
 

 
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 

Inter-Departmental Correspondence 
 

County Manager’s Office 

DATE: July 25, 2003 
 

BOARD MEETING DATE:  August 12, 2003 

TO: 
 

Honorable Board of Supervisors 

FROM: 
 

John L. Maltbie, County Manager 
 

SUBJECT: 
 

Proposed Responses to the 2002-2003 Grand Jury Report 
 

RECOMMENDATION  
Accept these responses and updates to recommendations of the 2002-2003 Grand Jury 
concerning San Mateo County Airports, Child Welfare Services, Juvenile Camps 
Security, Bicycle Safety, San Mateo County’s Internal Audit and the Arts Commission of 
San Mateo County; and updates to recommendations of the 1999 Grand Jury concerning 
the Hall of Justice Seismic Retrofit Project. 

Discussion 
The 2002-2003 Grand Jury issued reports on County Airports, Juvenile Camp Security and 
Bicycle Safety in May and Child Welfare Services in June.  The County is mandated to 
respond to the Grand Jury within 90 days from the date that reports are filed with the County 
Clerk and Elected Officials are mandated to respond within 60 days.  The item on Juvenile 
Camp Security also requires a direct response from the Sheriff’s Office. Attached, please 
find the proposed County responses prepared by staff. 
 
In addition, it is the County’s policy to provide quarterly updates to the Board and the Grand 
Jury on the progress of recommendations requiring ongoing or further action.  To that end, 
also attached are updates as of August 1, 2003 on prior responses concerning Internal Audit, 
the Arts Commission and the Hall of Justice Seismic Retrofit Project.   

Vision Alignment 
This response to the Grand Jury’s findings and recommendations keeps the commitment of 
responsive, effective and collaborative government through goal number 20: Government 
decisions are based on careful consideration of future impact, rather than temporary relief or 
immediate gain. 
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Juvenile Camp Security 
 
Findings: 
 
Generally concur with the findings, with the following exceptions: 
 
• There are no written emergency response plans for coordinated actions between the 

camps and the Sheriff to deal with escape violence at the camps, or medical 
emergencies. 

 
 The Camp has written procedures for emergency response and evacuation. They are not 

coordinated with those of Log Cabin Ranch. This area can be explored since some major 
incidents, such as forest fire, might involve both operations. 

 
• There is a lack of information provided by the camps to the Sheriff’s Office 

regarding escapees, e.g., photograph or other identification, criminal and personal 
history. 

 
 The current written camp policy is to notify the Sheriff’s Office immediately of any 
escape as well as the police department where the minor lives and to provide them with 
any information that they require regarding the escapee.  Local police departments are 
also notified.  All relevant information on the juveniles is kept in the camp files.  

 
Recommendation 5.15: 
 
The San Mateo County Board of Supervisors and the San Mateo County Juvenile 
Probation Department should implement the recommendations of the San Mateo 
County Sheriff’s Office security report including the following improvements to 
upgrade security. 
 
5.15.1 Upgrade and improve communication and radio procedures between the 

Sheriff’s Office, Log Cabin Ranch, and Camp Glenwood. 
 

Response:  Concur.  The Camp Glenwood radio system is currently being upgraded 
to fit in with the new county trunk radio system. This will improve radio 
communication from the camp and for Probation staff transporting youth 
throughout the county. Camp staff working at the facility is currently equipped with 
radios when working outside the ranch perimeter. 

 
5.15.2 Install a motorized gate with buzzer control at the entrances of the property.  
 

 Response: Disagree. The Department evaluated this Sheriff’s Office 
recommendation during the last fiscal year. The concept was not implemented. The 
Department did not feel it would be an effective deterrent to either entrance or 
egress. In addition, motorized gate systems have a high failure rate and would be 
expensive to install and maintain. The logical location of the gate would be a half- 
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mile from the buildings, which would create a problem when the gate 
malfunctioned.  In addition, given the remote location and lack of any perimeter 
fence, this would not be a deterrent to people from simply walking around the gate 
to enter the camp. 

 
5.15.3 Install cameras for monitoring camp activity and perimeter activities. 
 

Response:  Cameras have been installed in the dorm areas to provide better 
supervision of the minors and the rear doors. Cameras are not used in the perimeter 
areas since the minors are always under direct staff supervision when they are in 
these areas. Nighttime use of cameras with motion sensors was explored and is not 
recommended in rural areas due to the high number of false activations by wildlife 
and the limited area that can be surveilled due to the proximity of the forest to the 
camp grounds. 

 
5.15.4 Improve camp perimeter lighting. 
 

Response:  Concur.  Since the Sheriff’s Office made this recommendation, the 
perimeter lighting around the camp has been improved to cover the areas between 
the buildings and the surrounding forest. Beyond the tree line, lighting from the 
camp area is ineffective due to the density of the foliage. 

 
 


