and a
high projection of 200 additional inmate beds, any new housing unit should contain
sufficient beds to meet at least a median number of beds. Further, since jail building
occurs so infrequently, the better course of action might include building a facility
which could house the estimated inmates to the year 2025. This may require building
a second housing unit with approximately five housing areas and using a phased
approach, only finishing the interiors of the units as the needs arise.

Estimated ADP of New Jail Offenders Under AB 109 Realignment Legislation

The AB 109 legislation reassigns three groups of offenders previously handled through the State Prison
and Parole System to California counties. The first group includes convicted offenders receiving
sentences for new non-violent, non-serious, non-sex offender (“N3") crimes that will be served locally
(one year or more). Offenders in this category will have no prior violent or serious convictions. The
second group involves post-release offenders (up to three years) coming under Probation Department
supervision for “N3” crimes released from State Prison. Offenders in this category may have had prior
convictions for violent or serious crimes. The third group includes State parole violators who are revoked
to custody. With the exception of offenders sentenced to life with parole, this group will be revoked to
local County Jail instead of State Prison.

The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) estimates that in the initial first nine
months of Realignment implementation (October 2011 to June 2012), the Yolo County criminal justice
system will receive approximately 88 new “N3” offenders sentenced to local incarceration in the County
Jail, 14 State parole revocations committed to the local jail and 207 “N3” offenders on Post-Release
Community Supervision provided through the Probation Department.
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Between July 2012 and September 2013, CDCR estimates that the AB 109 Realignment will result in 235
additional new locally sentenced offenders, 229 new post-release probation assignments, and 81 State
parole revocations to County Jail. Based on these estimates from CDCR over the first two year
implementation period, the Yolo Probation Department is projected to receive a total of 436 Post-Release
Community Supervision (PRCS) offenders (monthly average of 18). The Sheriffs Department is
projected to receive 418 (monthly average of 17) “N3” felony offenders sentenced to jail time or some
combination of jail time and community supervision and parolee jail commitments.

CDCR also estimates that by June 2014 at “full implementation”, the Yolo County criminal justice system
will be handling an average daily population (ADP) of new offenders that will include the following:

Estimated Average Daily Population (ADP) at “Full Implementation” of AB 109
of New Offenders in the Yolo County Criminal Justice System

LIS ‘-‘Ns’i"'-offandsrs--_s_e‘_wing felony sentences in County Jail (130 serving less than three
years; 147 serving more than three years).

= 215 California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) offenders receiving
Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS) provided by the Probation Department.

= 37 revoked offenders in County Jail on State parole or local probation violations.

The offenders anticipated for local County Jail custody, supervision and treatment under the AB 109
Realignment are expected to have high needs in the area of substance abuse, persistent association with
negative peer influences, anti-social thinking, insufficient problem-solving skills, mental health issues, lack
of vocational and educational skills, post-release homelessness, and/or other basic needs.
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SECTION 9: FACILITY ASSESSMENT & EVALUATION

Yolo County Jail Needs Assessment Update

Monroe Center and Leinberger Physical Plant Survey

The detention facilities examined in the Needs Assessment Update included the Yolo County Monroe
Center and Leinberger Facilities. The facility survey and assessment information reported in this section
focuses on identifying each detention facility's physical plant and building systems strengths and
weaknesses. This information was used to determine the continued usefulness and overall economical
viability of each structure. The assessment focused on factors that included (1) configuration and
intended security levels, (2) defined uses of the facility, (3) physical condition of the building elements, (4)
quality of the space, and (5) ability to achieve intended security and level of safety for staff and inmates
as well as compliance with standards. The facility survey / assessment looked at previous reports,
inspections, maintenance logs, capital expenditures, and any other documents or work products that
influenced or has altered the status of the facility. Information on physical layout, dimensions, and
utilization of the detention facilities was developed by observation, measurement, and drawings.
Information on the history of the institution's defined use was obtained directly from facility personnel.

This assessment was conducted over several weeks and involved discussions with Sheriff's personnel.
The information obtained was intended to provide a broad-based understanding about the adequacy of
the space and physical arrangement of the Monroe Center and Leinberger Facilities. It was also intended
to provide insight into several fundamental questions about the overall characteristics, continued use and
future expandability of these facilities.

Using the information from the facility survey and evaluation, Consultant staff examined the following
planning questions:

1. Are the detention facilities and support space sufficiently sized, configured, and in a
condition from a physical plant perspective, to support the security level and program
requirements of the adult offender population?

2. Are there renovations, remodeling, or other building modifications which can be made
to the existing facility which would make better use of available space for staff,
inmates and the public?

3. Does the local adult facility contain building elements or systems which present
excessive liability for the County when continuing to operate or use the facility at
current “ADP” levels?

4. What is the remaining useful life of each of the facilities?

5. Can the existing facilities be economically expanded to accommodate future
increased populations?

6. What are the likely and probable construction costs the County will experience in
responding to expansion of the institution?

7. Has the County utilized all alternatives to incarceration to limit the population growth
in each of the facilities?
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8. Have there been significant changes in either the volume or characteristics of
male/female inmate population which should be recognized in any remodeling or
housing construction plan to expand the capacity of the facility? Are there selected
“special” sub-populations of inmates currently being housed in the facility which could
be better served through a different housing configuration or security custody
response?

9. Where could expansions occur within the facility site plan that would be compatible
with the department’s operational standards?

10. Would the future facility be operated under the current custody philosophy?

11. What would be the immediate, short, mid, and long range phased construction
recommendations needed to satisfy and/or address the identified facility
requirements for the Monroe Center and Leinberger Facilities?

12. What are the likely and probable operational and construction costs the County will
experience in responding to expansion of the institution?

Uniform definitions of the space included in each functional use area (FUA) were also developed and
applied in the calculations of the space breakdowns. Overall conclusions about the adequacy of a facility
and its space provisions incorporated the evaluator's professional knowledge of standard building and
design criteria as well as the systems needed to support the operation of such a facility. In some
instances, discussions with staff and their opinion of the space and building systems have also been
taken into account when evaluating and developing a composite rating of a particular space or area. In
reviewing the published results of the evaluation, it is important to note that other individuals with different
professional backgrounds (i.e., users versus non-users) may rate or score a facility differently than what is
contained in this report. In order to assess the overall building and possible expansion impacts, a facility
evaluation and survey was completed. The work included examining the configuration, capacities,
utilization, and physical condition of the Monroe Center and Leinberger Facilities.

The methodology used in the facility evaluation process involved the collection, analysis, and assessment
of the following data:

Facility Survey and Evaluation Data

B Facility Description - Principal items of information gathered include the date of
construction of each facility, total square footage, building configuration, construction
type, and the physical arrangement of space. The number and rated capacity of each
housing unit, security classifications of living units, history of structural changes (i.e.,
additions, renovations, and remodeling). Identifiable utility, water, sanitary, heating,
ventilation, and air conditions (HVAC) and lighting elements for the building. Other
information about the institution's fire and life safety systems (fire sprinklers, fire
alarms, smoke detectors) was also collected.

" Defined Functional Area Uses of Jail Facility - The total gross square footage of
the facility was calculated. Square footage space allocation measurements for 11
pre-defined FUA's were developed. These FUAs are categories of spaces grouped
into a “title” that encompasses all the adjacent associated spaces. For instance,
“Food Service” will contain the kitchen, scullery, food storage area, loading dock for
kitchen, dining area, coolers, dry storage, bakery, and janitor's closet in food service
only, walk-in coolers, dining room, and kitchen supervisor’s office if in food service
area, toilets rooms if in food service area. Uniform definitions of the space included
in each FUA were applied in the calculation of the space breakdowns. A comparative
space utilization analysis was undertaken as part of the review of the physical
characteristics of each institution. The FUA's considered in the facility evaluation are
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those generic spaces found in detention type facilities. The 11 FUA’s allow a facility
containing numerous differing spaces to be categorized and compared, averaged,
and described. The FUA’s reviewed in the Yolo County Monroe Center and
Leinberger Facilities are the following; (1) Administration area, (2) Visiting, (3) Food
Service, (4) Central Control Room, (5) Maintenance / Storage / Mechanical /
Electrical, (6) Laundry, (7) Intake / Release, (8) Medical, (9) Programs, (10) Housing /
Dayrooms, and (11) Vehicle Sallyport.

Standard Building and Design Criteria - This review and assessment involved
surveying the jail for: (1) appropriate size and efficiency, expansion, capabilities,
location and adjacencies of departments; (2) systems - HVAC, plumbing, electrical
and lighting; (3) fire and life safety - fire sprinklers, smoke detectors, alarms and
panels, doors, emergency lighting, fire resistive materials, furniture and equipment,
(4) codes and standards including ADA standards; (5) maintenance - interior/exterior
structure, systems, grounds; (6) site - landscaping, parking, handicapped access,
walks, curbs, and drainage; (7) structure - exterior walls, roof, foundations, windows,
doors, overhangs and chimneys; (8) infrastructure - interior walls, floors, ceilings,
finishes, stairs, hand rails, locks, hardware, and flues; and 9) energy conservation -
orientation, glazing, insulation, and shading. The review focused on the following
areas and issues:

Building Component Condition

Roof
Exterior Walls

Structure

Windows

Doors

Interior: Floors
Interior: Walls
Interior: Ceilings

Heating, Ventilation, and
Air Conditioning

Plumbing

Electrical System

Lighting Systems

Communications

Leaks, bubbles, cracks, loose tiles.
Cracks, condition of surface

Visible signs of structural problems; cracks in
walls, floors or ceilings.

Operate and lock properly, glazing, sealants.
Operate and lock properly.

Condition of surface, cracks.

Non-structural cracks, condition of surface.
Cracks, condition of surface.

Operation, reliability, level of maintenance
required/available.

Operation, reliability, surfaces, level of maintenance
required/available

Operation, reliability, safety, level of maintenance
required/available.

Operation, safety, level of maintenance
required/available.

Operation, reliability, level of maintenance
required/available.
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Building Component Condition

Security Equipment and Operation, reliability, level of maintenance
Systems required/available.
Physical Security Items For locks, doors, windows, fences: operation,

reliability, level of maintenance required/available.

Fire Safety Monitors and Operation, reliability, level of maintenance

Fire Sprinklers required/available.

Kitchen Operation, reliability, level of maintenance

Equipment required/available.

Site Paving For parking and walks: paved or not, cracks,
potholes, smooth for safety and handicap access.

Outdoor Play Paved or not, cracks, potholes, smooth for safety and

Areas handicap access.

B Quality of Systems - Assessments of the current condition of the primary building
elements and systems which support the two facilities were also made. Judgments
about systems considered a number of factors involving the quality of materials,
reoccurring failures, operability, the ease or difficulty in getting parts or service, and
how quickly a repair or upgrade may have been made.

®  Quality of Existing Space - A separate assessment and rating of the quality of the
buildings and space were undertaken. The ratings assigned to each space took into
account factors including appropriates in: (1) size, (2) efficiency/organization, (3)
ability to expand, (4) circulation, (5) location, (6) adjacencies, and (7) level of privacy.

Overall conclusions about the adequacy of the Monroe Center and Leinberger Facilities and their space
provisions focused on standard building and design criteria as well as the systems needed to support the
operation of such a facility. Discussions with staff and their opinion of the space and building systems
were also taken into account when evaluating a particular space or area. This information and analysis
helped provide insight into several fundamental questions about the overall characteristics, continued
use, and future expandability of the two local adult jail facilities.

Condition of Existing County Jail Facilities

The Monroe Detention Facility has several excellent qualities and also some areas of concern. The
Leinberger Facility has some design issues related to security and visual supervision of the inmates and
is constructed inappropriately for the classification level of many of the inmates currently being housed
there. Below is a summary of the status of the existing jail facilities:

Site

The site was excellent when the first criminal justice buildings were built. However, the
size of the land available and encroaching residential neighborhoods is a concern.
Located at the current outskirts of Woodland, currently the jail seems compatible with
adjacent uses. The use of a large earthen berm helps make it compatible with the
Community College next door. The open land to the south is currently very favorable.
The collocation and consolidation of other criminal justice facilities such as the Sheriff's
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Administration Building, Probation Department and Juvenile Hall are also a benefit.
Concerns about the site are:

Remote to courts. The jail is not connected to the courts causing unnecessary and
dangerous transportation of inmates to court.

Encroaching residential neighborhoods and possible incompatible uses. The
Planning Department must take great care and due diligence to ensure no
incompatible uses, such as schools are authorized in proximity to the jail.

Site too small for a complete Criminal Justice Center. Ideally the Courts, Public
Defender and District Attorney could eventually be moved to the site to join the
Sheriff and Probation, however, currently there is not enough County owned land to
accommodate the need.

Monroe Detention Facility

The Monroe Detention Facility, which is 23 years old, is still a serviceable facility capable
of housing inmates for many years to come.

Venhicle Sally Port: The vehicle sally port is of adequate size and meets the current
needs, however, there exists an unacceptable security condition in that a pedestrian
door exiting the sally port area is unsecured and affords an escape route for
prisoners entering the area. This situation must be rectified.

Intake Area: The current intake area is inadequate and is very small for the current
workload. This area has a shortage of arresting officer workstations which causes
congestion, delay and inefficiency. Since the area acts as a sally port rather than
having a separate sally port it also has a security flaw.

Holding Cells: The docile holding area is adequately sized; however, housing males
and females together in the one docile holding area has caused issues and
concerns. The limited number of booking holding cells for non docile qualified
arrestees is insufficient to adequately house and separate the arrestees. This
causes difficulty for jail staff and may present unnecessary liability for the County.

Specialty Booking Cells: With a large number of intoxicated and mentally unstable
arrestees, only having two sobering cells and no safety cells is very problematic and
makes it very difficult to manage the pre-booking population.

Supervisor’s office: Because there is a tremendous amount of activity and liability
associated with booking, the supervisor’s office is usually located at a central location
in booking to be able to observe booking activities. This is not the case at Monroe.

Inmate Property Room: The property room is full and has no room for additional
inmate property bags should housing units be added.

Adequacy of Visual Supervision of Inmates: With the direct supervision philosophy
utilized at Monroe, supervision of the inmates is adequate.

Female inmate Housing Options: There should be at least three different housing
options based on level of security for female inmates, however, Yolo Jail only has
two. This is inadequate to meet the need.

Supervision and Adequacy of the Recreation Yards: The recreation yards are well
situated in the middle of the housing units and are easily visually supervised. With
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only one per housing unit, providing recreation for all inmates in compliance with Title
15 is difficult but is accomplished.

e ——————————————— ]

» [ack of Program Space: There is almost no designated program space associated
with the Monroe facility. Rehabilitation and program personnel are forced to provide
programs in small unobserved rooms. Therefore, even though the Sheriff's
Administration wants to provide more rehabilitation programs to the inmates; because
of the facility design, and lack of space, this need cannot be met.

s |ack of Jail Administration Space: Space for command staff is scattered about
wherever space could be found. The Captain and the Lieutenants are separated and
cannot utilize unified clerical assistance. The lieutenant's office is very inadequate
and because it is shared space does not allow for the ability to have confidential
counseling sessions with employees.

»  Medical and mental health housing: The facility received CMA accreditation;
however, the medical and mental health facilities are small and inadequate. Space
and sight lines are two primary issues.

= Kitchen: The kitchen lacks adequate space for food preparation equipment, freezer,
cold storage, dry goods storage, and an adequate delivery dock to meet the needs
for additional inmates.

» Laundry: The laundry is marginally sufficient, but lacks space for additional machines
and laundered clothing storage.

»  Transportation Issues: The transportation to Court must be done by vehicle which is
inefficient.

Leinberger Minimum Security Facility

The Leinberger Facility was designed as a minimum security Facility; however, due to
crowding at the Monroe Center, currently houses some medium security inmates. The
facility is serviceable and in good physical condition. The design has some shortcomings
related to security and observation of the inmates. The more notable shortcomings of the
facility are:

= The facility lacks adequate program space.

= Because of the construction materials used in the construction of the Facility, it
cannot be upgraded to a rating of -3 occupancy and therefore must remain an
unlocked facility.

= Fire code rules contributed to separation of inmates and the officers who supervise
them.

Design Philosophy and Type of Inmate Supervision

The Yolo County Jail system primarily utilizes “podular” design and the direct supervision
philosophy. The Monroe Center uses direct supervision in every housing area except the
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maximum security and protective custody units where indirect supervision through glass
is used.

The direct supervision units are podular and staffed by one direct supervision officer.
They are backed up by Security and Investigations (S&l) (Rovers) officers.

The maximum security unit (A-2) is podular design which utilizes indirect supervision by
way of a housing control room. This provides direct visual supervision into the housing
unit day room and recreation yard through glass. A rover or floor officer makes random
cell checks no less than once an hour.

In discussing the desired operational philosophy of the jail with the Undersheriff and Jail
Commander, direct supervision would be the desired inmate supervision with the officers
in the housing units directly supervising the inmates. However, with concern for long
term staffing costs, the department feels the indirect (through glass) model is an
acceptable and more realistic philosophy of inmate supervisor for most, if not all the new
housing units.

Inmate Movement Philosophy

Unescorted movement of inmates which requires good visual site lines from housing
control stations or Central Control is preferred and most often used with the classification
level dictating otherwise. Any future jail additions should strive for a design facilitating
unescorted movement and if possible improve movement in the existing jail.

Security/Custody Characteristic Profiles

When describing “security characteristics” it is important to understand the differences
between “security” and “custody” levels, as many correctional professionals use these
terms synonymously. “Security” refers to the physical characteristics of the facility.
Maximum security means there are a number of physical security features such as fences,
cameras, concrete walls, cells, etc. Minimum security refers to a housing unit that has
minimal physical security designs. It is not uncommon for minimum security facilities not to
have a fence or cells. “Custody” refers to the degree of restraint placed on an inmate. A
maximum custody inmate would be in the highest security area of the facility, i.e. behind
fences, concrete walls and in a cell. Additionally, the degree of restraint would be high,
such as requiring any movement of the inmate to be accomplished with two officers. The
inmate would be handcuffed and have leg shackles. The inmate would not be afforded
access to other inmates and would have minimal freedom of movement.

The “custody” level for inmates assigned to minimum security would be very low. These
would generally be outside inmate workers who do not pose a threat to the public.
Minimum security/custody inmates would be assigned to housing that had very few
physical security features and the inmates would not have cells but rather dormitory
sleeping arrangements. The inmates would have freedom of movement and be given
outside work assignments. The benefit of minimum security/custody facilities is the savings
in both the construction of the physical plant and the number of staff members required to
supervise the inmates.

The Monroe Facility meets the requirements to house maximum security inmates in most
housing areas and therefore is suitable for both medium and maximum security inmates.
The Leinberger Facility is only suitable for minimum security inmates. Recent security
upgrades might allow low medium inmates to be housed there; however, there are risks
such as escape and assault.
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Jail Classification, Custod)

& Security Levels

Housing | Classification | Custody Level | Security Level | Dorms | Cells | Beds
Monroe

A1 Male 76

100 General Pop. Med/Max Maximum X

200 General Pop. Med/Max Maximum X

300 General Pop. Med/Max Maximum X

400 General Pop. Med/Max Maximum X

A2 Male 96

Gang Dropout/AS i

100 Qverflow Maximum Maximum X

200 Sureno Gang Maximum Maximum X

300 AdSeg Maximum Maximum X

400 PC Maximum Maximum X

B1 Male 76

100 General Pop. Med/Max Maximum X

200 General Pop. Med/Max Maximum X

300 General Pop. Med/Max Maximum X

400 General Pop. Med/Max Maximum X

B2 Female 52

100 General Pop. Med/Max Maximum X

200 General Pop. Med/Max Maximum X
Medical

C2 PC - Male Maximum Maximum X 10

Cc1 Unisex/Medical Maximum Maximum X 3
Leinberger

M1 Minimum Minimum Minimum X 14

M2 Minimum Minimum Minimum X 14

M3 Minimum Minimum Minimum X 14

M4 Minimum Minimum Minimum X 14

M5 Minimum Minimum Minimum X 14

M6 Minimum Minimum Minimum X 14

M7 Minimum Minimum Minimum X 14

M8 Minimum Minimum Minimum X 14

Fi Minimum Minimum Minimum X 15

F2 Minimum Minimum Minimum X 15

Total | 455
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Security Levels - Total Inmate Population

AMaximum
mMedium

OMinimurn

Corrections Standards and Authority rated capacity of 392 beds™
310 Maximum Security beds
0 Medium Security beds
142 Minimum Security beds
*Discrepancy from 452 is 60 of the beds are unrated

Custody Level - Total Inmate Population

BMaximum
EMedium

OMinimurn

Corrections Standards and Authority rated capacity of 392 beds*
126 Maximum Custody beds
184 Medium Custody beds
142 Minimum Custody beds
* Discrepancy from 452 is 60 of the beds are unrated
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Major Jail Space Deficiencies

The original Needs Assessment identified several key space deficiencies and needs which exist at the
Monroe Center Facility. The space deficiencies include (a) booking and intake, (b) Medical Clinic, (c)
Administration and staff support, (d) kitchen, (e) laundry, and (f) general maintenance space for the
detention facilities. Key needs and deficiencies that were identified are still valid in 2011 and include the
following:

Booking and Intake

» Vehicle Sally Port - I

The vehicle sally port takes up all of the exterior space adjacent to the intake and
booking area which is the logical location for a much needed expansion of intake
and booking. If a new sally port is built as part of this remodel, the new vehicle
sally port should include adequate space for the required arresting officer
vehicles, transportation vans, and transportation buses. The space must be
escape proof, with reliable gates and either enclosed or having a height which
will prevent scaling. There should be adequate rain proof covering to allow most,
if not all vehicles to load and unload out of the weather.

= Transportation Sally Port and Hallway - The only transportation holding and
processing space is near Central Control and is inadequate. At times 30 inmates
are located here for security transport chaining then they are moved some
distance to the transport vans and bus. A new way of holding and processing
inmates prior to transport should be determined. The sally port should be sized
for the large number of inmates exiting and entering the facility at one time. This
area is being planned to also compliment booking.

= Intake-Arresting Officer Area - The intake /arresting officer area is very small
and linear. The arresting officer area is small and poorly organized and currently
can only serve two arresting officers safely. This area should be expanded.
Space must be provided to adequately separate and secure the inmates while
the arresting officer completes paperwork and interviews the arrestee. New
intake area is planned, space is being considered for a toilet, DUI testing, and
chemical testing. Discussions with staff indicate a need for between four and six
arresting officer stations.

= Booking Room - The booking room is no longer adequate. Built in the 1980’s,
the volume of arrestees now exceeds the design capacity. The booking station
area is also inadequate and should be expanded. There is a need for
reevaluation and expansion of the entire area. There has been a demographic
change to more dangerous and violent arrestees who are not suitable for the
large open docile holding area and there are too few holding cells, forcing staff to
exceed California Corrections Standards Authority (CCSA) rated capacity which
indicates possible liability exposure. Booking crowding can also force mixing
arrestees which may lead to inmate on inmate assault. There is also a shortage
of specialized cells such as sobering cells.
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The docile holding area, while significant in size, does not offer adequate
separation by gender and has an inmate bathroom which offers no level of staff
supervision and the possible mixing of arrestees and possible misconduct. The
booking area provides the greatest opportunity for inmate assault on staff and
also overall liability. Providing adequate supervision of the booking activities is
critical and a supervisor's office should be provided adjacent to this area.
Building appropriate housing and specialty cells is in the planning process.

Inmate Personal Property Storage - The inmate property held in the inmate
property room currently exceeds the capacity of the space and racks. Should
additional inmate housing be added to the jail, there is not space for the increase
and the property room will need to be expanded. Space for inmate bulk property
such as suitcases and backpacks is also inadequate. Building appropriate space
is in the planning process.

Releasing - The current releasing area and operation is poorly planned and
inefficient. Expansion and adjacencies for this function are being explored.

Transportation - The Jail Transportation Unit is currently housed at the
Courthouse in downtown Woodland. The transportation unit is normally housed
in the jail in an area near booking and the transportation hallway exit. This
proximity and presence allows for better communication and cooperation
between corrections staff and better span of control for jail management. In Yolo
County the system of having Jail Transportation at a separate location seems to
be working. As mentioned earlier in this report, the primary need for
transportation is adequate transportation holding and movement including space
to place security restraints on the inmates. This space must provide for
adequate separation of the inmates to ensure the mixing of classifications can be
managed. Building appropriate space is in the planning process.

Court Arraignment Process - Because the courts and jail are not collocated,
transportation of inmates in vehicles to court daily, while undesirable is
necessary. Transportation of inmates in vehicles is dangerous and allows
custody staff to be most exposed to escape attempts both by the inmate alone
and with assistance from the outside. This danger is especially present when
transporting a large number of inmates to the short court process known as
arraignment. In the future, should planning of a new courthouse begin the
collocation of the jail and the courts should be discussed. With this collocation a
secure tunnel or hallway could be constructed to move inmates unescorted to
and from court. Staffing costs for transportation as well as public safety could be
greatly enhanced by this collocation. Video arraignment is an alternative the
County may want to explore. Video arraignment has met with a mix of success
and failures in other counties.

Medical/Mental Health — Infirmary

(For purposes of this report all medical and mental health watch beds are in the
infirmary.) Medical and many mental health services are provided under contract
with California Forensic Medical Group (CFMG).

Medical Housing and Space Needs - In conducting interviews with Jail and
Medical/Mental Health Managers it became clear the current infirmary is very
inadequate and there are many issues related to medical and mental health
needs, especially related to lack of space. The number of beds and cells for
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housing inmates for medical purposes is marginally adequate; however, this
does not include mental health and suicide prevention beds which are very
inadequate.

Mental Health Housing and Drug Treatment Space Needs - Interviews with
Jail Management and the Behavioral Health Director indicate that space for both
mental health housing and mental health programs is inadequate. The Director
of Behavioral Health expressed interest in offering more programs and services
to mentally ill inmates; however, there is no funding to provide these services.

Suicidal Inmates - The problem of suicidal inmates in jails continues to be a
major issue. Jail and medical staff make every effort to prevent suicide.
Unfortunately, suicides still occur often in jails throughout California. Most often
suicidal and self destructive inmates are housed and observed in the safety cells
which usually are located in booking and medical. The Yolo County Jail is
unique because as part of a modification to the Federal Court Consent Decree
signed in 1991, the Sheriffs Department agreed to no longer use their safety cell.
Without the safety cell as an important tool to combat suicide attempts, the jail
must rely on using booking cells for housing suicidal inmates. As the Corrections
Standards Authority (CSA) has pointed out in their inspections, this practice,
while necessary with no alternatives, is very inappropriate. The facility lacks
sufficient suicide prevention alternatives. The County must take steps to change
the Consent Decree to get back the use of the Safety Cell and provide better
mental health suicide prevention options in the infirmary including four to six
suicide prevention cells. Efforts are underway to rectify this situation and
appropriate housing is being planned.

Possibly Suicidal Inmates - Another issue is there are no interim alternatives
for an inmate who is determined as “possibly suicidal.” For a long term
observation the safety cell which has no bed and oriental style toilet is very
austere housing. Modifying a two infirmary cells to have polycarbonate glass
fronts could provide a benefit for certain inmates. A more medically appointed
cell could be a better alternative. Medical and Mental Health Staff are the
decision makers and must be consulted for providing the best solution.

Housing for Inmates with Specialized Mental housing and Treatment Needs
- Space needs to be added for inmates with mental health or drug psychosis in
which they are “acting out” or displaying bizarre behavior making them difficult to
house with other inmates. Other inmates are very intolerant of inmates who
display bizarre or different behavior; however, often inmates fitting in this
category get along well when housed with each other. Providing housing
classification(s) for the safe and efficient housing as well as programs and
treatment of the mentally ill should be a high priority. Medical staff estimated
20% of all inmates are on psychotropic medications. It was also estimated that
on average 15 to 20 inmates had sufficient mental health issues and they should
be set apart into a separate housing unit and another two or three had
dangerously significant mental health issues. Building appropriate space is in the
planning process.

Grant Provides Funding for Assertive Community Treatment of Offenders -
The Behavioral Health Director discussed the new Mentally lll Offender Crime
Reduction (MIOCR) grant the County has obtained which should help with
placement and improve recidivism failure statistics. It is hoped the
multidisciplinary team will be successful in impacting the jail revolving door of the
mentally ill.
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The primary shortcomings of the current infirmary include:

Inmate Waiting: When the facility was built no official inmate waiting area was
designed into the infirmary and inmates wait in an area which is unsecure. This
allows them access to items which may be laying on a counter or desk. Staff feel
a secure waiting area to accommodate approximately six inmates on seating is
needed.

Exam Room: The exam room is inadequate because of its small size and
current use which also includes an office work space. Any addition or new facility
should include two exam rooms and a dental exam room.

Offices for Professional Medical and Mental Health Personnel: Current
office space is inadequate. At least two additional offices are needed for medical
professionals. It is possible the visiting physician and physician’s assistant could
share an office. This space is important for documentation and dictation of
confidential medical information.

CFMG Program Managers Office: The Medical Program Manager's office is
too small. The office should be large enough for interviews with staff and for a
reasonable number of business files.

Medical and Mental Health Nurses Stations: The nurse station is inadequate
and undersized. There is no room for a copier, fax or for current files. Ideally two
stations are needed; a medical nurses station which requires approximately three
nurse work spaces and a mental health staff work station which would also
include three work spaces.

Officers Station: There is currently no work space for a correctional staff
member to monitor inmates in the infirmary and complete paperwork. This is a
needed position and any remodel or new infirmary should include this space.

Pharmacy: The pharmacy area is also very inadequate and is currently housed
in a converted bathroom. The space is very small. Any new pharmacy should
have space for cabinetry, a sink and a small refrigerator.

Staff Coffee Station, Break Area: There is no place for a simple break area or
items such as coffee maker, refrigerator and sink. Because staff cannot leave
the infirmary for a lunch or other break, any new construction should include a
lunch and break area for medical and mental health staff.

Outdoor Recreation Yard Availability to Infirmary Inmates: There currently is
no recreation yard directly available for inmates housed in the infirmary. In large
facilities this is often provided adjacent to the infirmary. Jail Management must
decide operationally how they wish to handle inmates housed in the infirmary.

ADA Approved Shower for the Infirmary: A shower is needed for the infirmary
as required by CMA.

Mental Health and Suicide Prevention Beds: There are currently no mental
health beds for acute mental health care and no suicide prevention beds in the
facility. Jail and Medical staff estimate the need for approximately four to six
cells in the infirmary for inmates with significant mental health needs such as
suicidal inmates.
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Mental Health Dorm Beds: Mental Health Officials related the need for
approximately four dorm beds in the infirmary mental health area for inmates who
are not self destructive but need to be observed. This may include inmates with
severe alcohol or drug addiction or with medical and mental health issues.

Sheltered Housing for Inmates with Mental Health or Medical Issues:
Currently Yolo County does not have a distinct and separate housing unit or pod
to house inmates with moderate emotional or psychological problems. Using
classification as best they can, the jail places these inmates wherever they can
throughout the general population. Inmates with mental health problems tend to
need a greater amount of staff attention. These inmates are also at a higher risk
of being victimized by other inmates. Typically in other jails, inmates with mental
health problems often seem to get along with each other when separated from
the general population. The benefit of having a sheltered housing psych pod is
that all the inmates with moderate mental health problems are housed in one
area rather than being housed throughout the jail where they can become
victimized. Inmates with mental health problems tend to be more suicidal as a
result of their emotional instability, therefore keeping these inmates in one area in
proximity to medical and mental health staff allows for closer and more consistent
supervision. Mental Health Officials at the jail placed the housing bed need at
approximately 24.

File Storage Needs: Current file storage is very inadequate and inconvenient.
Two types of file storage are required; current files for inmates in custody and
archived files which are for former inmates and must be retained for many years.
Current file storage is undersized and archived files are stored in another part of
the jail. This is very inconvenient when staff must review or retrieve a file.

Negative Pressure Cells: Currently there are two negative pressure cells in the
infirmary for housing inmates with airborne diseases. This is barely adequate
and medical staff would like to have more.

Operations Philosophy: The philosophy of the jail and medical staff is to take
services to the inmates; the housing units have marginally effective medical
triage/exam rooms. Any new housing units must have adequate triage rooms.

Recommendations:

1. Any new housing unit must contain a medical triage room and an interview room.

2. An inmate waiting area in the infirmary specifically designed for inmates coming
to the infirmary from the housing units should be added. The waiting area should
be enclosed for security and privacy.

3. Many areas of the infirmary are inadequate. Consideration should be given to

expanding the infirmary to accommodate the spaces bulleted below:

Offices for Professional Medical and Mental Health Personnel
CFMG Program Managers Office

Medical and Mental Health Nurses Stations

Officers Station

Pharmacy

Staff Coffee Station, Break Area

Outdoor Recreation Yard Availability to Infirmary Inmates
ADA Approved Shower for the Infirmary

Mental Health and Suicide Prevention Beds
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Mental Health Dorm Beds

Sheltered Housing for Inmates with Mental Health or Medical Issues
File Storage Needs

Negative Pressure Cells

An aggressive plan has been developed to rectify this situation by building a new
kitchen, vacating the current kitchen space and building the infirmary and mental
health functions in this space.

Administration Space and Staff Support Space

Administrative and Staff Offices - The space for administrative and
management staff at Monroe is no longer adequate. Through the years
increased staff has been accommodated by moving them into areas which were
meant for other purposes. As an example, the Captain is in a former conference
room, the Lieutenants are located far from the Captain in the secure portion of
the jail in space better suited as a storage room. The result is inefficiency and
difficulty in providing effective communication. This also makes it difficult to
utilize unified clerical assistance.

Staff Dining - The staff dining and break area is poorly located and used
infrequently by custody staff in the jail. Often staff eats lunch at their work station
which is difficult. Unlike other county staff, jail employees must remain in the jail
for lunch in order to be available to respond to emergencies, therefore, having
adequate dining space is very important. A staff dining and break room is
essential to morale given the nature of correctional work. The officers must be
afforded a setting where they can get away from the inmates and have a few
minutes to relax. There appears to be room to expand staff dining by making
modifications to the maintenance storage area. Building appropriate space is in
the planning process.

Briefing, Conference and Training - While briefing and training classroom
space seem adequate at this time, in the future as administrative space gets
more crowded, alternatives will be needed. This could require adding space
elsewhere and reassigning training and briefing space.

Locker rooms: The locker rooms are crowded and lack sufficient lockers for the
number of staff. If inmate housing is added, the additional staff will not have
locker space. Additional space will be required to meet the need.

Workout room: The Yolo County Jail Facilities does not currently include a
workout room for custody officers. While there has been some concern voiced
about disability claims for providing workout rooms, this same concern has
transpired in other counties who have overcome the issue. Workout rooms are
common to law enforcement and corrections and offer an avenue for strength
and fitness as well as morale and retention. Given the nature of the business,
providing officers the ability to stay strong and fit makes sense.

Recommendations:

The staff dining and break room is poorly located for access and response to
housing units by custody staff. Relocating the staff dining area closer to the
kitchen and providing a quicker response to the housing units should be
explored.
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2. The possibility of adding a staff workout room should be explored.

3. The current administration space is undersized and inconvenient. Additional
administration space should be provided.

Kitchen — Food Services

The Food Services Manager (FSM) is concerned about the ability of the current
kitchen to meet the additional requirements of more inmates and the added meals.
There were several areas mentioned as being inadequate. There is little room
should later housing units require more cooking equipment, preparation space and
storage. The jail kitchen currently prepares two hot meals and one cold meal each
day for an average of 524 inmates, with high counts reaching 560. The kitchen
prepares approximately 1,572 meals a day for four programs and facilities. These
include the Monroe Detention Center, Leinberger Facility, Juvenile Hall and
Detoxification Program.

Six cooks are authorized; however, there is often a vacancy or two. The kitchen staff
also utilizes ten inmate workers to assist in the kitchen. Ten is an adequate number
for now; however, more could be required with a new kitchen. As with many
correctional facilities, special diets are becoming problematic because they are time
consuming to prepare and often require additional food purchase. Future kitchen
design should consider any issues and requirements for this function. To rectify this
problem a new kitchen is being planned.

= Loading Dock - There is no loading dock for use by trucks which inherently
causes inefficiencies. Any new kitchen facility should include a loading dock
which would also serve as the likely location for recycling programs.

=  Food Preparation - The food preparation area is inadequate, confined and
crowded with equipment. There are two primary areas of concern; the bakery
area needs room for additional equipment including additional large mixers.
There is also a shortage of space in the cook area where additional cook kettles
are needed. The cooking area space is very crowded and cooks have been
burned because of the tight space. There is also a need for additional food
preparation sinks.

= Salad and Sandwich Preparation Area - The Food Services Manager feels this
area is very inadequate and estimates twice the space is needed. The sandwich
preparation counter space at this location is inadequate and requires expansion.

= Food Serving Line - The food serving line is adequate for current use, however,
it is at maximum capacity..

= Dry Goods Storage - The dry goods storage area is inadequate. The FSM
estimates a need for nearly 50% additional space. Because there is no bulk
storage room, it is impossible to make bulk storage purchases which could
provide substantial savings to the County. Future kitchen design should allow
for use of pallets for movement of bulk deliveries.

= Cold Storage - Kitchen staff has a difficult time managing this area because of
the deficiencies. The walk-in refrigerators exceed their maximum capacity and
while staff gets by for now, it will not be adequate should the inmate population
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grow much more. This problem is exacerbated by the requirements for additional
milk and vegetables for the Juvenile Hall wards. A significant problem is related
to the lack of space in the thaw- “defreeze” area of the walk-in refrigerator. This
lack of space is very inefficient and challenging. The FSM estimates a need for
twice as much cold storage space.

* Freezer Storage - The limited capacity and narrow walk-in freezer is costly
because it not only limits efficiency and flexibility in meal preparation options, it
also is costly. Purchase of frozen items often has to do with availability. When
the items needed become available, purchase in bulk is not only a cost saver but
often the only opportunity to obtain the product.

» Storage of Cooking Metal Goods (Pots and Pans etc) - There is clearly need
for more space for pots, pans and cooking trays. This would include the large
hotel pans and space for cutting board storage which currently does not exist.

= Storage of Serving Trays - The kitchen utilizes the bulky insulated trays which
take up considerable storage space. It appears there is no additional space for
the storage and drying of these trays. With the addition of one or two new
housing units, there does not appear to be adequate space for all the additional
trays.

= Cart Storage - The cart storage area designed into the kitchen has exceeded
capacity and carts are stored in any available locations. Bread storage
carts/racks are a significant need. The lack of sufficient cart storage makes the
kitchen seem more crowded and chaotic than it may be.

* Food Services Manager’s Office and Kitchen Staff Space - The office might
be adequate if it was better organized with a better solution for the needed files
and recipe storage. The office requires at least two work stations. The staff
locker room and bathroom are inadequate. There is also a need for an inmate
waiting area and inmate bathroom visible to kitchen staff. Separate staff and
inmate bathrooms are needed.

= Tray and Utensil Washing Area - The wash area for food serving and
preparation utensils is compact and will provide difficulty in meeting the
increased workload of more inmates.

Recommendations Related to the Kitchen:

Any substantial increase in inmates will require additional kitchen capacity. This will
require either a significant remodel of the existing kitchen or building a new kitchen.

1. Before adding on to or remodeling the kitchen, the County should consider hiring
a food services expert to evaluate the current operation for possible remodeling
and most importantly study the cost-benefit of building a new kitchen to replace
the existing undersized kitchen.

2. When planning additional space for the kitchen/food security and inmate worker
access, security and movement must be a consideration.

3. A new laundry should be a consideration to coincide with any new kitchen
planning.
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Laundry and Clothing Processing

Laundry - The laundry and clothing areas offer a mix on adequate and
inadequate facilities. During the interview with the laundry and clothing officer
and tour of the related areas, the following information was gathered. Laundry
exchange is conducted in accordance with Title 15 and meets the standard.
There is insufficient equipment to provide more than the basic requirements. The
laundry room is convenient to the Monroe facility being located near the kitchen
off a primary hallway. It is close to existing storage, however, is remote to the
primary clothing storage area. One of the concerns is related to inmate workers.
Their movement from Leinberger Center to their work location presents security
issues including the possibility of the introduction of contraband into the facility.
Any new laundry facility should address this concern.

Washers-Dryers and Processing Area - The laundry area is lacking a sufficient
number of washers and dryers. With only two 60 pound capacity washers and
two 75 pound capacity washers, completing timely laundry processing can be
problematic. Whether new beds are added or not, one additional washer and one
additional dryer should be added to allow for the existing washers or dryers to be
down for repair. Also, as the laundry equipment gets older this will become a
more frequent condition. If new beds are added, additional washers and dryers
become essential to bring the total to a minimum of four washers and four dryers.
Because an equal number of washers process more than the dryers can
accommodate, the County should consider providing space for a fifth dryer.
There is not adequate room to add the new machines without adding space.
The space for processing dirty and clean laundry is inadequate. The processing
areas for dirty laundry as well as the folding area are limited and should be
expanded.

Clean Laundry Storage - There is very limited storage for laundry after it is
cleaned and folded. The laundry officer estimates a need of an additional five
storage shelf units at 18” deep X 4’ wide X 7’ high (20 lineal feet).

Laundry Chemical and Soap Room - “In use” laundry chemicals and soaps are
currently poorly managed at the machines and would be better served in a
separate room with dispenser lines to the machines. The room would need to be
approximately 6'X8' in size. Stored chemicals and soaps are kept at the
Cameron Storage Facility.

Laundry Cart Storage - Currently cart storage consists of two carts for clean
laundry distribution and nine carts for dirty laundry. There is a need for a total of
four clean laundry carts and at least one additional dirty laundry cart (10) if a new
housing unit is added. Clean carts use approximately 3'X6’ and dirty laundry
carts 4'X5’.

Recommendations Related to Laundry:

Plan to increase and budget for two additional washers and two or three additional
dryers to meet efficiency needs now and for the inmates who will be added in the
future.

General and Specific Storage - The majority of storage needs are currently
managed in the annex next to the kitchen and the Cameron Storage Facility.
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* Inmate Clothing, New-Boxed - There appears to be sufficient storage space for
receiving and storage of new clothing, sheets, blankets, towels and mattresses at
the Cameron Storage Facility.

= |n Use Mattress Storage - The Cameron Storage Facility is remote to the
Monroe Facility. Any remodel or storage plan must provide for storing several
mattresses at Monroe for as needed immediate use and replacement.
Recommendation Related to Storage:

With the potential for lost storage space at the Monroe annex adjacent to the kitchen,
planning for space at the Cameron Storage Facility must be evaluated and planned
to maximize capacity. Providing a loading dock for unloading jail supplies should be
incorporated into any possible new kitchen design.

Maintenance Space

The current maintenance space is adequate; however, there have been discussions
related to the maintenance space and other uses. Providing adequate maintenance
space in the future is essential.

Recommendation Related to Maintenance Space:

Any plans for new housing or relocating maintenance must provide for appropriate
space.
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SECTION 10: JAIL FACILITY CONSTRUCTION PLAN

Yolo County Jail Needs Assessment Update

Guidelines for Development of Future Yolo County Jail Facilities

The Jail Needs Assessment Update has shown that the most immediate and critical need for the Yolo
County Jail System is to construct additional bed capacity that will both eliminate the current
overcrowding and allow the Sheriffs Department to petition the Federal Courts to remove the jail Court
“Cap.” Overall population growth and criminal justice system characteristics indicate trends experienced
over the past eight years should, to a large part, continue over the next 15 — 20 years. Population growth
will continue to have an impact on the criminal justice system causing arrest and bookings to
increase in future years, creating additional demands for jail bed space.

Analysis of the inmate population projections shows that by 2015 the County’s jails will have a capacity
shortfall of 148 custody beds. With the passage of AB 109, by 2018 at full implementation of the
realignment legislation, the County jail facilities will be confronting an additional ADP of 310 sentenced
inmates who would have gone to State Prison and parole violators who can also be incarcerated for up to
six months. The inmate population projections also show the County jails need more maximum security
and administrative segregation housing to accommodate the changing inmate custody characteristics of
the pretrial and sentenced detainee populations. Additional specialized medical and mental health
housing capacity will also be required to adequately address the increasing healthcare and severe mental
health problems identified with male and female inmates.

In light of the number of new beds currently needed to eliminate jail crowding combined with the need for
significant additional infrastructure to support the expanding inmate housing, the Sheriff's Department's
Custody Division and Consultants explored many different detention options for new generation facilities.
As a result, several basic existing and new philosophies were established as the foundation for all future
jail planning and construction. These included:

Construction Guidelines For the Design and Building of Future County Jail Facilities

= Phased Construction — County jail facilities should be flexible in design and allow for
phased construction and future expansion horizontally rather than vertically.

®  Perimeter Security — Facilities should be constructed to provide maximum security at
the perimeter with layered security zones within the facility. Interior construction
should be consistent with the security needs of each functional use area.

m  Staff Areas — The facility should provide appropriate staff space to accommodate
staff briefings, conferences, breaks, lunch, showers, toilets, and lockers. This space
should provide staff privacy and relaxation away from other jail facility activities.

= Central Control — Overall security management of the jail facilities should be
maintained by a Central Control station. Central Control should be responsible for
the operation of all entry and exit doors and sallyports for both the perimeter and
interior zones. This station shall be in a secure area that is inaccessible to inmates,
visitors, and away from high traffic areas.

= Direct Supervision — All housing units will be direct supervision, where the housing
unit officer is in direct contact with inmates.

= Podular Design - The housing unit will meet standard podular design criteria.
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= Two-Tier Housing Units — Each housing unit will contain two tiers, with cells on both
tiers.

= Line of Sight Observation — The entire housing unit will be observable from any
location within the housing module.

= Wet Cells — The housing unit cells will only consist of wet cells containing a sink and
toilet.

= Staff to Inmate Ratio — The staff to inmate ratio is 1 staff to every 64 inmates.

m  Centralized Services — Each housing unit will allow the following activities or services
to occur: dining, laundry room (for clothing issue), programs and education,
interviews, medical exams, janitorial, food staging area, and security entrance
(sallyport). Visiting should focus on the use of video visiting, which many other
counties have adopted.

®  Flexible Housing Unit — The Sheriff's Department has a full security range of housing
units ranging from minimum to maximum security. While minimum security
housing units exist in Yolo’s detention system, minimum security inmates do
not in any significant numbers. For this reason, a housing unit that can
provide a greater degree of flexibility among the various security levels is
highly desired.

The Yolo County Jail primarily utilizes “podular” design and the direct supervision philosophy. The
Monroe Center uses direct supervision in every housing area except the maximum security and protective
custody units where indirect supervision through glass is used. The direct supervision units are podular
and staffed by one direct supervision officer. They are backed up by Security and Investigations (S&l)
(Rovers) officers. The maximum security unit (A-2) is podular design which utilizes indirect supervision by
way of a housing control room. This provides direct visual supervision into the housing unit day room and
recreation yard through glass. A rover or floor officer makes random cell checks no less than once an
hour.

In discussing the desired operational philosophy of the jail with the Undersheriff and Jail Commander,
direct supervision would be the desired inmate supervision with the officers in the housing units directly
supervising the inmates. However, with concern for long term staffing costs, the department feels the
indirect (through glass) model is an acceptable and more realistic philosophy of inmate supervisor for
most, if not all the new housing units.

Unescorted movement of inmates which requires good visual site lines from housing control stations or
Central Control is preferred and most often used with the classification level dictating an escort. Any
future jail additions should strive for a design facilitating unescorted movement and if possible improve
movement in the existing jail. The concept drawings provided in the Appendix are examples that support
good visual supervision of inmates and Sheriffs management is committed to the direct visual
philosophy. (See Appendix K: Jail System Renovation and Expansion Building Options)

Jail Planning and Construction Recommendations

Based on the original Needs Assessment recommendations developed in 2007 and from this Update in
2011, several time-phased jail planning and construction recommendations have been identified and
include the following:

122



Yolo County Sheriff's Department Custody Division
Jail Planning and Construction Recommendations

Recommendation Scope of Work

Phase I: Immediate Programming & Jail Construction (Within 1 — 5 Years)

Corrections Standards Authority (CSA) AB 900, Phase Il

Jail Construction Funding

Recommendation #1

Maximum Security Housing Unit - 148 Bed Maximum Security
Housing Unit — Program, design and construct a new 148 security
tiered housing unit in a single / double cell occupancy configuration.

Recommendation #2

Inmate Program Space = Program, design and build program space
that will serve the average daily population of pretrial and sentenced
inmates incarcerated in the County’s jail system.

Recommendation #3

Video Visitation Center — Program, design, and construct a new
Video Visitation Center utilizing state-of-the-art video conferencing
equipment.

Recommendation #4

Administration and Staff Services Center — Program, design and
construct a new integrated administrative facility and staff services
center for jail custody and program-support personnel. The renovated
Staff Support Service Center shall serve all custody staff for existing
and future detention facilities.

Recommendation #5

Medical and Mental Health Services — Program, design and build a
new Medical Services Clinic and acute Mental Health housing unit
that will include single cell occupancy and a transitional dormitory.

Jail Booking and Reception Unit - Program, design and build a

Recommendation #6 new centralized jail intake and booking center that can handle all
inmate processing, property storage and release functions.
Food Service and Kitchen Expansion - Program, design and build
Recommendation #7 a new kitchen that will serve both the Monroe Center and Leinberger

facility and new 148-bed Maximum Security Housing Unit.

Recommendation #8

Laundry - Program, design and build a new laundry facility to serve
the entire inmate population.

Recommendation #9

Central Control Room - Program, design and construct a new
secure Central Control room that will be able to monitor the full build-
out of the entire future Jail Complex.

Phase Il: Long-term Programming & Jail Construction (Within 6 — 15 Years)

Yolo County Capital Construction Funds: Jail Construction

Recommendations #10

Future Medium/Maximum Security Housing Unit - Program,
design and construct inmate housing units to accommodate projected
long-term average population (ADP) and peak inmate population
levels.
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In light of the availability of AB 900 Phase Il Jail Construction funding awards, the Needs Assessment
Consultants are recommending that the Yolo County Sheriffs Department develop and submit an
Application for AB 900 Phase Il funding to the Corrections Standards Authority (CSA). The Application
should include the justification and construction grant funding to implement recommendations #1 through
#9 above.

The exact amount of the funding request should include a construction contingency for unforeseen
conditions and other costs the County might encounter during the completion of the jail construction
project. The AB 900 Phase Il construction should include:

This project would be an expansion and renovation of the existing 272-bed Monroe
Center Main Jail. It would include reprogramming of some existing functional use areas
and building new housing units with supporting infrastructure. The construction project
would provide a net gain of 157 jail beds and support infrastructure and would be carried
out in two construction phases. The phased construction is required to accommodate the
existing facility remaining operational with new and separate support spaces being
constructed first, and renovated backfilled areas providing new functional use.

The Phase | construction would provide the Sheriff's Department with a total of 148 new
rated maximum security beds. The new Housing would be a similar Type Il facility and
podular in design. Construction would be a multi-tiered Housing Unit with multiple pods
to provide flexibility for changing classifications and populations. It would be highly
durable and low maintenance and primarily be constructed of concrete block, steel
framed, and concrete filled roof deck. Most services would be brought to the inmates to
reduce movement, provide some support spaces adjacent to or within unit, and very staff
efficient. Finishes and acoustics would downplay the institutional feeling and support a
more normalized environment. The initial work would include the construction of
approximately 12,500 GSF of In-Custody Educational Treatment and Vocational Program
space as part of the new 22,400 GSF, 148-bed Housing Unit. By centrally locating this
program intensive support space in the facility, it would serve both the new expansion
and existing facility and is critical to the operational model embraced by the County.

Also included in the Phase | construction would be a 3,200 GSF Visitor's Center Building
for public video visitation, and 9,800 GSF Kitchen/Laundry Building. Both the Visitor's
Center and Kitchen/Laundry facilities would be separate buildings to accommodate
independent operational issues. The Visitor's Center would alleviate most public traffic
from the core Jail and relieve the existing Jail from having the public enter the secure
portion of the facility for visitation, eliminate current issues of contraband, and reduce
staffing. It would mimic a professional office environment and utilize more economical
construction materials. The Kitchen/Laundry would be strategically located near the
southern portion of the site adjacent to the existing minimum security facility so that these
inmates can work within this area and not have to enter the core Jail. It would also better
accommodate delivery of goods since the current location is on the secure side of Jail
and congested. This would be constructed primarily of durable concrete block, steel
framed roof and canopies, provide low maintenance finishes, and include robust
commercial kitchen and laundry equipment. The Phase | construction would also
renovate 5,250 GSF of the exiting Cameron Training Center to create jail staff restrooms,
lockers, staff dining and other support areas for custody and program staff.

The Phase Il construction would renovate and expand the Monroe Center’'s Intake and
Booking area to 12,000 GSF to create a more functional vehicle sally, a pre-booking area
for arresting officers, and staff booking area. The renovation would include much needed
safety cells, multiple sobering and holding cells, and larger group holding cells. Two
secure gender specific docile holding rooms would also be constructed. The existing
release and Court-holding areas would be modified creating separate intake and
transportation and circulation routes. The construction would also expand the inmate
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dress-in area and property storage room. The renovation would be secure and
constructed primarily of concrete block.

The area currently occupied by the jail's existing kitchen would be renovated to
accommodate a new 10,224 GSF Medical and Mental Health Clinic. The Medical Clinic
area would contain multiple exam rooms and dental area. The Clinic would have space
for medical records, inmate waiting, nurse’s station, toilet, and a small lab area. It would
function much as a typical Clinic but more durable and observable. Dedicated secure
medical housing would be provided with multiple single and double-occupancy rooms,
and provides the opportunity for an isolation room. A shower area and associated
dayroom space would also be designed for the Medical Housing.

A new acute Mental Health Clinic and housing unit would be built in the Phase Il
construction by remodeling the existing jail laundry and storage area. The Mental Health
Unit would provide multiple single-occupancy cells, a safety cell, and a small 4-person
transitional mental health dormitory. A centrally located nursing station with association
staff space would also be provided.

The existing Main Jail Administration area would also be renovated and expanded to
accommodate an expanded records, unit, additional custody staff offices, and related
custody support spaces. The renovation would also provide additional space for jail
Classification Officers including interview rooms, program and commissary space, and
staff work rooms. A contact attorney visiting area would also be added as well as video
visitation rooms in each of the existing Housing Units. Security system upgrades would
be included in both phases of the construction.

The following graphics show (a) the proposed site plan, (b) housing unit configuration, (c) intake and
booking expansion layout, (d) central jail administration, (e) medical / mental health clinic and housing
plan, (f) in-custody program space configuration, (g) video visitation, (h) staff services remodel area, and
(i) kitchen / laundry building. The last graphic also provides an aerial overview with model three
dimensional renderings of the proposed jail construction project.

Estimate Jail Construction Cost and Construction Schedule

The total construction cost for the recommended jail construction project to be included in the CSA AB
900 Phase |l project is estimated at $42,225,000. The cost estimate is based on recently constructed jail
projects in California escalated to the mid-point of construction and includes a 10% change order
contingency. The estimated cost also includes fees for fixed equipment and furnishings and other costs
related to (a) permits and reviews, (b) data and telephone, (c) testing and inspection, and (d)
commissioning of equipment.

Project costs are estimated at $3,220,000 which will cover architectural and engineering costs and
consultant services to prepare required CEQA documents.

If Yolo County applies for the AB 900 funding, the Application must be submitted by January 11, 2012
with conditional awards in late March 2012. Schematic design work could begin in April 2012 and be
completed by the end of July 2012. Design development drawings could be completed by March 2013
with construction documents available by November 2013. The duration of construction is estimated at
27 months with occupancy in July 2016. Under the conditions of the AB 900 funding regulations, the new
housing facility must be staffed within 90 days of completion which would be November 2016.
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Yolo County Monroe Jail Expansion and Remodel

206 —|
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Future Jail Staffing

The Sheriffs Department's Custody Division has estimated that the staffing levels and annual costs for
the proposed new jail construction project will amount to $2,450,325. These costs are estimated in 2011
dollars and include staffing for the new inmate housing unit, Visitor's Center, and facility maintenance.
The staffing projected by the Department includes the following:

Detention :

= 24 Correctional Officers $2,051,562

» 4 Records Specialist $266,416
Visitor’s Center

* 1 Records Specialist $66,604
Facility Maintenance

= Building Craftsmechanic $65,743
Contracts For Service (cost based on

service need)

Total Ongoing Staffing $2,450,325

Funding for the staffing will rely on the Yolo County General Fund, Public Safety funding, and AB 109
allocations. The staffing levels will be reviewed and adjusted, if necessary, at the conclusion of the
schematic design phase of the project.
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Crime Categories 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Reported Crimes:
Violent Crimes
Homocide 7 7 8 6 6 4 5 5
Forcible Rape 51 40 42 49 60 61 62 80
Robbery 134 143 145 114 125 148 167 177
Aggravated Assault 846 832 918 867 762 467 604 786
Total 1,038 1,022 1,113 1,036 953 680 838 1,048
Property Crimes
Burglary 1,362 1,230 1,025 923 1,007 1,290 1,452 1,776
Motor Vehicle Theft 769 760 774 620 618 774 1,020 1,020
Theft Over $400 1,113 1,013 864 780 888 996 919 1,064
Total 3,244 3,003 2,663 2,323 2,513 3,060 3,391 3,860
Larceny - Theft
Theft Over $400 1,113 1,013 864 780 888 996 919 1,064
Theft $400 & Under 3,919 3,286 2,936 2,593 2,515 2,815 2,624 2,769
Total 5,032 4,299 3,800 3,373 3,403 3,811 3,543 3,833
Arson - 89 69 47 91 90 116 139 179
Population (1,000's) 152.5 154.9 156.0 158.9 170.9 174.5 179.0 183.5
Crime Rates Per 100,000 Population
Crime Rates:
Violent Crimes 680.7 659.8 713.5 652.0 557.6 389.7 468.2 571.1
Property Crimes 21272 19387 1,707.1 1,461.9 14705 1,753.6 1,8944 2103.5
Thefts $400 & Under 2,669.8 2,121.4 1,882.1 16318 14716 16132 14659 1,509.0
Arson 58.4 44.5 30.1 57.3 52.7 66.5 T 97.5
Total Crime Rate
Per 100,000 Population | 5,436.1 4,764.4 4,332.8 3,803.0 3,552.4 3,823.0 3,906.2 4,281.1
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Yolo County Crime Rate Trends 2004 - 2010

Crime Categories 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Reported Crimes:
Violent Crimes
Homocide 5 4 4 4 4 7 3
Forcible Rape 85 66 56 70 66 68 78
Robbery 167 147 175 203 180 171 141
Aggravated Assault 796 561 586 474 299 310 290
Total 1,053 778 821 751 549 556 512
Property Crimes
Burglary 1,790 1,558 1,677 1,719 1,474 1,357 1,291
Motor Vehicle Theft 1,010 983 855 755 654 559 530
Theft Over $400 1,026 968 1,021 1,164 1,468 1,063 1,253
Total 3,826 3,509 3,553 3,638 3,596 2,979 3,074
Larceny - Theft
Theft Over $400 1,026 968 1,021 1,164 1,468 1,063 1,253
Theft $400 & Under 2,739 2,715 2,706 3,070 3,689 2,781 2,857
Total 3,765 3,683 3,727 4,234 5,157 3,844 4,110
Arson 138 83 136 88 75 75 58
Population (1,000's) 186.6 188.9 192.3 197.5 200.0 202.2 203.9
Crime Rates Per 100,000 Population
Crime Rates:
Violent Crimes 564.3 411.9 427.0 380.2 274.5 274.9 251.1
Property Crimes 20504 18576 18478 18417 17979 14731 15077
Thefts $400 & Under 1,467.8 14373 19383 21435 25784 19009 20158
Arson 74.0 43.9 70.7 44.6 37.5 37.1 28.4
Total Crime Rate 5 : e e Rt ol
Per 100,000 Population | 4,156.5  3,750.7 4,283.8 4,410.0 4,688.3 3,686.0  3,803.0
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Yolo County
Number and Yearly Percent Change in Adult Felony & Misdemeanor Arrests
1990 - 2010

Felony And Misdemeanor Adult Arrests

Felony Arrests Misdemeanor Arrests Total Adult %
Year Number [% Change[ Number | % Change Arrests Change |
1990 2,411 7,885 10,296
1991 2,408 -0.1% 7,106 -9.9% 9,514 -7.6%
1992 2,408 0.0% 6,812 -4.1% 9,220 -3.1%
1993 2,546 5.7% 6,205 -8.9% 8,751 -5.1%
1994 3,009 18.2% 5,530 -10.9% 8,539 -2.4%
1995 3,387 12.6% 5,845 5.7% 9,232 8.1%
1996 2,815 -16.9% 5,546 -5.1% 8,361 -9.4%
1997 2,890 2.7% 5,310 -4.3% 8,200 -1.9%
1998 2,774 -4.0% 5,227 -1.6% 8,001 -2.4%
1999 2,343 -15.5% 4,929 -5.7% 7,272 -9.1%
Ave. Yearly Arrests 2,699 6,040 8,739
2000 2,255 -3.8% 4,583 -7.0% 6,838 -6.0%
2001 2,584 14.6% 4,665 1.8% 7,249 6.0%
2002 2,922 13.1% 4,566 -2.1% 7,488 3.3%
2003 3,087 5.6% 5,108 11.9% 8,195 9.4%
2004 3,098 0.4% 5,378 5.3% 8,476 3.4%
2005 2,987 -3.6% 4,991 -7.2% 7,978 -5.9%
2006 2,844 -4.8% 4,794 -3.9% 7,638 -4.3%
2007 2,696 -5.2% 5,090 6.2% 7,786 1.9%
2008 2,419 -10.3% 5,021 -1.4% 7,440 -4.4%
2009 2,163 -10.6% 4,750 -5.4% 6,913 -7.1%
2010 2,368 9.5% 4,918 3.5% 7,286 5.4%
Ave. Yearly Arrests 2,675 4,897 7,572
Ave. Yearly Arrests
1990 - 1999 2,699 6,040 8,739
2000 - 2010 2,675 4,897 7,572
% Change 1990 - 2010 -0.9% -18.9% -13.4%
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Yolo County
Male and Female Adult Arrest Trends

1990 - 2010
Male / Female Felony and Misdemeanor Arrests
Male Arrests Female Arrests Total County-Wide
Year Felony |Misdemeanor| Total Felony |Misdemeanor[ Total Adult Arrests

1990 1,978 6,378 8,356 433 1,507 1,940 10,296

1991 1,982 5,727 7,709 426 1,379 1,805 9,614

1992 1,937 5,485 7,422 471 1,327 1,798 9,220

1993 2,052 4,930 6,982 494 1,275 1,769 8,751

1994 2,394 4,325 6,719 615 1,205 1,820 8,539

1995 2,707 4,515 7,222 680 1,330 2,010 9,232

1996 2,227 4,305 6,532 588 1,241 1,829 8,361

1997 2,270 4,165 6,435 620 1,145 1,765 8,200

1998 2,213 4,104 6,317 561 1,123 1,684 8,001

1999 1,803 3,886 5,689 540 1,043 1,583 7,272

Ave. Yearly Arrests | 2,156 4,782 6,938 543 1,258 1,800 8,739
2000 1,773 3,706 5,479 482 877 1,359 6,838

2001 1,996 3,757 5,753 588 908 1,496 7,249

2002 2,268 3,644 5,912 654 922 1,576 7,488

2003 2,381 4,093 6,474 706 1,015 1,721 8,195

2004 2,393 4,222 6,615 705 1,156 1,861 8,476

2005 2,341 3,966 6,307 646 1,025 1,671 7,978

2006 2,226 3,890 6,116 618 904 1,522 7,638

2007 2,099 4,061 6,160 597 1,029 1,626 7,786

2008 1,855 3,991 5,846 564 1,030 1,594 7,440

2009 1,670 3,700 5,370 493 1,050 1,543 6,913

2010 1,808 3,802 5,610 560 1,116 1,676 7,286

Ave. Yearly Arrests 2,074 3,894 5,967 601 1,003 1,604 7,572

Ave. Yearly Arrests : ; i : _

1990 - 1999 2,156 4,782 6,938 543 1,258 1,800 8,739
2000 - 2010 2,074 3894 5967 601 1,003 1,604 SIW7I572
% Change 1990 - 2010 | -3.8% -18.6% 14.0% 10.7% -20.3% -10.9% S ~13.4%
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CHANGES IN NUMBER OF ADULT ARRESTS BY OFFENSE CATEGORY

YOLO COUNTY

1990 -- 2010
() DR
Violence & :

Year Weapons Property Drugs Alcohol Other Total

1990 1,222 1,652 956 4,037 2,529 10,296

1991 1.327 1,479 684 3,194 2,830 9,514

1992 1,247 1,637 841 2,838 2,757 9,220

1993 1,269 1,654 1,070 2,384 2,474 8,751

1994 1,407 1,508 1,384 2,060 2,180 8,539

1995 1,447 1,694 1,775 2,351 1,965 9,232

1996 1,278 1,262 1,604 2,336 1,981 8,361

1997 1,197 1,239 1,617 1,916 2,331 8,200

1998 1,091 1,088 1,209 2,118 2,495 8,001

1999 983 722 1,256 2,271 2,040 7,272

Ave. Yearly Arrests 1,247 1,364 1,220 2,551 2,358 8,739
2000 1,052 710 1,066 2,277 1,733 6,838

2001 1,100 820 1,362 2252 1,715 7,249

2002 1,281 972 1,442 2,021 1,772 7,488

2003 1,325 084 1,687 2,376 1,923 8,195

2004 1,386 994 1,350 2,448 2,298 8,476

2005 1,328 945 1,445 2,378 1,882 7,978

2006 1,327 888 1,396 2,391 1,636 7,638

2007 1,176 798 1,167 2,281 2,364 7,786

2008 1,070 812 1,044 2,407 2,107 7,440

2009 1,028 803 1,060 2,095 1,927 6,913

2010 1,049 920 1,196 1,944 2,177 7,286

Ave. Yearly Arrests 1,193 877 1,283 2,261 1,958 7,572

% Change e g

Ave. Yearly Arrests -4.3% -36.0% 5.2% -11.4% -17.0% -13.4%
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Yolo County Adult Arrests by Felony and Misdemeanor Offense Category 2001 - 2010
l s i\ “ .-11; A l .]1 |

Felony Arrests:

Homicide 19 7 7 6 8 11 4 6 7 5
ManslaughterVehicle 0 0 1 3 0 0 1 0 0 0
Forcible Rape 21 20 23 14 20 15 10 22 8 10
Robbery 29 69 66 59 40 58 57 51 49 50
Assault 524 618 658 609 577 568 498 441 429 471
Kidnapping 14 10 10 25 22 22 13 4 6 6
Burglary 165 196 236 213 206 202 235 194 238 264
Theft 167 186 203 280 202 211 150 203 147 186
Motor Vehicle Theft 115 134 138 160 166 151 119 66 52 72
Forged Checks/Credit Cards 68 95 80 80 100 74 66 69 41 55
Arson 10 7 5 ;] 3 14 3 7 5 5
Narcotics 152 151 218 146 164 136 158 142 135 135
Marijuana 27 52 45 41 56 30 57 73 76 76
Dangerous Drugs 615 567 614 536 615 606 442 380 354 446
Other Drug Violations 10 16 4 12 8 8 3 4 8 8
Lewd or Lascivious Conduct 24 16 31 35 17 25 19 14 9 9
Other Sex Offenses 27 37 36 41 4“1 44 23 34 27 25
Weapons 74 66 65 82 65 98 84 57 68 68
Driving Under the Influence 27 30 33 3 30 37 32 29 33 33
Hit and Run 9 8 1 <] ] 4 8 10 4 4
Escape 1 ¥ 2 0 1 1 B8 0 1] 0
Bookmaking 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Felonies 96 35 600 736 637 529 711 603 467 440

Total Felony 2,584 2,922 3,088 3,101 2,987 2,844 2,697 2,419 2,163 2,368

Misdemeanor Arrests:

Assault & Battery 350 405 406 478 511 462 457 424 406 394
Petty Theft 225 261 247 208 189 177 175 233 274 285
Other Theft 25 36 26 25 37 18 16 5 11 20
Checks/Credit Cards 6 5 1 4 3 b 3 4 4 6
Marijuana 232 200 184 127 136 142 210 215 217 172
Other Drugs 326 456 521 488 466 474 299 220 270 359
Indecent Exposure 12 9 7 17 11 11 5 10 T 8
Annoying Children 6 6 11 5 1 3 5 4 0
Obscene Matter 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lewd Conduct 2 13 6 19 3 4 31 9 4 2
Prostitution 39 86 121 128 74 4 2 9 6 25
Contributing Delinquency/Minor 25 33 33 32 10 24 20 12 12 13
Drunk 1,045 BG6 1,147 1,204 1,059 1,050 992 893 768 810
Liquor Laws 106 64 84 76 44 35 47 39 60 96
Disorderly Conduct 20 33 33 36 18 13 20 18 11 17
Disturbing the Peace 45 37 38 36 39 33 65 14 14 32
Vandalism 49 41 48 36 39 36 31 31 30 27
Malicious Mischief 4 2 5 2 5 1 2 2 1 3
Trespassing 87 146 105 69 107 77 149 167 153 212
Weapons 18 33 22 36 27 24 10 17 19 17
Driving Under the Influence 1.049 1,028 1,079 1,105 1,235 1,245 1,190 1,434 1,222 1,025
Hit and Run 34 34 40 29 34 40 32 24 21 22
Selected Traffic Violations 75 74 50 31 42 36 29 37 45 29
Joy Riding 0 4 0 0 5 5 3 1 g 1
Gambling 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
Non-support 1 1 3 0 0 2 1 1 0 1
Glue Sniffing 4 1 i) 0 o] 1] 1] 2 0 0
City/County Ordinance 175 31 147 301 110 48 122 163 155 400
FTA Non-Traffic 522 433 506 609 526 626 8997 866 827 735
Other 183 214 234 273 254 201 178 176 206 202

Total Misdemeanor 4,665 4,555 5,107 5,373 4,991 4,794 5,089 5,021 4,749 4,913
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Felony Arrests:
Homicide 1,560 1,649 1,672 1,793 1,771 1,726 1,782 1,629 1,622 1,457
Manslaughter/Vehicle 91 96 90 101 116 132 111 85 82 82
Forcible Rape 2,386 2,207 2,155 1,926 1,862 1,808 1,823 1,867 1,813 1,766
Robbery 12,420 12,457 12,793 13,003 12,809 13,737 14,734 15,574 15,378 13,688
Assault 100,565 98,255 97,202 93,129 91,847 90,265 91,231 89,758 87,965 84,585
Kidnapping 1,525 1,626 1,588 1,690 1,673 1,637 1,713 1,630 1,597 1,587
Burglary 33,522 34,187 36,582 38,057 38,438 38,427 40,376 40,694 41,019 40,561
Theft 38,31 40,491 43,469 47,061 47,1186 46,373 46,174 46,996 42777 40,917
Motor Vehicle Theft 18,510 20,526 23,696 24 657 24 818 22,503 18,069 13,596 11,297 10,804
Forged Checks/Credit Cards 13,285 13,762 12,750 13,030 11,911 11,072 11,042 8,791 8,620 7477
Arson 698 704 734 701 704 703 646 612 572 572
MNarcotics 45,664 47,174 48,855 50,909 50,810 54,335 53,313 51,378 42,453 42,453
Marijuana 9,991 10,632 11,074 11,295 11,258 11,701 14,080 15,082 14,904 14,904
Dangerous Drugs 59,296 64,472 72,534 79,975 90,207 81,311 69,484 55,566 54,446 56,424
Other Drug Violations 3,782 3,161 2,461 2,258 1,581 1,422 1,316 1,544 1,308 1,308
Lewd or Lascivious Conduct 3,353 3,392 3,189 2,991 2,663 2,955 2,632 2,691 2,580 2,580
Other Sex Offenses 4,397 4,419 4,567 4,691 4,691 4,812 4770 4,657 4,462 4,098
Weapons 13,131 14,385 15,920 17,837 19,633 19,847 19,777 19,389 18,482 18,482
Driving Under the Influence 5,620 5,832 5,827 5817 5,963 6,162 6,257 5,969 5,583 5,583
Hit and Run 1,572 1,621 1,676 1,571 1,617 1,539 1,542 1,317 1,169 1,169
Escape 2986 433 399 422 370 258 227 147 161 161
Bookmaking 75 56 30 19 6 4 1 14 7 7
Other Felonies 38,665 44 384 47,020 50,478 55,167 56,584 55996 54,764 49,671 45,857
Total Felony 408,775 425921 446,293 463,011 477,121 469,403 457,196 434,750 407,968 396,532
Misdemeanor Arrests:
Assault & Battery 61,722 62,421 64,071 63,962 65,049 66,442 68,813 72,259 72,736 70,612
Petty Theft 41,845 42392 43,685 43,899 40,853 36,641 38,951 42,340 44,550 44 471
Other Theft 3,817 3,988 4,282 4,132 4,064 3,885 4,078 4,458 4,197 3,821
Checks/Credit Cards 628 700 658 680 710 740 772 584 533 533
Marijuana 33,941 33,343 35,130 34,701 35,011 38,707 43,419 47,075 46,579 46,579
Other Drugs 73,129 75,489 83,012 89,888 96,500 93,417 89,363 77,838 71,561 65,506
Indecent Exposure 1,587 1,503 1,387 1,367 1,403 1,311 1,292 1,291 1,290 1,290
Annoying Children 652 707 654 621 627 680 696 579 583 583
Obscene Matter 52 70 51 60 67 69 67 74 59 59
Lewd Conduct 3,004 3,241 3,324 3,530 3,750 3,526 3,718 3,049 2,925 2,825
Prostitution 11,379 11,682 13,025 13,870 12,893 11,968 11,970 12,483 12,069 11,670
Contributing Delinquency/Minor 1,650 1,687 1,462 1,383 1,396 1,687 1,805 2,010 1,797 1,797
Drunk 102,088 86,059 94,853 96,131 93,214 102,823 110,569 118,509 112,406 104,095
Liquor Laws 22,438 23,293 25,348 21,495 17,161 16,566 15,706 14,656 13,580 13,580
Disorderly Conduct 3,814 4,223 5,631 6,960 5,347 4,849 3,734 3,996 3,859 4,384
Disturbing the Peace 5,888 5,470 5,163 5,249 4,654 4,828 4,832 4,427 4,429 4,242
Vandalism 7,083 6,756 6,219 6,390 6,763 7,130 7.110 6,695 6,369 6,263
Malicious Mischief 442 465 477 483 434 362 a7 334 353 353
Trespassing 14,193 14,774 14,774 14,131 14,486 13,968 13,448 12,476 12,136 12,136
Weapons 3277 3,407 3,430 3,821 4,041 4,277 4,279 4,277 4,194 4,194
Driving Under the Influence 171679 172,266 178,561 175,653 175,004 191,282 198,296 209,737 203,879 192,247
Hit and Run 5,987 6,201 8,651 6,869 6,622 6,908 6,550 6,201 5799 5799
Selected Traffic Violations 23,874 23,792 24,030 23,835 23,192 23,122 21,860 21,680 20,104 23,532
Joy Riding 29 106 187 189 257 268 219 194 159 159
Gambling 354 448 481 407 569 492 610 566 607 607
Non-support 178 236 205 142 104 164 138 75 57 57
Glue Sniffing 369 263 282 445 608 1,175 1,193 1,604 1,391 1,391
City/County Ordinance 53,238 47 621 54,364 60,698 61,217 59,658 61,639 61,713 61,223 61,223
FTA Non-Traffic 79,241 82,824 84,389 91,203 95,286 100,326 103,347 109,105 105,453 105,453
Other 43614 45138 45532 45466 40714 39422 38665 39,186 38833 22465

Total Misdemeanor 771,272 770,465 801,318 817,660 811,996 836,713 857,516 879,471 853,710 812,026

[T I TOTAL ARRESTS 1,180,047°4,196,386 1 1,247,6" BT 289 17 A 306 A6 A 314 17A2 1A 3141224 71
YoloColTables&Chts/Table11



Appendix G

e e e s e s e e e S e e L S e e e ]
Adult Felony & Misdemeanor Arrest Rate Trends
Yolo County Jail Needs Assessment Update



Yolo County
Adult Felony and Misdemeanor Arrest Rate Trends
1990 - 2010

Felony and Misdemeanor Adult Arrest Rates

Felony Arrest Rates Misdemeanor Arrest Rates | Total Adult %

Year Per 100,000 Population Per 100,000 Population | Arrest Rates | Change
1990 2,437.8 79727 10,410.5
1991 2,398.4 7,077.7 9,476.1 -9.0%
1992 2,367.7 6,698.1 9,065.8 -4.3%
1993 2,450.4 5,972.1 8,422.5 -11%
1994 2,828.0 5,197.4 8,025.4 -4.7%
1995 3,093.2 5,337.9 8,431.1 5.1%
1996 2,486.7 4,899.3 7,386.0 -12.4%
1997 2,734.2 5,023.7 7,757.9 5.0%
1998 2,617.0 4,931.1 7,548.1 -2.7%
1999 2,169.4 4,663.9 6,733.3 -10.8%

Ave. Yearly

Arrest Rate 2,558.3 5,767.4 8,325.7
2000 2,050.0 4,166.4 6,216.4
2001 2,305.1 4,161.5 6,466.6 4.0%
2002 2,5658.7 3,998.2 6,556.9 1.4%
2003 2,652.1 4,388.3 7,040.4 7.4%
2004 2,383.1 4,136.9 6,520.0 -1.4%
2005 2,220.8 3,710.8 5,931.6 -9.0%
2006 2,035.8 3,431.6 5,467.4 -7.8%
2007 1,982.4 3,742.6 5,725.0 4.7%
2008 1,745.3 3,622.7 5,368.0 -6.2%
2009 1,629.7 3,359.3 4,889.0 -8.9%
2010 1,644.5 3,415.3 5,059.8 3.5%

Ave. Yearly

Arrest Rate 2,100.7 3,830.3 5,931.0

Ave. Yearly Arrests
1990 - 1999 2,558.3 5,767.4 8,325.7
2000 - 2010 2,100.7 3,830.3 5,931.0
% Change 1990 - 2010 -17.9% -33.6% -28.8%
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Yolo County
Jail System ADP, Felony and Misdemeanor Male and Female Bookings

2005
Avg Daily Felony Misdemeanor Felony &
Jail Population Only Only Misdemeanor Total Jail Male Female
Month (ADP) Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September 488.7 217 385 274 876 708 168
October 501.1 225 475 274 974 788 186
November 492.7 176 377 269 822 650 172
December 479.7 208 352 241 801 653 148
Total 1,962.2 826 1,589 1,058 3,473 2,799 674
Average Length of Stay (ALS): 16 Days

Yolo County
Jail System ADP, Felony and Misdemeanor Male and Female Bookings

Jail Population Only Only Misdemeanor Total Jail Male Female

Month (ADP) Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings
January 4721 164 393 287 844 680 164
February 473.4 159 384 250 793 649 144
March 489.5 220 425 275 920 730 190
April 477.7 191 490 260 941 754 187
May 472.4 219 440 277 936 747 189
June 470.2 194 440 248 882 729 153
July 494.2 195 468 260 923 742 181
August 476.4 213 464 255 932 781 151
September 475.4 204 409 257 870 712 158
October 476.0 190 442 252 884 712 172
November 475.4 167 393 237 797 644 1563
December 457 .4 197 394 209 800 639 161

Total 475.9 2,313 5,142 3,067 10,522 8,519 2,003
Average Length of Stay (ALS): 16 Days

YoloColTables&Chts/Table2



Yolo County
Jail System ADP, Felony and Misdemeanor Male and Female Bookings

2007
Avg Daily Felony Misdemeanor Felony &
Jail Population Only Only Misdemeanor Total Jail Male Female

Month (ADP) Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings
January 462.6 185 443 229 857 672 185
February 479.7 196 348 212 756 616 140
March 484.3 212 446 242 900 727 173
April 489.9 175 408 247 830 671 159
May 477 1 216 496 241 953 756 197
June 471.7 185 433 218 836 665 171
July 481.3 174 475 205 854 683 171
August 486.2 208 500 212 920 752 168
September 486.0 198 456 208 862 691 171
October 467.7 198 439 207 844 708 136
November 460.5 166 397 204 767 615 152
December 460.4 192 405 184 781 644 137

Total 475.6 2,305 5,246 2,609 10,160 8,200 1,960
Average Length of Stay (ALS): 17 Days

Yolo County

Jail System ADP, Felony and Misdemeanor Male and Female Bookings
2008

Avg Daily elony isdemeanor elony &
Jail Population Only Only Misdemeanor Total Jail Male Female

Month (ADP) Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings
January 472.6 232 423 204 859 695 164
February 477.4 151 463 176 790 639 151
March 176.9 199 510 196 905 734 171
April 477.8 221 467 207 895 736 159
May 478.9 171 469 190 830 661 169
June 486.3 168 498 177 843 675 168
July 481.6 191 467 190 848 680 168
August 484.8 190 468 202 860 689 171
September 481.8 182 479 192 853 689 164
October 485.8 220 452 166 838 664 174
November 471.8 178 470 186 834 675 159
December 450.2 178 386 154 718 564 154

Total 4771 2,286 5,575 2,249 10,110 8,130 1,980
Average Length of Stay (ALS): 17 Days
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Yolo County
Jail System ADP, Felony and Misdemeanor Male and Female Bookings

2009
Avg Daily Felony Misdemeanor Felony &
Jail Population Only Only Misdemeanor Total Jail Male Female

Month (ADP) Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings
January 446.7 181 482 150 813 645 168
February 442.3 187 422 170 779 605 174
March 438.8 180 442 177 799 644 155
April 434.2 195 432 161 788 646 142
May 430.1 184 441 149 774 619 165
June 448.3 210 403 180 793 626 167
July 484.2 206 466 195 867 651 216
August 473.3 171 408 148 727 595 132
September 468.8 176 379 198 753 602 151
October 473.4 189 387 197 773 618 155
November 4491 162 416 157 735 578 157
December 441.6 170 365 189 724 558 166

Total 452.7 2,211 5,043 2,071 9,325 7,387 1,938
Average Length of Stay (ALS): 17 Days

Yolo County

Jail System ADP, Felony and Misdemeanor Male and Female Bookings
2010

Avg Daily elony Viisdemeanor elony &
Jail Population Only Only Misdemeanor Total Jail Male Female
Month (ADP) Bookings Bookings | Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings
January 4479 190 359 175 724 573 151
February 411.5 143 332 159 634 509 125
March 441.9 247 457 192 866 669 197
April 453.4 197 469 168 834 684 150
May 455.5 173 413 203 789 635 154
June 485.3 201 413 198 812 640 172
July 4721 181 399 213 793 636 157
August 480.3 198 383 167 748 570 178
September 479.0 171 354 218 743 593 150
October 479.7 187 344 213 744 569 175
November 453.6 170 332 181 683 528 155
December 441.4 156 328 169 653 501 152
Total 458.8 2,184 4,583 2,256 9,023 7,107 1,916
Average Length of Stay (ALS): 18 Days

YoloColTables&Chts/Tabled



Yolo County
Jail System ADP, Felony and Misdemeanor Male and Female Bookings

2011
Avg Daily Felony Misdemeanor | Felony &
Jail Population Only Only Misdemeanor | Total Jail Male Female
Month (ADP) Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings Bookings |
January 4455 162 346 168 676 529 147
February 448.6 149 368 170 687 523 164
March 446.1 164 348 189 701 551 150
April 441.6 162 343 149 654 504 150
May 408.4 165 339 154 658 524 134
June 402.5 145 309 176 630 483 147
July 390.0 150 316 143 609 484 125
August 384.0 166 372 138 676 531 145
September 392.7 145 311 149 605 485 120
October 392.7 170 355 164 689 547 142
November
December
Total 417.0 1,578 3,407 1,600 6,585 5,161 1,424
Average Length of Stay (ALS): 17 Days

YoloCofTables&Chts/Table5
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS AND REHABILITATION ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, GOVERNOR

CORRECTIONS STANDARDS AUTHORITY
600 Bercut Drive

Sacramento, CA 95811

916-445-5073

Www.csa.ca.gov

November 3, 2010

Ed Prieto, Sheriff-Coroner

Yolo County Sheriff's Department
2500 East Gibson Road
Woodland CA 95776

Corrections Standards Authority 2008-2010 Biennial Inspection-Penal Code
Section 6031.1

Dear Sheriff Prieto:

During June 16™ through June 17" 2010, the Corrections Standards Authority
conducted the 2008-2010 Biennial Inspection of the Yolo County Monroe and
Leinberger Detention Centers.

Scope of Inspection

The inspection was conducted pursuant to Penal Code Section 6031.1 and
included an assessment of compliance with Titles 15 and 24, California Code of
Regulations, Minimum Standards for Local Detention Facilities. The inspection
consisted of a walk-through of each facility, a review of relevant policy and
procedures, a review of pertinent documentation at each facility and discussions
with both staff and inmates at each facility.

Captain Larry Cecchettini and Lieutenants Tina Day and Dave Rademaker
participated in the inspection and were of great assistance during the process.
We are also thankful to Sergeants Mulugani and Chan, and Officers Chelossi,
Fristoe, and Chamberlain for their time and information during our walk through
of each facility. All staff that we talked with during our inspection were
knowledgeable and professional, and as always, we are grateful for the support
and hospitality we are afforded during these inspection processes.

CSA Inspection Report

The complete inspection report is enclosed and includes one procedures
checklist for the detention facilities; compliance or noncompliance with
regulations is indicated on this checklist. Department policy and procedure
reference, system-wide discussion, and facility specific discussion are noted in
the comments section.
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The report also includes for each facility: a summary face sheet identifying the
facility and any issues of noncompliance, a physical plant evaluation outlining
Title 24 requirements for design, and a living area space evaluation that
summarizes the physical plant configuration for each facility.

Local Inspections

To obtain an overall view of facility conditions, this report should be reviewed in
conjunction with inspection reports required by statute. Please see Attachment A
for a list of current local inspections.

Fire Inspections/Clearance: Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section
13146.1, the State Fire Marshal is required to complete biennial fire inspections
of all detention facilities. At the time of the inspection, both fire and life safety
inspections were current and fire clearance was granted. Fire inspections must
be conducted again in 2010 for clearance to remain current.

Health Inspections: Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 101045, the
local health authority is required to conduct annual inspections of all local
detention facilities: this includes an evaluation of medical and mental health
services, nutritional requirements and environmental health standards. At the
time of the inspection, all inspections were current, and there were no
outstanding items of noncompliance noted. Please be aware that inspections
must be conducted again in 2010 to remain current.

Corrections Standards Authority Inspection

Systemwide

Prior to the inspection, we reviewed all relevant policy and procedures for
compliance with minimum standards. Please see the attached checklist for
detailed policy discussion. During our inspection, we reviewed all relevant
documentation including, post orders, facility schedules, staffing rosters, shift
logs, safety checks, alpha lists, daily activity reports, housing inspections, uses of
restraints and sobering cell reports, classification information, grievances,
disciplinary proceedings and incident reports. We also talked with staff and
inmates throughout the facilities; discussions with both indicate that Title 15
standards are being complied with.

Monroe Center

The Monroe Center has a Rated Capacity of 272 inmates and is also under a
federal consent decree for early release when the facility reaches certain
thresholds. At the time of the inspection, the Sheriff's Department was struggling
to have parolees transported out of the facility in a timely matter. State prisoners
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were accounting for approximately 10% of the population on the day of the
inspection.

The booking area remains inadequate for the amount and type of prisoners that
the facility is processing. Due to the fact that holding cells continue to be used
for long term observation, the facility remains out of compliance with Title 24,
Section 470A2.2, Temporary Holding Cells.

We spent time with Jodell Jenks, Program Manager for California Forensic
Medical Group (CFMG) and discussed aspects of medical and mental health
programs. We reviewed documentation of programs where custody and
medical/mental health procedures intersect and were impressed with the level of
collaboration between custody and medical/mental health staff. The Department
continues to be accredited by the California Institute of Medical Quality; this is a
great achievement for both custody and medical/mental health staff.

In the past, the Department was found out of compliance with Title 15, Section
1027 due to the lack of supervisory personnel during the night shift. Since the
previous inspection, supervisory duties have been clarified and the Monroe
Center Night Sergeant has responsibility for the Leinberger Center during this
shift. In addition, the Night Sergeant assigns an Officer in Charge at the
Leinberger Center who has supervisory responsibility. This Officer in Charge has
been trained in supervisory responsibilities.

Another item of note in previous inspections was the lack of a Classification Unit.
We were pleased to learn that the Department has recently formed a dedicated
Classification Unit within Security and Investigations. Four officers will be
assigned to the unit and will be involved in interviews, investigations and
disciplinary reviews. We are extremely pleased about this development and feel
that the formation of this unit can only further improve facility operations.

We did not identify any items of noncompliance with Title 15 regulations. We are
truly impressed with the improvements that have been made to the facility and
both policy and procedure since our previous inspection, especially in light of
budget constraints and outmoded facilities.

Leinberger Center

The population on the day of the inspection was 138; the rated capacity for the
facility is 120. Of the 138 inmates in the facility, only 37 were sentenced.

During the previous inspection, the facility was out of compliance with Title 15,
Section 1027, Number of Personnel because hourly safety checks were not
being consistently documented. We are pleased to report that we did not identify
any deficiencies in hourly safety checks during this inspection process.
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We did not identify any items of noncompliance with Titles 15 or 24 regulations
during the inspection.

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act

Because the detention facilities are located on the same campus as the county’s
juvenile detention facility, we monitored for compliance with the separation core
requirement of the Federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
(JUDPA). We determined that there are no violations of the separation core
requirement because there is no way for there to be sight or sound access from
inmates to juvenile delinquents. There is enough distance between the facilities
and adequate physical barriers between them as well.

Follow Up

There is no follow up necessary at this time.

* kK

We would like to again thank you and your staff for all of the assistance and
professionalism that was provided to us during this inspection process. Please
feel free to contact me directly should you have any questions or comments
related to this inspection or any other matter.

Sincerely,

ALLISON E. GANTER
Field Representative
Facilities Standards and Operations Division

Enclosures

cc:  Captain Larry Cecchettini, Yolo County Sheriff's Department
Chair, Yolo County Board of Supervisors*
Yolo County Administrator*
Presiding Judge, Yolo County Superior Court*
Foreman, Yolo County Grand Jury*
*Full copies of the inspection report available upon request.



TYPE 11 AND III FACILITIES
Corrections Standards Authority
PROCEDURES

FACILITY NAME: Monroe Detention Center (MDC) TYPE: 11 CSA #: 6090 DATE: June 16, 2010

PERSON(S) INTERVIEWED: Captain Larry Cecchettini, Lieutenants Dave Rademaker and Tina Day

FACILITY NAME: Leinberger Detention Center (LDC) TYPE: II CSA #: 6095 DATE: June 17,2010

PERSON(S) INTERVIEWED: Sergeant Mulugani

FIELD REPRESENTATIVE: Allison Ganter

TITLE 15 SECTION MDC | LDC P/P REFERENCE - COMMENTS
1020 CORRECTIONS OFFICER CORE COURSE' In compliance with STC Program.

In addition to provisions of Penal Code Section 831.5, all
custodial personnel have completed the “Corrections
Officer Core Course” as described in Section 179 of Title Yes Vs
15, CCR. Custodial personnel may substitute §32.3 PC
training and the “Corrections Officer Basic Academy
Supplemental Core Course™ as described in Section 180,
Title 15, CCR as an alternative.

1021  JAIL SUPERVISORY TRAINING

. . Yes Yes
All supervisory custodial personnel have attended the STC

or POST supervisory training.

All supervisory custodial personnel have completed the
“Corrections Officer Core Course” identified in Section
1020. (The intent is that core training be completed prior Yes Yes
to assuming supervisory responsibilities.)

1023  JAIL MANAGEMENT TRAINING

All jail management personnel have completed either the Viis Vi
POST or the STC management course specified in Section
182, Title 15, CCR.

1025 CONTINUING PROFESSIONAL TRAINING

With the exception of any year that a core training module
is completed, all facility/system administrators, managers, Yes Yes
supervisors and custody personnel complete the annual

required training specified in Section 184, Title 15, CCR.

! For STC participating agencies, consistency with training sections 1020, 1021, 1023 & 1025 is annually assessed by the STC Division.
Unless otherwise indicated, the regulatory intent is for training to occur within one year from the date of assignment.

Adult Jail..\Cycle\Proc...\6090+ Yolo Sheriff TII 08-10 PRO;9/8/11 -1- A353 Type 2&3 PRO-05.dot (8/05)



TITLE 15 SECTION MDC | LDC P/P REFERENCE - COMMENTS
1027 NUMBER OF PERSONNEL There is sufficient coverage at each facility. Although
there is no Sergeant assigned specifically to the
There are sufficient personnel on duty at all times Yes Yes Leinberg.er.Ccntcr at niglh{,.lhe Night Ser.g!::ant at Monroe
(whenever there is an inmate in custody) to ensure the has supervisory responsibility for the facility and also
implementation and operation of all programs and activities assigns an Officer in Charge (OIC) at the Leinberger
required by these regulations. Center. The OIC is trained in supervisory duties.
There is a written plan that includes the documentation of
hourly safety checks. Yes ¥es
There is at least one employee on duty at all times with the
ability to respond to any inmate in the event of an Yes Yes
emergency (male and/or female; PC § 4021).
A staffing plan is available which indicates personnel v Y Post Orders in manual,
assigned and their duties. e s
Inadequacies in the staffing plan are reported, in writing,
with recommendations to the local jurisdiction having fiscal
responsibility. . L Tes
1029  POLICY AND PROCEDURES MANUAL *
There is a published manual of policies and procedures for Yes Yes
the facility that addresses applicable regulations and
includes:
Table of'org_anization, including channels of YVes Yes A-150 & 300
communications;
Inspecti nd operations reviews by the facilit;
adlgini;gxoifm;r?ager; R ’ Yes xes
Use of force; Yes Yes | General Orders
Use of restraint equipment; Yes Yes
Screening newly received inmates for release per Penal X-100
Code Sections 849(b)(2) and 853.6, and any other such o Vi
processes as the administrator is empowered to use for
release;
Security and control, including: Annual Report: A-100, Department’s Annual Report
Physical counts of inmates; Counts: 1-100
Searches of the facility and inmates, and, Searches: Perimeter [-400, Inmates 1-650, Facility 1-675
Contraband control and key control. Yes | Yes | Contraband: 1-700
At least annually the facility administrator reviews, Key Control: 1-950
evaluates and documents internal and external security
measures.
Emergency procedures, including: Escape. Disturbance, Hostage: H-500
Fire suppression pre-plan as required by Section 1032 of Civil Disturbance: H-550
these regulations; Weapons: 1-850 (Taser 1-925)
Escape, disturbances, and the taking of hostages; Natural Disaster: consolidated into Emergency Manual
Civil disturbance; Yes Yes
Natural disasters;
Periodic testing of emergency equipment; and,
Storage, issue and use of weapons, ammunition,
chemical agents, and security devices.
Suicide prevention; and, Yes Yes | M-700
Segregation of inmates, Yes Yes
The manual is available to all employees. Yes Yes

2 Procedures related to security and emergency response may be in a separate manual to ensure confidentiality by limiting general access.

Adult Jail. \Cycle\Proc...\6090+ Yolo Sheriff TII 08-10 PRO;9/8/11
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TITLE 15 SECTION MDC | LDC P/P REFERENCE — COMMENTS

The manual is updated annually. A-600
Yes Yes | Manual is continuously reviewed and updated; formal
audits occur annually and are documented.
1032 FIRE SUPPRESSION PREPLANNING Section H
Pursuant to Penal Code Section 6031.1, there is a fire Yes [ Yes

suppression pre-plan that has been developed in consultation
with the responsible fire authority and includes:

Monthly fire and life safety inspections by facility staff H-050
with a two-year retention of the inspection record; Quarterly fire drills are conducted.
Yes Yes .Dally lr?spectmn of cells incorporates fire and life safety
inspection.

H-300 Monthly Inspections

Fire prevention inspections as required by Health and

Safety Code Section 13146.1(a) and (b); > By | "res

An evacuation plan; and, Yes Yes | H-100

A plan for the emergency housing of inmates in the event Evacuation plans are reviewed during quarterly fire

of a fire. Yes Yes | drills.
1040 POPULATION ACCOUNTING F-200

Records Section maintains Alpha List.
The facility maintains an inmate demographics accounting Vs Yes
system, which reflects the monthly average daily population
of sentenced and unsentenced inmates by categories of
male, female, and juvenile.
The Jail Profile Survey information is provided to the CSA.
Yes Yes

1041 INMATE RECORDS F-100

There are written policies and procedures for the
maintenance of appropriate individual inmate records
which include intake information, personal property
receipts, commitment papers, court orders, reports of Yes Yes
disciplinary action taken, medical orders issued by the
responsible physician and staff response, when appropriate,
and non-medical information regarding disabilities and
other limitations.

1044 INCIDENT REPORTS 1-475
There are written policies and procedures for the Detention facility reports.
maintenance of written records of all incidents that result in Yes g

physical harm, or serious threat of physical harm, to an
employee, inmate or other person. Such records include
names of persons involved, a description of the incident,
actions taken, and date and time of the occutrence.

Written record is prepared by appropriate staff and Must be prepared by end of shift.
submitted within 24 hours of the incident. Yes Yes

3 Effective 1/1/05, statute was changed to require fire inspections every two years rather than annually.
Adult Jail..\Cycle\Proc...\6090+ Yolo Sheriff TII 08-10 PRO;9/8/11 =3~ A353 Type 2&3 PRO-05.dot (8/05)



TITLE 15 SECTION

MDC

LDC

P/P REFERENCE — COMMENTS

1045  PUBLIC INFORMATION PLAN

The facility has suitable written policies and procedures for
the dissemination of information to the public, government
agencies and news media.

Yes

Yes

R-550

Title 15, CCR, Minimum Standards for Local Detention
Facilities is available for review by the public and inmates.

Yes

Yes

Facility rules and procedures affecting inmates as specified
in this section are available to the public and inmates.

Yes

Yes

1046 DEATH IN CUSTODY

Written policy and procedures assure that there is a review of
each in-custody death. The review team includes the facility
administrator and/or manager; the health administrator; the
responsible physician; and other health care and supervision
staff who are relevant to the incident.

Yes

Yes

M-800

When a minor dies in a facility, the administrator of the
facility provides the Corrections Standards Authority with a
copy of the death in custody report that is submitted to the
Attorney General under Government Code Section 12525,
within 10 days of the death.

Yes

Yes

1050 CLASSIFICATION PLAN

The facility has a written classification plan designed to
roperly assign inmates to housing units and activities.

Yes

0-100

The Department currently has a Classification Unit made
up of Security and Investigations Officers.

Includes receiving screening performed at intake by trained
personnel.

Yes

Yes

N-100

Includes maintenance of a record of each inmate's
classification level, housing restrictions and housing
assignments.

Yes

Yes

Classification and housing information is stored on

Tiburon.

The facility has an actively functioning classification
system and/or classification committee as specified.

Yes

Yes

Compliance Sergeant reviews classification on a regular

basis.

1051 COMMUNICABLE DISEASES

All inmates with suspected communicable diseases are
segregated until a medical evaluation can be completed.

Yes

Yes

M-300

In absence of medically trained personnel at the time of
intake into the facility, an inquiry is made to determine if
the inmate has or has had any communicable diseases, or
has observable symptoms of communicable diseases,
including but not limited to tuberculosis or other airborne
diseases, or other special medical problems identified by
the health authority.

Yes

Yes

N-100

Inmate's response is noted on booking form and/or
screening device.

Yes

Yes

Adult Jail.. \Cycle\Proc...\6090+ Yolo Sheriff TI11 08-10 PRO;9/8/11
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TITLE 15 SECTION

MDC

LDC

P/P REFERENCE — COMMENTS

1052 MENTALLY DISORDERED INMATES

There are written policies and procedures for the
identification and evaluation of all mentally disordered
inmates. An evaluation by health care staff occurs within
24 hours of identification or at the next daily sick call,
whichever is earliest. Segregation is used only to protect
the safety of the inmate or others.

Yes

Yes

M-400

There are provisions for transfer of such inmates to a
medical facility for diagnosis, treatment, and evaluation of
such suspected mental disorder, pursuant to Section 1209,
Title 15, CCR,

Yes

Yes

1053 ADMINISTRATIVE SEGREGATION

There are written policies and procedures that provide for
administrative segregation of inmates who are determined
to be prone to: escape; assault staff or other inmates;
disrupt operations of the jail; or, are likely to need
protection from other inmates.

Yes

Yes

J-100

J-250, Socialization program available through mental
health. Once a week, mental health inmates (up to 10 at
a time) are brought out together to play games, talk,
participate in relaxation therapy.

The administrative segregation consists of separate and
secure housing with no deprivation of privileges other than
those necessary to obtain the objective of protecting
inmates and staff.

Yes

Yes

Persons on administrative segregation are reviewed at
least three times a week; more frequently if they have
mental health issues.

1055 USE OF SAFETY CELL

A safety cell, specified in Title 24, Section 2-470A.2.5, is
used only to hold inmates who display behavior that results
in the destruction of property or reveals an intent to cause
physical harm to self or others.

N/A

N/A

The safety cell at Monroe Center is not being used.

There are written policies and procedures, written by the
facility administrator in cooperation with the responsible
physician, governing safety cell use.

N/A

N/A

Safety cells are not used for punishment or as a substitute
for treatment.

N/A

N/A

Placement requires the approval of the facility manager or
watch commander, or a physician delegated by the facility
manager.

N/A

N/A

There are written procedures that assure necessary nutrition
and fluids are administered.

N/A

N/A

Inmates are allowed to retain sufficient clothing, or are
provided with a “safety garment” to provide for personal
privacy unless risks to the inmate's safety or facility
security are documented.

N/A

N/A

Direct visual observation is conducted at least twice every
30 minutes and is documented.

N/A

N/A

Continued retention of inmate is reviewed a minimum of
every eight hours,

N/A

N/A

A medical assessment is secured within 12 hours of
placement in this cell or at the next daily sick call,
whichever is earliest, and medical clearance for continued
retention is secured every 24 hours thereafler.

N/A

N/A

Adult Jail. \Cycle\Proc...\6090+ Yolo Sheriff TII 08-10 PRO;9/8/11
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TITLE 15 SECTION

MDC

LDC

P/P REFERENCE — COMMENTS

A mental health opinion on placement and retention is
,ecured within 24 hours of placement.

N/A

N/A

1056 USE OF SOBERING CELL

A sobering cell, specified in Title 24, Section 2-470A.2.4,
is used only for holding inmates who are a threat to their
own safety or the safety of others due to their state of
intoxication. There are written policies and procedures for
managing the sobering cell, including handling both males
and females.

Yes

Yes

J-300

If at booking, an inmate is intoxicated and presents a
threat to their own safety or that of others, CFMG will be
consulted. CFMG will determine if placement in the
sobering cell is appropriate.

Reviewed documentation with medical staff; all
information appears appropriate.

Intermittent direct visual observation of inmates in sobering
cells conducted no less than every half hour.

Yes

Yes

An evaluation by a medical staff person or by custody staff,
pursuant to written medical procedures in accordance with
Section 1213 of these regulations, occurs whenever any
inmate is retained in a sobering cell for more than six
hours.

Yes

Yes

Medical will review placement within a minimum of four
hours. Six hours maximum placement—if more than 12
hours, inmate would be placed in medical or transported
to a hospital.

Such inmates are removed from the sobering cell when they
are able to continue with processing.

Yes

Yes

DEVELOPMENTALLY DISABLED
INMATES

1057

There are written procedures for identification and
evaluation of all developmentally disabled inmates. Any
special housing is initiated when it is determined to be
necessary pursuant to Section 1050, CCR.

Yes

Yes

M-600

A contact to the regional center occurs within 24 hours
when an inmate is suspected or confirmed to be
developmentally disabled.

Yes

Yes

1058 USE OF RESTRAINT DEVICES

Restraints are used only to hold inmates who display
behavior that results in the destruction of property or
reveals an intent to cause physical harm to self or others.

Yes

N/A

[-300, Restraint Chair

Reviewed available documentation; all information is
appropriate.

Restraints are not used as discipline or as a substitute for
treatment.

Yes

N/A

There are written polices and procedures for the use of
restraint devices including acceptable restraint devices;
signs or symptoms which should result in immediate
medical/mental health referral; availability of CPR
equipment; protective housing of restrained persons;
provisions for hydration and sanitation needs; and
exercising of extremities.

Yes

N/A

Inmates are placed in restraints only with approval of the
facility manager, watch commander, or if delegated, a
physician.

Yes

N/A

Sergeant must approve, or be notified as soon as possible
after placement.

All inmates in restraints are housed alone or in a specified
arca for restrained inmates.

Yes

N/A

Holding cell in booking area.

Direct visual observation is conducted and logged at least
twice every 30 minutes.

Yes

N/A

15 minute checks are performed.
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TITLE 15 SECTION

MDC

LDC

P/P REFERENCE — COMMENTS

Continued retention in such restraints is reviewed every two
.ours,

Yes

N/A

Sergeant will perform every two hours.

A medical opinion on placement and retention shall be
secured as soon as possible but no later than four hours
from the time of placement.

Yes

N/A

Custody staff contact medical staff immediately and
restraints and vitals are checked at the time of placement,
if possible, and every two hours thereafter.

Medical review for continued retention in restraint devices
occurs at a minimum of every six hours.

Yes

N/A

Retention will be reviewed every six hours.

A mental health consultation is secured as soon as possible,
but no later than eight hours from the time of placement.

N/A

Mental health staff will be contacted immediately, and
will respond within six hours.

1059 USE OF REASONABLE FORCE TO
COLLECT DNA SPECIMENS, SAMPLES,

IMPRESSIONS

Pursuant to Penal Code Section 296, policy and procedures
describe the use of reasonable force to collect blood
specimens, salvia samples, or thumb/palm print impressions
from individuals who are required to provide them, but refuse
written or oral requests to do so. Policies and procedures
address:

Yes

Yes

F-400

The use of reasonable force is preceded by
documented efforts to secure voluntary compliance,
including advisement of the legal obligation to provide
the specimen, sample or impression, and the
consequences of failing to do so.

Yes

Yes

Booking Sergeant will advise inmate.

Supervisory authorization is obtained prior to use of
reasonable force.

Yes

Yes

Detention Commander must authorize.

If the use of reasonable force includes cell extraction,
the extraction is audio- and video-taped and retained
by the department, as required by statute. (Consult
with counsel statutes applicable to your Department.)

Yes

Yes

Force would be video taped.

The facility administrator reports any use of reasonable
force to the Corrections Standards Authority within 10 days
of the incident, in the format prescribed by the Authority.

N/A

N/A

This provision has sunsel.

1061 INMATE EDUCATION PROGRAM

Facility administrator has planned and requested an inmate
education program from appropriate public officials.

Yes

Yes

Q-100 & 200
GED, AA, NA and anger management are available.

Voluntary academic and/or vocational education is
available to sentenced and pretrial inmates.

Yes

Yes

There are opportunities for landscaping and floor
cleaning.

1062  VISITING

Facility administrator has developed and implemented
policies and procedures for inmate visiting.

Yes

Yes

T-300

(TYPE Il ONLY)

All inmates in Type I facilities are allowed at least two
visits totaling at least one hour per week.

Yes

Yes

(TYPE 111 ONLY)

Inmates in Type III facilities are allowed at least one visit
‘otaling at least one hour per week.

Yes

Yes
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TITLE 15 SECTION

MDC

LDC

P/P REFERENCE — COMMENTS

Visitation procedures include provisions for visitation by
ainor children of the inmate.

Yes

Yes

1063 CORRESPONDENCE

The facility administrator has developed written policies
and procedures for inmate correspondence. The policy and
procedures provide that:

Yes

Yes

T-100

There is no limitation placed on the volume of mail an
inmate may send or receive.

Yes

Yes

Mail may be read where there is a valid security reason and
the facility manager approves.

Yes

Yes

Confidential correspondence with officials, the Corrections
Standards Authority, the facility administrator and/or
manager is permitted. Confidential mail searches for
contraband, cash, checks, or money orders are conducted in
the presence of the inmate.

Yes

Yes

Inmates without funds are permitied at least two postage-
paid letters each week to family and friends, and unlimited
postage-paid correspondence with his/her attorney and the
courts.

Yes

Yes

1064 LIBRARY SERVICES

The facility has developed and implemented written
policies and procedures for inmate library service which
nclude access to legal reference materials, current
information on community services and resources,
religious, educational and recreational reading material.

Yes

Yes

T-500

1065 EXERCISE AND RECREATION

There are written policies and procedures regarding
exercise and recreation,

Yes

Yes

U-100

Exercise and recreation are tracked via the facility
schedule and entries into Tiburon and housing unit logs.

An exercise and recreation program is available to inmates
in an area designed for recreation.

Yes

Yes

The program allows a minimum of three hours of exercise
distributed over a period of seven days.

Yes

Yes

1066 BOOKS, NEWSPAPERS, AND
PERIODICALS

There are written policies and procedures which permit
inmates to purchase, receive and read any book, newspaper,
or periodical accepted by the United States Post Office
except for specified types of publications.

Yes

Yes

T-100

1067 ACCESS TO TELEPHONE

There are written policies and procedures that allow
reasonable access to a telephone beyond those telephone
zalls required by Section 851.5 PC.

Yes

Yes

T-200
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TITLE 15 SECTION

MDC

LDC

P/P REFERENCE - COMMENTS

1068 ACCESS TO COURTS

There are written policies and procedures to ensure that
inmates have access to the courts. Such access shall consist
of the following:

Yes

Unlimited mail as provided in Section 1063(f) of these
regulations.

Yes

Yes

Confidential consultation with attorneys.

Yes

Yes

1069 INMATE ORIENTATION

There are written policies and procedures for the
implementation of a program reasonably understandable to
inmates designed to orient a newly received inmate at the
time of placement in a living area, covering areas specified
in this section of the regulations.

Yes

Yes

N-200

1070 INDIVIDUAL/FAMILY SERVICE

PROGRAMS

The facility has written policies and procedures to facilitate
cooperation with appropriate public or private agencies for
individual and/or family social service programs for
inmates. Such a program utilizes available community
services and resources either by establishing a resource
guide or actual service delivery.

Yes

Yes

Anger management, parenting, women’s programs,
various drug and alcohol programs, and ministry
programs available.

1071  VOTING

Facility has written policies and procedures whereby the
county registrar allows qualified voters to vote in local,
state, and federal elections pursuant to the elections code.

Yes

T-400

1072 RELIGIOUS OBSERVANCES

Facility has written policies and procedures to provide
opportunities for inmates to participate in religious services
and counseling on a voluntary basis.

Yes

Yes

V-100
There are opportunities for Bible study and participation
in church services.

1073 INMATE GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

Any inmate may appeal and resolve grievances relating to
any condition of confinement. Provision is made for
resolving questions of jurisdiction within the facility.
There are written policies and procedures that address the
following:

Yes

Yes

R-400

Lieutenants track all grievances; grievances can be
appealed to the Captain. If there is a medical grievance,
that documentation is given to the medical director; if the
inmate is unsatisfied with medical response, the facility
Lieutenant will handle the next level of appeal.

There is a grievance form or instructions for
registering a grievance.

Yes

Yes

Grievances are resolved at lowest appropriate staff
level.

Yes

Yes
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TITLE 15 SECTION MDC | LDC P/P REFERENCE - COMMENTS
There is provision for appeal to next level of review. Level 1: 5 days
Policy requires written reasons for denial at each level Level 2: Lieutenants-7 days
of review. P.row%lop is made for response in a Yes Yes Level 3: Jail Commander—10 days
reasonable time limit.
1080 RULES AND DISCIPLINARY PENALTIES S-100
i - R . Yes Yes
Facility has established rules and disciplinary penalties to
guide inmate conduct.
Rules are written and posted in housing units and booking
area or issued to each inmate. Verbal instructions are
provided for inmates with disabilities that limit their ability v YVes
to read, illiterate inmates and others unable to read English, €8 e
or material is provided in an understandable form.
1081 PLAN FOR INMATE DISCIPLINE
The facility administrator has developed and implemented Yes Yes
written policies and procedures for inmate discipline, which
address the following.
A designated subordinate, not involved in the charges, acts Hearing Board: one chairperson and two other officers.
on all formal charges. A disciplinary board in the Sergeant’s office documents
each disciplinary incident that requires action and the
Ye v date of the hearing. The Hearing Board will accept or
&9 Lo deny the officer’s recommendation for penalty, and the
Sergeant can accept or deny decisions as well. Facility
Lieutenants review all disciplinary action as well.
Minor acts of non-conformance or minor violations are All custody staff are authorized to initiate minor
handled informally by staff. v Ve discipline. The housing officer will initiate DFR and
e 5 | document any action on the board in the housing unit.
When there is loss of privileges, there is written S-200
documentation and a policy of review and appeal to the Yes Yes | Rule violation report.
supervisor.
Major violations and repetitive minor violations being
handled as major violations are referred to the disciplinary Yes Yes
officer in writing by the staff member observing the act(s).
Inmate is informed of charges in writing. Yes Yes | Inmate is given copy of rules violation report.
A disciplinary hearing is held no sooner than 24 hours after S-300
the report has been submitted to the disciplinary officer and
; s - A Yes Yes
the inmate served with a copy of charges. The inmate may
waive the 24-hour limitation,
Violation(s) acted on no later than 72 hours from the time
the inmate is informed of the charge(s) in writing unless Yes Yes
waived by the inmate or for good cause.
The inmate is permitted to appear on his/her behalf at the
. v s ; Yes Yes
time of the disciplinary proceedings.
The facility manager or designee reviews all disciplinary Yes g Facility Lieutenants review all disciplinary action.
actions taken,
The inmate is advised in writing of the action taken in the
oot g . Yes Yes
disciplinary proceedings.
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LDC

P/P REFERENCE - COMMENTS

Pending the disciplinary proceedings, the inmate may be
emoved from the general population or program for
specified reasons.

Yes

1082 FORMS OF DISCIPLINE

The degree of punitive actions taken by the disciplinary
officer is directly related to the severity of the rule
infractions as specified in this section.

Yes

Yes

1083 LIMITATIONS ON DISCIPLINARY

ACTIONS

No inmate is continued on disciplinary isolation status
beyond 30 consecutive days without review by facility
manager. Part of this review includes consultation with
health care staff. Such reviews continue at least every
fifteen days thereafter until isolation status has ended.

Yes

Yes

J-200, Disciplinary Segregation

10 days for each charge; if for 30 days, Lieutenants must
review. Review every 10 days; medical and mental
health staff must also review. Medical reviews are
conducted at a minimum of three times a week.

Disciplinary isolation cells have the minimum furnishings
and space specified in Title 24, Section 2-470A.2. Inmates
are issued clothing and bedding as specified in Articles 12
and 13 of these regulations.

Yes

Yes

Disciplinary cell occupants who destroy bedding and/or
clothing may be deprived of such articles. The decision to
deprive inmates of such articles is reviewed by the facility
manager or designee every 24 hours.

Yes

Yes

No inmates exercise the right of punishment over other
inmates per Section 4019.5 PC.

Yes

A safety cell, as specified in Section 1055 of these
regulations, or any restraint device is not used for
disciplinary purposes.

Yes

No inmate is deprived of implements necessary to maintain

an acceptable level of hygiene as specified in Section 1265.

Yes

Yes

Food is not withheld as a disciplinary measure.

Yes

Yes

Disciplinary isolation diet described in Section 1247 of
these regulations is only utilized for major violations of
institution rules.

Yes

Yes

K-450
Before the disciplinary diet is used, the physician or
nurse practitioner reviews the situation,

The facility manager approves the initial placement on
the disciplinary isolation diet and ensures that medical
staff is notified.

Yes

Yes

In consultation with medical staff, the facility manager
approves any continuation of the diet every 72 hours
after the initial placement.

Yes

Yes

Correspondence privileges are not withheld except where
correspondence regulations have been violated. Decision
to withhold correspondence privilege is reviewed every 72
hours.

Yes

Yes

Access to courts and legal counsel is not suspended as a
disciplinary measure.

Yes

Yes
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1084 DISCIPLINARY RECORDS

A record of all disciplinary infractions and punishment Yes Yes
administered per Section 4019.5 PC is maintained.

DETENTION OF MINORS

Are minors held in this facility? If yes, the regulations
identified in Title 15, Article 8 apply (Minors in Jails). No No
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Yolo County Criminal Justice System Operations and Agency Comments
Yolo County Jail Needs Assessment Update




Yolo County Criminal Justice System Operations & Agency Comments

A review of the Yolo County Criminal Justice System is an important component of the Jail Needs
Assessment study. The effectiveness and efficiency of the system can greatly impact the number of
inmates in jail.

As part of the original 2007 Jail Needs Assessment Report, interviews were conducted with the
department heads and other managers of the criminal justice departments to determine their overall
perception of the criminal justice system. Much of this section contains the opinions of the criminal justice
officials interviewed which may or may not be supported by statistical data. The interviews included the
Presiding Superior Court Judge, District Attorney, Chief Probation Officer, Sheriff, Public Defender,
Undersheriff, Jail Commander and Superior Court Administrator.

Summary Assessments

General comments seem to indicate an acceptable level of cooperation and cordiality
among the leadership of the Yolo County criminal justice system. It was clear that the
overall view of the criminal offender was shared by the officials and there exists similar or at
least compatible philosophies for criminal justice operations. The lack of available funding
for building and programs does foster some skepticism and negativity, however, the level of
this skepticism did not seem to be serious.

There appears to be the opportunity for better communication and more frank discussions
-about issues, philosophical conflicts and system inefficiencies through a more aggressive
and frequent use of the Criminal Justice Policy Council. Discussions with the criminal
justice officials also indicated that despite a study and report completed by the California
State Administrative Office of the Court (A.O.C.) which was dedicated to developing more
effective practices, inefficiencies still exist. The reason for this is some recommendations
have not yet been implemented and some changes which were implemented have not been
successful. The A.O.C. will be providing follow up in the near future to evaluate how
effective the changes have been.

It appears there is further need of analysis and oversight of the criminal justice system to
consider additional changes to policies and practices as well as discussions and
recommendations related to inefficiencies caused by lack of staff.

Court Impact on Jail Beds

The court system and how efficient it is operating can have a tremendous impact on the jail. The
Presiding Superior Court Judge and Court Administrator were interviewed to elicit information about court
process, which if slow for any reason, causes inmates to remain in custody longer, taking up jail beds.
Additionally, sentencing attitudes and practices can have a significant impact on jail beds.

In late 2005, the California State Administrative Office of the Courts provided technical assistance to the
Yolo County Superior Court provided by John Greacen of Greacen Associates and assisted by the
Honorable J. Richard Couzens, retired judge. Their report noted the court system is no longer considered
a “small court” system but rather a “medium court” system and can no longer operate as the small court of
the past. The report notes:

“A mid-sized court can no longer afford the luxury of informality, lack of structure, and procedures varying

with the style of the judge who happens to be presiding over the case. It has more judges, more staff,
more attorneys, and more institutions with whom to interact. The informality and accommodating
environment of the small court produce a high degree of disorder in the mid-sized court”.



This is a key point about the Yolo County Criminal Justice System as a whole. The County is growing
rapidly and the criminal justice system is in the process of changing to meet the new requirements and
workloads. The report made several recommendations which many have been implemented and the
Court Administrators believe strides have been made since the report was issued; however, they have
not reached the level of efficiency desired.

One of the important recommendations; establishing trial teams in which judges are teamed with
attorneys from the District Attorney and Public Defender has not met the goals to this point. The teams
have not been solidified and a wide variety of attorneys can appear in court, rather than the “team”. The
Public defender has had a more difficult time with implementation than the District Attorney; however,
both still have issues.

The 2005 court study was critical of the Yolo systems timeliness of disposition of cases. Since that time
there has been substantial improvement in the timeliness of adjudicating misdemeanor cases. The
teams associated with misdemeanors appear to have met the goals of the 2005 report. Part of this
success is attributed by court staff to the fact misdemeanors are much easier than felonies to resolve.
Unfortunately it appears to all of the criminal justice officials that the adjudication of felony cases
continues to be slow, inefficient and untimely.

Court Administrations View of the Criminal Justice System

The view of the Presiding Superior Court Judge and Court Administrator of the Yolo County Criminal
Justice System is while there is room for improvement, strides have been made and there is a
commitment to remedy any shortcomings of the system. They note the courts judiciary philosophy overall
is fairly conservative. Court systems with a conservative outlook traditionally contribute to a higher
incarceration rate in the jail.

The Court Officials share concerns related to the slowness in adjudication of felony cases and have
concerns about the efficiency of the current team system which was implemented after the 2005 court
study. A significant source of the slowness can be attributed to a lack of staff and resources in the
criminal justice departments, especially the Public Defender’'s Office. This shortage contributes to the
significant problem of cases not being trial ready and the resulting continuances.

During the interview it was clear the Court Officials believe one of the areas needing the most attention
and change is related to the Public Defender’s office. The issues appear to include staffing, but more
importantly, philosophical and overall approach should be evaluated for effectiveness.

In Yolo County the Court and Probation Department were never under the same administration as in
some counties before the State took over the courts. Unfortunately, there is a sense held by some that
the two entities are even farther apart now. There is a need for better communication as the
administrators of each feels the other could make things better. The Court Administration feels the
Probation Department is understaffed.

The Presiding Superior Court Judge feels that despite efforts by the Court to better schedule for efficient
presentation of pre-sentence report information in court, the system is still inefficient. He suggests that
instead of multiple probation officers presenting pre-sentence information in court, the implementation of
a pre-sentence report presenter to handle this duty on a regular day to day basis would be better. The
Probation Department states the courts are culpable because they do not adhere to the schedule needed
to accomplish the task with a single probation officer.

They view efforts by the District Attorney as very positive and “on board” with efforts to improve the
system. They note the D.A. policy of the past which was felt included too many charges on individual
defendants has been reduced to more appropriate charging numbers. This coupled with improved effort
and oversight of plea bargains has been a welcome improvement.



Yolo does utilize some so-called boutique or therapeutic courts; Drug Court, Proposition 36 and Domestic
Violence Court are in place. Court Administration is concerned by the slow down caused by Drug Court.
There is currently no Mental Health Court and it has been discussed, unfortunately the resources and
court space are not available for implementation.

Both Court Officials clearly felt there is room for improvement in limiting continuances. The judicial
officers and the attorneys both need to become less tolerant of continuances. The felony cases are
taking too much time and are now the most affected by the continuances. Other key views expressed by
local Court officials included the following:

= Plea Bargain Efficiency and Use — The Court Administrators feel there has been
improvement in the use and processes related to plea bargains implemented by the
new District Attorney. The 2005 AOC study had recommended providing the best
plea bargain offer early in the process which appears to be the case. The judiciary
alluded to the concern the attorneys involved do not have the time to know their
cases well enough to resolve them timely. Also, the Public Defender views the
District Attorneys new early plea bargain offers as a hardening of the plea bargain
process, in that he feels the offers are too harsh. The D.A. is also giving more
oversight of the decisions of his deputies. There appears to be a philosophical
chasm and conflict between the District Attorney and Public Defender which needs to
narrow on the issue of plea bargaining.

»= Criminal Justice Policy Council and Criminal Justice Cabinet — The Court
Administrators realize the value of the Criminal Justice Policy Council and the
Criminal Justice Cabinet and are actively involved and committed to this process.
The courts play a key role in the day-to-day efficiency of the criminal justice system
and will continue to be actively involved in decision making bodies. They see these
groups as one of the best opportunities to improve communication and set policy to
improve the efficiency of the system. They noted there has been dramatic
improvement in the problem of Attorney-Judge disqualifications since the
implementation of the Criminal Justice Cabinet and the Trial Teams.

= Courts View and Use of Alternatives to Incarceration Programs — The Court
supports alternatives to incarceration and community corrections programs with
some reservations. The input received indicates the possible need to evaluate the
use and management of the programs to ensure they are being utilized effectively
and to their full potential. There is a willingness to expand the use of alternative
programs; however, there is clearly concern about the administration of these
programs. They voiced concerns related to built-in and unnecessary limits on the
programs and reluctance on the part of the Sheriffs Department and even the
Probation Department to expand the programs and be more flexible and
accommodating. There seems to be a view the community corrections/alternative
programs should be evaluated and possibly changed. Also the judiciary supports the
need for sufficient minimum security jail beds to provide sanctions for those who fail
or refuse to participate in the alternative programs.

=  Pre-Sentence Release Program, Own Recognizance (O.R.) Reporting - In an
interview with the primary contact for the arraignment process, the Commissioner
advised she has some concerns with the pre-sentence release program including
Own Recognizance Reports. She pointed out that approximately 95% of the reports
are somewhat lacking. She also advised that reports are not received for many
defendants because their charges disqualify them automatically. This information
seems a point of dispute and at this time there are unclear and conflicting statements
related to the quality and effectiveness of the OR reports.



Follow up contact with jail management (Lieutenant) indicates there likely is a missed communication and
misunderstanding of the mission or the jails O.R. report writers. She advised, because it was felt the
Probation Department was unable to produce the O.R. reports in a timely manner, there was a lack of
satisfaction with the program. The Probation program utilized an extra help probation officer paid half by
the Courts and half by the Sheriff. The Probation program was discontinued and a new program using
extra help correctional officers was implemented.

The new program which used extra help correctional officers was designed to only provide a cursory-
abbreviated report. The Jail Lieutenants expressed some confusion as they have heard only that the new
program is working well. Because the Sheriff's O.R. reports are cursory, the court, by policy was to order
a report by the Probation Department if more in depth information was needed.

In an interview with the Assistant Chief Probation Officer he lamented the failure of the extra help
probation officer program and agreed the program did not work as it should. He also advised the number
of court ordered O.R. reports is becoming problematic when as many as 60 O.R. reports are requested
each month and Probation does not have the staff to comply with the request unless other programs
suffer.

The Own Recognizance Report writing system is an area of confusion and contention which must be
addressed. There seems to be a lack of clear communication between the departments and there are
misunderstandings about expectations for the quality of the reports.

Both the Probation Department and the Sheriffs Department strongly voiced concern about slowness of
paperwork to them from the court and specifically notification of court outcomes.

The Commissioner expressed interest in a more formal and broad based pre-sentence release program
similar to that implemented by other counties. The program would have more requirements and more
supervision of the defendants including possible use of electronic monitoring, day reporting, and drug and
alcohol testing.

Recommendations Related to the Court:

1. Continue to closely monitor continuances, their cause and the impact on jail bed needs.

2. Related to the problem of excessive continuances, the judiciary and the attorneys must
agree to be more aggressive in demanding court readiness. This is especially true of
the Public Defender’s Office.

3. Assemble, support and facilitate regular meetings of the Criminal Justice Policy Council
and the Calendar Management Committee.

4. Through the Policy Committee or Calendaring Committee, reevaluate the pre-sentence
release policy and OR reporting system. Establish new policies and practices if need is
determined. '

5. Improve and speed up the distribution of paperwork such as minute orders to the
Sheriff and Probation.

6. Establish a more formal and active pre-sentence release program which will include
stricter supervision and more accountability of released defendants.

7. Review the policies related to the Community Corrections/Alternatives to Incarceration
Programs. Provide policies which get more offenders on these programs in a timelier
manner. Review disqualifiers such as charges and program cost to the offenders, be
more flexible.

District Attorney View of the Criminal Justice System

In an interview with the Chief Deputy District Attorney, she gave input on the various components and
processes related to the criminal justice system in Yolo County. She feels there is a very good level of
cooperation among the criminal justice departments and administrators. She feels the criminal justice
decision-makers meet regularly at the “Calendar Committee”. She stated that there are too many



continuances and trial priorities are not always the best. She said that to some degree all the criminal
justice components bear some responsibility. She said that misdemeanors tend to take priority because
they take less time to adjudicate. There are six judges that comprise three two-judge teams — A, B, and
C. Each week one judge oversees preliminary hearings and motions while the other judge oversees
trails. All three teams work the same way. As a result, there are only three judges doing trials each week
and the system moves slowly. The defendants who are out of custody seek as many continuances as
possible as this tactic results in fewer convictions. The DA’s office is inundated with numerous violent
felonies many of which are gang related. The system is cumbersome, slow, and inefficient with little
coordination while the jail is overcrowded and having to release too many felons. Other comments
included the following:

= DA View of Corrections — The Chief Deputy believes too many violent three-striker
felons are released from the jail on the consent decree (this is disputed by the jail
administration). She reported that some first degree burglars had been released who
went out and committed similar crimes. She indicated felons who are released on
the consent decree with a notice to appear are highly motivated to delay their trail so
that witnesses are less available or likely to testify. She realizes the jail is severely
overcrowded.

= DA Input on Alternatives to Incarceration/Community Corrections Programs —
She supports community corrections programs within reason. They must be used
appropriately and effectively. She believes Prop 36 is a major failure as it does not
allow the offender to be dealt with on a case-by-case basis. She stated the PC 1000
Drug Court was until recently, drawing resources away from the DA’'s office by
requiring a deputy to be present when there was no need. The DA’s office has
recently stopped having a deputy DA attend the hearings.

= DA Support for Better Housing and Programs for Mental Health and Drug
Dependent — The Chief Deputy voiced a concern for the mentally ill offenders and
those with significant drug issues. The DA is supportive of more programs for these
individuals and specifically in identifying those inmates with issues so they can be
placed in programs.

= District Attorney Case Load — The DA case load statistics indicate fairly flat growth
over the past five years. The CDDA reported that there is a newly elected DA who is
making great strides to improve the efficiency and effectiveness to the DA’s office.
She believes the system has improved and will continue to improve.

Recommendation Related to the District Attorney’s Office

The District Attorney’s Office must be a primary participant on the Criminal Justice Policy
Council and make every effort to limit continuances.

Probation Department’s View of the Criminal Justice System

As with the other leaders of the Yolo County criminal justice system, the Chief Probation Officer feels
there is a passable relationship between Criminal Justice Departments, but as with the others senses
there is a need for improvement. The biggest concerns have to do with communication and flow of
paperwork, especially from the Courts (See Court recommendations). Often staff members are not
notified in a timely manner of case outcomes which determine the next step his staff must take. He is an
active member of the Criminal Justice Policy Council and supports this effort. He also expressed his
belief in the importance of good planning and statistics to chart the future and impacts on the criminal
justice system. He is hopeful that an integrated criminal justice computer system might help.



Probation Management concurs with others that there is a need for a more formal and sophisticated pre-
trial release program and would be willing to participate. The quandary and problematic issue of writing
Own Recognizance (OR) reports is discussed below.

The Department is either in the process or has instituted to some degree the seven recommendations
delineated related to the Probation Department in the 2005 Court Report.

Probation is in agreement continuance of court cases continues to be a problem especially for felony
cases. They also share the sense plea bargains could be agreed to much earlier in the process. They
suggested the Early Resolution Court at Sacramento County is a system in place which provides for
much earlier resolution to cases, often at arraignment, and should be for possible implementation in Yolo
County. Other key comments from the Probation Department included the following:

» Probation and Court Policies and Practices — Concerns were voiced related to
Court and Probation practices. There is a sense this relationship has degraded
somewhat through the years and only recently has there been efforts to improve
communication and cooperation. Efforts such as the regular meeting of the Calendar
Management Committee have helped. With Probation staffing shortages there
appears to be efficiency opportunities related to reports, communications and time
spent in court. Some programs such as the staggered sentencing times in the courts
were put in place to allow fewer probation officers to attend. However, because the
judges do not always adhere to the designated times, the program does not work as
well as hoped. lIssues, such as the Review Hearings for inmates waiting program
placement, take up time and force the inefficient and dangerous transport of
prisoners for little or no benefit. This seems to be a lack of trust or communication
which could be repaired.

= Probation Alternative to Incarceration Programs — The Probation Department is
supportive of Alternatives to Incarceration, Community Corrections Programs. The
Department supervises the Adult Work Release Program, however the Sheriff
personnel decide who can participate in the program and the effect is inefficient. The
more common practice is to allow the agency running the program to decide who is
acceptable. The program issues are:

— Probation control and philosophical approach in assignment to the work release
program instead of the Sheriff's Department would almost assuredly allow more
offenders on the program.

— The program is also limited by the number of personnel allocated for the
program. With just a slight increase in staffing the program could be increased.

» Residential Drug Treatment Program — One of the concerns expressed by the
Probation Department is related to the time it takes to get offenders out of the jail and
on residential treatment programs. The delay is caused by:

— Lack of residential treatment beds available
— With a workload and caseload of almost 300, Probation Staff do not have the
time to adequately provide this service

= Probation Staffing Concerns — The Probation Chief is very concerned about the
lack of staff to provide adequate supervision of offenders on probation. With case
loads of 1 to 300, providing any semblance of suitable supervision is impossible. As
with many counties, the lack of revenues has limited hiring of new personnel in the
Probation Department. With little or no new staff for adult supervision, it limits any
proactive effort in impacting the adult offender population. Programs such as the
mental health programs could be expanded but not without additional probation staff.



= Probation Input on Pre-sentence/Own Recognizance Programs — The own
recognizance report policy is unusual in Yolo County in that since May of 2007 the
Sheriffs Department utilizes extra help correctional officers to provide an O.R. report.
This was described by the Jail Lieutenant as somewhat cursory and was never
designed to provide the same quality as a thorough O.R. report. Because the courts
feel many of these reports are inadequate or the Sheriff's Department did not provide
a report for a “disqualifying charge”, they often order the Probation Department to
provide another “court ordered” O.R. report. The Probation Department is averaging
being assigned between 40 and 60 O.R. reports per month. Probation Management
are concerned that the number of court ordered O.R. reports is on the rise without
sufficient staff to do the work. In order to provide these reports other programs
suffer.

The Own Recognizance program must be addressed as part of a formal Pre-
sentence release program as there is no formalized pre-sentence release program in
Yolo County Jail.

Recommendations Related to Probation:

1. Related to Community Corrections Programs, as the jail increases in inmate numbers,
the need for aggressive use of alternative sentencing programs becomes more
important. The Sheriff and Probation Departments should explore what other
jurisdictions are doing to implement innovative alternative programs and practices.

2. The County should determine best business practices related to Alternatives; it may be
more efficient and in the County’'s best interest to consolidate all Alternative and
Community Corrections programs under one department. However, the practice of the
Sheriff's Department deciding and processing offenders for the Probation Department
Work Release Program seems cumbersome and limiting. This may require action by
the Board of Supervisors. :

3. There is a significant need to institute a more formalized pre-sentence release program.
The current O.R. program seems to have issues which must be resolved. The use of
formal reporting and the use of electronic monitoring to assist with supervision of pre-
sentenced inmates should be explored. Gathering various statistics is critical to good
criminal justice planning.

4. The County must ensure adequate statistic gathering to help forecast future needs and
impacts on the system. As an example, knowing the number of “no shows” for OR
releases and for commitments would help determine the need for a more formalized
reporting program,

5. There is a need for a series of meetings between Probation and Court personnel to
study perceived inefficiencies and differences in practices, communications, paper
flow, officer in court time and requested reports. Formal recommendations and
suggestions for improvement, including staffing increases needed should be
documented.

Public Defender’s Public Defender View of the Criminal Justice System

The interview with the Public Defender provided thorough input on the criminal justice system in Yolo
County from his perspective. The Public Defender pointed to a positive relationship with the Sheriff and
other Criminal Justice Officials. He described the system and judiciary as being politically moderate to
conservative. An unknown factor for the future is several new judges could affect the system.

While the P.D. overview of the system was positive the following issues were offered:
»  Too many continuances are a problem within the system.

» There is room for improvement in the overall flow of paperwork within the justice
system.



As stated previously continuances are an issue and concern. It is difficult to remedy much of the problem
because of a lack of resources at all levels of the criminal justice system, including lack of courtrooms and
judicial officers. With limited funding this issue is likely to persist. He feels the D.A. is routinely charging
felonies on minor drug and spousal assault cases which inevitably end up as misdemeanors later. He

= There are concerns about the use of O.R. and a need for a more liberal approach on
the part of the Judiciary.

would like to see earlier resolution to this type of case.

Another of his concerns is the issues related to the mentally ill causes a multitude of issues. The State is
extremely slow and unresponsive. Even local options at the County level are not fully utilized due to
Probation’s conservative use of grant programs. The Public Defender agreed with statements by other
criminal justice leaders that getting through trials, especially significant felony trials was slow; there
appears more emphasis given to misdemeanors than felonies.

continuances.

Public Defender View of the Jail — The Public Offender was very complimentary of the
jail and praised jail management and staff for the cooperation received. They
acknowledged the custody staff for their professionalism and cooperation. While the
general overview of the jail was positive he did raise the following concerns:

— More housing options should be available at the jail. He is concerned about the
breakdown of the system because there are too few minimum security beds.

— Community Corrections should be increased to allow for more punishment options,
citing that some punishment is better than none. He suggested more Community
Service may help. He also suggested using Social Workers.

— He would like to see improvement in dealing with the mentally ill, especially at the
State level.

— The Public Defender would like to see increased in-custody treatment for drug
offenders.

Public Defender View of Plea Bargain — Historically plea bargain agreements are used
to determine the outcome of most cases. About 90% of cases are settled at the Trial
Settlement Conference by use of plea bargain. There is clearly a good working
relationship on this issue between the P.D. and D.A., however, the P.D. feels the District
Attorney’s initial offer is frequently far to severe. Neither the D.A. nor the P.D. have
sufficient resources to be trial ready, therefore, plea bargain will continue to be used.
Interviews with Court Management placed greater blame on the Public Defender for
inefficiencies than the District Attorney.

Public Defender Caseloads — Despite increased violence and significant felony crime,
the Public defenders case load has remained fairly consistent since 2000.

Recommendations Related to the Public Defender:

= The Criminal Justice Policy Council should meet and have frank and honest
discussions about policy or guidelines related to several issues including continuance
causing matters. Clearly the Public Defenders practices were mentioned more often as
needing to make performance adjustments.

» The issue of staffing and resources for the entire Criminal Justice System in Yolo
County is a concern which should be studied for possible revisions. If, as contended,
the Public Defender’s Office is understaffed and the result is a significant slowing of
cases, adjustments may be needed.

=  The Criminal Justice Committee should also review policies and practices related to the
mentally ill and the possibility of a Mental Health Court might be in order.

Felony cases regularly receive



Sheriff’'s Administration’s View of the Jail and Criminal Justice System Needs and Issues

In interviews with the Sheriff and his top managers, they offered input on the jail and on the various
components and processes related to the criminal justice system in Yolo County. Some of the important
issues expressed by Sheriff's Management include:

= Providing a safe and secure environment in the jail in which it is safe for staff, the

public and the inmates.

Providing an environment in which staff morale could improve.

Providing a sufficient and appropriate number of inmate beds and security levels.

Providing sufficient jail support and staff spaces.

Providing a sufficient number of housing areas to allow proper classification and

separation of inmates.

Providing sufficient housing classifications for female inmates.

=« Providing housing for the increase in male inmates, especially for difficult and
dangerous inmates.

» Providing space and programs for mentally ill inmates and locating it in proximity to
medical and mental health staff.

* Including the capability of increased inmate rehabilitation programs as part of any
new building or remodel.

*  Finding ways to cut costs, as an example inmate transportation costs.

(Note: Many other jail needs, primarily related to support functions, were compiled from
observation; interviews with other jail managers, supervisors and staff are located in other parts
of this report)

The Sheriffs managers concurred with other criminal justice officials that the relationship between the
various components of the criminal justice system in Yolo County is relatively cooperative. The Sheriff
supports use of the Criminal Justice Policy Council. The Criminal Justice Council meets approximately
once a quarter. He does see use of the Council as an opportunity to improve communication and
efficiency. While speaking favorably about the positive relationship between criminal justice departments,
the Sheriffs Managers communicated the fact there is room for improvement. Some of the issues noted
were:

»  Trials take far too long and efforts should be made to speed up the process.

= Felony cases are very slow and often allowed to be continued and languish. The
system seems to move misdemeanor cases along better than felony cases.

= There are too many court case continuances, especially in the more complex and
serious cases. Avoiding continuances would help avoid jail crowding.

= The judiciary is not completely sympathetic or understanding of the jail crowding and
often try to use “no bail” on court paperwork to keep lower level offenders in custody.

= There is room for better communication and organization within the criminal justice
departments which could improve the timely adjudication of cases.

The Sheriff expressed concern related to the jail crowding. The continued crowding exacerbates the
potential for liability, causes undue staff stress and danger and the potential for inmate assault and
escape. The difficulty in managing a crowded jail cannot be over emphasized and proactive planning is
required to solve the current situation while averting a future jail crowding crisis. Avoiding potential
lawsuits related to crowding and other negative conditions is high on the Sheriff's priority list.

Recommendations Related to Sheriff’'s Management:

See recommendations related to jail building and remodel recommendations



County Administrator’s Office View of the County’s Chief Administrative Officer

An interview with the Assistant County Administrative Officer and liaison to the criminal justice
departments was conducted to provide the opportunity for setting a vision and philosophical context as
well as input on the criminal justice system in Yolo County. The Assistant CAO alluded to the view the
criminal justice system in Yolo County seems to be working well despite funding shortfalls. She noted
there seemed to be a spirit of cooperation among criminal justice leaders.

The Assistant CAO emphasized the jail expansion planning is moving forward, however, the efficiency
and safety related to the facility is critical. Operational and staffing costs are of special concern. While
construction costs are significant, the long term fiscal impact to the County will be in the cost of staff and
operations and there is little funding for any new County staff. The Assistant CAO advised that County
management is clearly aware of the ramifications and liability associated with operating a crowded jail
and is making every effort to rectify the situation.

As with most California counties, there is little to no funding available in Yolo County for building and to
staff new County facilities. The assistant CAO related that Yolo is facing significant financial issues. An
example is a nine percent increase in revenues has been completely consumed by Social Services and
employee benefit increases. She advised development impact fees to provide an ongoing funding source
for funding County facilities have been in place for some time, but do not meet the need. While the
Assistant CAO is hopeful the County can be in a position to compete for State grant funds provided by AB
900 she expressed concerns related to possible “requirements” which will accompany any grant award.

The office of the CAO shares concerns of other County Officials related to the mentally ill and drug
dependent inmates. She hopes more can be done in the future to provide appropriate services, programs
and housing for these offenders. She also expressed support for increased use of rehabilitation
programs to impact recidivism. The CEO's office is supportive of the Criminal Justice Policy Council and
currently participates on the committee.

Recommendations Related to the CAO’s Office

There are personnel shortages which are contributing to some of the Criminal Justice
System inefficiencies and the office of the CAO is tasked with working with the Criminal
Justice Departments to determine the greatest needs. Further analysis by CAO staff is
recommended to allocate the limited resources and where they will have the greatest
positive effect on the efficiency of the system.

Criminal Justice Policy Council and Subordinate Groups

Several recommendations refer to a “Criminal Justice Policy Committee” or “Criminal Justice Council”. It
should be considered that the Criminal Justice Policy Council be broadened to include three groups
working in concert (see illustration following for example). This committee should become more active in
coordinating efforts for the entire criminal justice system. This body should make decisions that impact the
day-to-day operations of the criminal justice system. This Executive Management group should also
address long-term planning and strategies facing the system. As an example, if the jail population either
increases or decreases, the Criminal Justice Policy Council can implement procedures that allow for
alternative sentencing to incarceration or tighten measures that cause early releases when it may not be
necessary. Since each criminal justice component impacts the other, each criminal justice head can
share information impacting the group; such as Sheriff's Department increasing enforcement efforts, the
District Attorney increasing prosecutions, constraints on the courts, or overcrowding in the jails. Also
each criminal justice head can receive important reports from the office of the CAO, Facility Services and
Human Resources.



The Criminal Justice Policy Council is actually comprised of representatives from several separate
County departments; including the criminal justice department heads such as the presiding Superior
Court Judge who is often the chairperson, the Sheriff, the District Attorney, the Chief Probation Officer,
the CAO, Public Defender and Court Administrator. The County should consider having the County
Health or Mental Health Director on the committee. This group should meet often to discuss how well the
system is working and plan future strategies. At each meeting, reports should be presented by the
County Human Resources Director or representative, Facility Services Director or representative and
chairperson of the advisory committee, the Jail Commander.

A new or second group should be formed called the Criminal Justice Advisory Committee. It should be
comprised of the Corrections Commander and the second-in-command or other manager from each of
the criminal justice departments. This group will see that the Criminal Justice Policy Council’s decisions
are implemented as well as inform the Criminal Justice Policy Council of situations that need to be
addressed. This group should meet at the direction of the Criminal Justice Policy Council, generally two
weeks before the policy council meeting.

The third group for consideration is the Criminal Justice Working Group and is made up of several
different components of jail, health services and probation support units. This group could be supervisors
or line-staff that have an intimate knowledge of how policies and programs are working or not working.
Members of this group would include health providers, mental health officials, program providers,
classification staff, community corrections staff etc. The role of this committee is to make
recommendations to the Criminal Justice Advisory Committee and implement policy and programs
recommended by the policy and advisory committees and report progress, problems, issues and provide
statistical data. The following chart illustrates the organizational flow of the Criminal Justice Policy
Committee and the subordinate groups:

Criminal Justice Policy Council and Sub Committees (Example)

Criminal Justice Policy Council
Presiding Superior Court Judge — Chairperson

District Attorney
Chief Probation Officer
Public Defender Verbal Reports by: Computer Mgr
Sheriff | Facilities Services Director
Superior Court Executive Officer | Human Resources Representative
CAO or Assistant CAO Jail Commander — Advisory Chair
Criminal Justice Advisory Committee
Jail Commander — Chairperson
Court Administrator
Chief Deputy DA
Drug and Alcohol Programs Coordinator
Deputy Public Defender Verbal Reports by:
Mental Health Coordinator ¥| Working Group
Asst Chief Probation Officer Chairperson

Jail Working Group
Jail Administration Lieutenant — Chairperson
Senior Jail Classification Officer
Jail Programs Coordinator
Sheriff's Community Corrections Coordinator
Probation Programs Coordinator
CFMG Program Manager
Lead Jail Teacher
Jail Technologies Coordinator
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INTAKE AND BOOKING EXPANSION AND RENOVATION

Expand the Existing Area to the West

Provide a Pre-Booking Area for Arresting Officers and Staff
Create 2 Safety Cells

Provide 4 Sobering Cells, & holding Cells, and 1 Group Holding
Create 2 Secure Docile Holding Rooms

Provide Intake Dress-in and Property Room

Ranovate the Releaso and Court Holding Areas

Create Separale Intake and Transpartation Circulation Routes
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CENTRAL JAIL ADMINISTRATIVE RENOVATION
+ Offices for Classification Officers
+ Shared On-Duty Sergeants Office

* Interview and Conference Rooms

Supporl Spaces
Program and Commissary Space
Contact Altorney Visit
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MEDICAL CLINIC AREA

Renovate the Existing Kitchen to Accommodate the Clinic
Create 3 General Exam Rooms and Dental Area

Provide Medical Records Room

Solled and Clean Utilily Rooms

Inmate Waiting, Toilet and Small Lab

» Nurses Station, Medications, and Offices

Support Spaces
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MEDICAL HOUSING AREA

« Expansion of Facility to the South

+ Create 4 Single Occupancy Medical Cells

* Create 4 Double Occupancy Medical Cells

* Provide Shower and Associated Dayroom Space

ﬁ

MENTAL HEALTH CLINICAL AREA

+ Create Acute Mental Health Housing Unit

+ Renovate the Existing Laundry and Storage Area

+ Provide § Single Occupancy Cells and a Safety Cell

Provide Shower and Associated Dayroom Space
Create Small Transitional Mental Health Dormitory
Provide Bunks, Toilets, Shower and Dayroom Space
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CONNECTING CORRIDOR AND MP ROOM

+ Expand the Existing Facilily to the South

+ Create a Connection Corridor to Link with Existing Facility
| + Provide Shared Multi-Purpose for Treatment and Education

+ Sally to Existing Housing Unit for Mental Health Inmales
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RENOVATION OF CAMERON CENTER

+ Create Men and Women Restrooms and Lockers

+ Renovate Existing Conference Room for Staff Dining

+ Minor Renovations for Staff Training and Self Defense

+ Covered Walkway to Jail for Staff and Food Transportation

d

KITCHEN AND LAUNDRY FACILITY

New Facility to Accommodate Build-oul

Loading Dock, Trash, Deliveries, and Recycle Area

Dry and Refrigerated Storage

Praparation, Cooking, Tray Make-up, Warewashing, and Carts
Staff Offices, Lockers, and Break Area

Inmate Toilets and Break Area

Separate Laundry Facility

Facility Warehouse and County Maintenance Area
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HOUSING UNITS
4 Housing Pods Containing 16 Double Occupancy Cells Each
1 Special Housing Pod Containing 10 Double Occupancy Cells
Shower and Janitorial Support Services in Each Living Unit
Associated Dayroom Space to Accommodate Double Bunking
i + Qultdoor Recrealion Yards Adjacent to Housing Units

+ Raised Control Center
+ Multi-Purpose Program Room
Support Service Spaces
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! | + Public Accaessible without Bring Civilians into Secure Facility
- W + 5 Distinct Visiting Areas for Separation of Inmate Classifications
+ Non-Contact Attorney Visiting
+ Public Lobby and Restrooms
+ Security Control Area
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" PACKAGE 1 - NEW CONSTRUCTION
\ Bids Early Spring of '08
+ Civil Work and Utility Upgrades
+ New Housing Units
+ New Visitors Center
+ New Kitchen and Laundry Building
+ Cameron Center {Renovation)

PACKAGE 2 - RENOVATION AND EXPANSION
Bids Early Summer of ‘09
* Administration Area

\ g » Medical and Metal Health Housing
II:I + Staff Area Remodel (Old Medical)

* Intake and Auto Sally Port
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