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The Honorable Marianne Gilbert
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The 2025-2026 Kings County Civil Grand Jury hereby submits the final report to the Kings County Superior Court and the citizens of Kings County. Without the sound council of the Advising Judge of the Superior Court of the State of California, the Office of County Council, and the Office of the Jury Commissioner, this report would not have been possible. We also thank the court staff for the many instances where they aided in administrative matters.
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All work done by the Civil Grand Jury is dependent on the individual members both on the committee level and in full-body meetings. It is important to work together for the good of all citizens of Kings County. My congratulations to the committee chairs who coordinated the work on each committee and to the general membership for supporting the work being done.
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Kathy Bare, Foreperson
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Broken Barriers, Building Communities and Inspiring Others
Kings Counties Three Female Police Chiefs
April 24, 2026


Summary 

Lemoore has the distinction of having the first female Police Chief in Kings County. Currently Kings County is represented by two female police chiefs, one in Hanford and one in Corcoran. Both have broken down age-old barriers such as gender biases, family and workplace culture, discrimination and other significant barriers to promotion. Through a steadfast determination to serve their communities both police chiefs are now leading the way and inspiring the next generation.


Background 

Police work has always been seen as a male profession. The first female officers were unsworn and received less pay than their male counterparts while performing the same duties. 

While women make up approximately 50 percent of the population in the United States of America in 2023, women only represented between 12 to 14 percent of all sworn police officers.  

There is no master list of all female police chiefs in California. This is due to the fragmented nature of law enforcement agencies. There are hundreds of independent local police departments and sheriff’s offices, which makes coordination difficult, and the extreme underrepresentation of women in leadership positions limits advocacy for such a list. 

Research by the National Policing Institute has suggested that women receive fewer complaints, draw their firearms less, and are less likely to use excessive force than their male counterparts. Communities seem to believe that they are more honest and compassionate. Outcomes for crime victims, especially sex crimes victims, are better when female officers work those cases. This in turn builds better relationships with communities.

Due to the forward thinking and open-minded City Councils and communities in our area, Kings County is unique in that it had the first female police chief and currently has two female police chiefs, one in Hanford and the other in Corcoran. These women have faced significant barriers to promotion such as, persistent gender biases, workplace culture, discrimination, and lack of family-friendly policies. Because of their determination, perseverance and love of community, they have succeeded. 

Methodology 

The Grand Jury interviewed members of several Local law enforcement departments and reviewed various sources of information including:

USC Today Police Chiefs share personal insights https://today.usc.edu/l-a-countys-seven-female-police-chiefs-share-personal-insights

Peace Officers Research Association of California (PORAC) https://krcrtv.com/news/local/research-highlights-importance-of-female-representation-in-california-policing

Police Chief Magazine-Women in https://www.policechiefmagazine.org/learning-perceptions-women-in-policing  
Gender distribution of full-time law enforcement employees in the United States in 2023 https://www.statista.com/statistics/195324/gender-distribution-of-full-time-law-enforcement-employees-in-the-us/?srsltid=AfmBOoqViDDs15tgf60Xz214NPXZJFOVC4FjWjFLBEuZRQ4aWupp2ltw 
Women in Policing-National Policing Institute https://www.policinginstitute.org/infocus/march-women-in-policing 

30x30 Initiative https://30x30initiative.org


The following California Government Code sections were also reviewed:

Gov. Code § 12940 (FEHA): The Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA).

Gov. Code § 11135: Prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex, race, color, religion, ancestry, national origin, disability, or sexual orientation.

34 U.S.C. § 12601 (Formerly 42 U.S.C. § 14141): Makes it unlawful for law enforcement agencies to engage in a pattern or practice of conduct that deprives persons of constitutional rights.

42 U.S.C. § 2000d (Title VI): Prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin in programs receiving federal financial assistance (applicable to most police departments).

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA - Title II): Prohibits state and local law enforcement from discriminating based on disability in their services, programs, and activities.

Discussion 

The Past

On September 12, 1910, (116 years ago) Alice Stebbins Wells was appointed the nation’s first female to be designated a policewoman with arrest powers in Los Angeles California. https://www.lapdonline.org/women-in-the-lapd 

In December of 1974 (52 years ago) the Police Foundation (now the Policing Institute) created a 110-page manual to guide agencies on how to recruit and train women.

Penny Harrington (1942–2021) became the first woman to lead a major U.S. city police department when she was sworn in as Chief of the Portland Police Bureau in Oregon on January 24, 1985 (41 years ago). She was a trailblazer who previously became the department's first female detective, sergeant, lieutenant, and captain.            
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Penny_Harrington

Kim Morrell became the first female Police Chief in Kings County on July 1, 2000, when she was appointed Chief of Police in Lemoore. She was one of five women police chiefs in California at that time. She served ten years until her retirement in January of 2010. When she became an officer, she had to make do with men’s equipment including clothing and had to purchase a smaller caliber weapon (as her hand was smaller than a man’s).

In 2016 John Thomas chief of the University of Southern California (USC) Department of Public Safety said, “What our profession needs most at this time is the diversity the insight and the experiences that women bring to law enforcement. Women have enhanced our profession to a degree that we would not be where we are today if not for your contributions.” 

At the USC Price conference that was held in March of 2017, seven of L.A. Counties female police chiefs shared personal insights of their careers. 

Chief Gomez-Whiteley of Alhambra Police Department was asked in the 1980’s what her aspirations were. She said she grew up riding dirt bikes and wanted to be a motorcycle cop. She was told by her lieutenant in charge “he’s not going to have women riding motorcycles”. 

Chief Irvine of Manhattan Beach was asked in the 80’s what her aspirations were. The deputy chief told her that “the day they have a female captain in their police department will be the day that pigs fly”. Twenty years later, after she was promoted to Captain, she now has a collection of flying pigs.

Deirdre Fike, assistant director of the FBI’s Los Angeles Field Office spoke of testifying at one of her first trials, a defense attorney slammed his hands on the podium and said, “What do you know about this case? You’re just a little girl.” “Women really do lead differently. We can break down barriers, and we do thrive in this high-pressure, male-dominated environment. I learned women are most successful when they’re just themselves. I think we bring a unique set of skills to our work. I think females are inherently better listeners, that we are able to have direct, honest conversations, and I think we have an ability to multitask that quite frankly sometimes we don’t see in our male counterparts.”  At one point Deirdre Fike was brought into an interrogation when a softer touch was required. The tough guy wasn’t breaking down under interrogation, so she was able to go in as a motherly figure and get a confession.

In 2023, the gender distribution of full-time law enforcement officers was heavily male dominated. Women sworn personnel (officers with policing powers) made up only 13.8% of full-time law enforcement officers while female civilian law enforcement employees (administration, support staff, etc.) made up 59.9% of all civilian law enforcement employees. This is due to the historical trends, continued barriers to entry for women, and recruitment practices which show that the law enforcement profession and communities are still struggling with the issue of women in uniform.

Present

Currently there is no central master list of all female police chiefs/sheriffs in California. Out of the 58 counties and 483 cities in California, the Grand Jury was only able to find female chiefs in Fresno, Hanford, Contra Costa, Corcoran, Marin, Sacramento, San Bernardino, Solano, as well as San Diego and Los Angeles Counties (which have multiple female chiefs).

Women often face significant barriers to promotion (called the Brass Ceiling i.e. the invisible, unwritten, and often rigid barriers hindering women from rising to top leadership ("brass") positions in law enforcement) which in turn limits the pool of candidates for chief positions. Persistent gender biases, workplace culture, and lack of family-friendly policies hinder the retention and advancement of women into leadership roles. Women are still passed over for promotion even though they have a higher degree of education and test better than their male counterparts. 

Research by the National Policing Institute indicates that women officers:
Use less force and less excessive force
Are named in fewer complaints and lawsuits
Are perceived by communities as being more honest and compassionate
See better outcomes for crime victims, especially in sexual assault cases
Make fewer discretionary arrests, especially of non-white residents

Women face unique challenges that impact their physical and mental wellbeing. Balancing work with family obligations and pregnancy add complexity especially when workplace policies lack support for leave and caregiving needs. Issues, such as sexual harassment and gender-based discrimination (e.g. a derogatory letter that was recently received from a community member), contribute to chronic stress, lower job satisfaction, and mental health struggles for women officers. Women represent less than 10% of police chiefs, 14% of sworn officers and 20% of recruits in state and local law enforcement agencies. About 40% of the approximately 18,000 law enforcement agencies in the U.S. have no full-time women officers. (Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics)

Efforts are being taken to get more women in law enforcement by the following: 
Peace Officers Research Association of California (PORAC)
POST (commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training), 
The California Police Chiefs Association (CPCA) which promotes “Women Leaders in Law Enforcement” (WLLE) to foster growth and leadership opportunities for women 
The 30x30 initiative which aims to increase the percentage of female officers in police recruit classes to 30% by 2030. 

The 30x30 initiative is a coalition of professional organizations and police leaders that are committed to supporting and advancing the well-being of women at all levels of law enforcement. https://30x30initiative.org 


Following is a list of government codes that effect the employment of female officers:

State and Local Codes
 Gov. Code § 12940 (FEHA): The Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) makes it illegal for employers, including police departments, to discriminate against job applicants and employees based on protected categories (race, sex, religion, age, disability, sexual orientation, etc.).
 Gov. Code § 11135: Prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex, race, color, religion, ancestry, national origin, disability, or sexual orientation in programs or activities conducted, funded, or administered by the state, including local law enforcement agencies.


Federal Codes

 34 U.S.C. § 12601 (Formerly 42 U.S.C. § 14141): Makes it unlawful for law enforcement agencies to engage in a pattern or practice of conduct that deprives persons of constitutional rights.
 42 U.S.C. § 2000d (Title VI): Prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin in programs receiving federal financial assistance (applicable to most police departments).
 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA - Title II): Prohibits state and local law enforcement from discriminating based on disability in their services, programs, and activities

Key Protections for Officers
Public Safety Officers Procedural Bill of Rights Act (Gov. Code §§ 3300-3312): Protects police officers from arbitrary discipline and ensures due process during investigations.
Labor Code § 1102.5: Protects officers from retaliation for whistleblowing or disclosing information about illegal acts within the department.
Kings County is a good example of forward thinking with regards to breaking down the discrimination against women in law enforcement. Kim Morrell became the first female Police Chief in Kings County on July 1, 2000, when she was appointed Chief of Police in Lemoore. On January 22, 2024, Stephanie Huddleston became the first woman to serve as Hanford Police Chief. Shortly after, on February 13, 2024, Margarita Ochoa was appointed as Corcoran’s first female Police Chief. All three appointments marked historic milestones for female representation in our local law enforcement agencies.

Kim Morrell, Kings County’s first female Police Chief, served in law enforcement in Lemoore from 1981 to 2010 (29 years). She received a bachelor’s degree in criminology with a double option in Law Enforcement and Probation from Fresno State University. She began her career with the probation department working in the Fresno County Jail. In 1981 she began with Lemoore Police Department as an officer on patrol. She was promoted as follows:

Became a Seargent/Patrol Sergeant in 1985
Detective Sergeant 1990
Commander in 1995
Police Chief in 2000

She retired in 2010.

Stephanie Huddleston, Hanford’s first female police chief, has been in law enforcement since 1998 (28 years). She has earned an A.A. Degree in Liberal Studies, a Bachelor of Science in Criminology-Law Enforcement Victim Services Certificate and a master’s degree in criminology. Her extensive background includes many commendations, including six Peace Officers Standards Training (POST) Certificates and she has taken more than 37 specialized training courses.

Significant dates:

Received her B.S. in 1998
Received her M.S. in 2001 
Graduated POST 1/26/2006 Class 108 where she was #1 in overall achievement, report writing and outstanding practical performance
Patrol Officer 2006 with Hanford Police Department
Became an instructor/senior evaluator at the COS Police Academy 2009
Temporary Senior Officer Appointment
Senior Officer 10/03/2011
First female Sergeant 6/23/2014
Lieutenant 2/12/2020
Captain 3/20/2023
Chief of Police 1/22/2024 (This appointment marked a milestone, not only for herself personally but for our community)

Margarita Ochoa, Corcoran’s first female police chief, has been in law enforcement since 1998 (28 years). She has earned a Bachelor of Science Administration in Criminal Justice Management and a Master of Business Administration with an emphasis in Organization Leadership. Her extensive background includes many commendations, including five Peace Officers Standards Training (POST) Certificates and she has taken more than 7 specialized training courses.

Significant dates:
 
Reserve Officer Training Module B December 1993
Reserve Officer Training Module C May 1994
Graduated Kings/Tulare POST May 1997 Class 84
Patrol Officer 1998 with Lemoore PD 
Youth Development Officer 1999 Lemoore PD
Juvenile Detective 2001-2002 Lemoore PD
Patrol Corporal 2002-2012 Lemoore PD
Field Training Officer 2002-2015 Lemoore PD
Detective Investigations 2003-2007 Lemoore PD
Adjunct Instructor 2010-Present College of the Sequoias 
Sergeant 2012-2015 Lemoore PD
POST Supervisory Certificate June 2014 
Received her Bachelor of Science in August 2014       
Captain 2015-2024 Lemoore PD
POST Management school and Executive Development 2017
Received her M.S. October 2017 Business Administration-Organizational Leadership
POST Management Certificate February 2018
Chief of Police February 13, 2024, Corcoran (This appointment marked a milestone, not only for herself personally but for our community)

Not only did she have to overcome the bias associated with being female in a male dominated profession, but she also had to deal with the challenge of overcoming discrimination due to her Latino heritage. Now she has to decide how to provide jobs to the large number of officers-mainly men-who want to transfer from their current positions to work for her. (Some have even taken demotions to do so.)


Findings/Recommendations

F1. Law enforcement is traditionally a male dominated role where currently females represent less than 10% of police chiefs, 14% of sworn officers and 20% of recruits in state and local law enforcement agencies. Women often face challenges such as persistent gender biases from co-workers and citizens alike, workplace culture, and lack of family-friendly policies which hinder the retention and advancement of women into leadership roles.

F2. Women officers play a crucial role in building community trust, deescalating conflict, use less force, ensure better outcomes for crime victims especially in sexual assault cases, and are seen by communities as being more honest and compassionate than their male counter parts.  

R1/2. The efforts made by the cities in Kings County to recruit qualified female cadets and officers should continue. All hiring should be based on qualifications, experience and merit only.

F3. Due to Kings County having a forward-thinking attitude, Lemoore, Hanford and Corcoran have promoted women into the position of Chief of Police due to merit and qualifications.

R3.  Kings County and its efforts to promote females in traditionally male dominated fields are to be commended and should continue to be made a priority.


REQUIRED RESPONSE

Hanford City Council
319 North Douty Street
Hanford, California 93230

Corcoran City Council
832 Whitley Avenue
Corcoran, California 93212


INVITED RESPONSE

Stephanie Huddleston, Chief of Police
City of Hanford
425 North Irwin Street
Hanford, California 93230

Margarita Ochoa, Chief of Police
City of Corcoran
911 Hannah Avenue
Corcoran, California 93212

Marissa Trejo, City Manager
City of Lemoore
711 W. Cinnamon Drive
Lemoore, California 93245

Chris Tavarez, Hanford City Manager
319 N. Douty Street
Hanford, California 93230

Greg Gatzka, Corcoran City Manager
832 Whitley Avenue
Corcoran, California 93212
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Consolidated Fire Communications in Kings County
June 4, 2026


Summary 


Coordination between Kings County and neighboring law enforcement agencies can be hindered when agencies are on different radio frequencies resulting in delayed resource deployment and prolonged response times. Inadequate communications are one of the five most commonly causal factors that are present in nearly all of firefighter line-of-duty deaths. 

Technology does exist to merge Ultra High Frequency (UHF), Very High Frequency (VHF), 700 (digital) and 800 (analog). UHF, VHF, 700 and 800 are radio frequencies frequently used by emergency services. Merging these frequencies in a multi band approach is considered the best practice for interoperability and operational flexibility. The use of a trunking system allows multiple agencies to communicate seamlessly across these frequencies providing safety for emergency responders and citizens alike. 


Background (choice of topic/general background):  

In California’s 58 counties there does not exist a single unified number of consolidated city-county-state communication systems, although there are efforts by Santa Clara County and San Mateo County at this time to consolidate their communication systems. Currently Kings County and the cities of Avenal, Corcoran, Hanford, and Lemoore fire departments cannot communicate with police departments or with other counties, the state, or the federal government during crisis situations. This lack of interoperability/coordination hampers emergency response coordination, resource deployment, resulting in potentially delaying or prolonging critical assistance and response times during fires or disasters. (Interoperability refers to the ability of different fire departments and agencies to communicate seamlessly across radio systems, networks, and Unified Command [all agencies working together] during emergencies such as crude oil derailments or active shooter situations).

The importance of reliable, state-of-the-art communication equipment cannot be overstated. Firefighters need to be able to communicate with each other, dispatch, and Incident Command whether they are in a commercial building, residence or outside in wildland areas. For this reason, the Grand Jury will focus on firefighter radio equipment such as multi-band radios, (while radio antennas and a country-wide consolidated dispatch are also crucial for safety, they will not be the primary subject of this report).

There are five commonly causal factors that are present in nearly all of firefighter line-of-duty deaths. They are:

Inadequate communication
Improper risk assessment
Lack of incident command
Lack of accountability
Lack of, or failure to, follow standard operating procedures (SOPs)

In the past, Hanford Fire Department utilized a UHF (400-500 MHz) system for communicating between radios while Kings County Fire was using a VHF (155.250-155.610 MHz) frequency. The agencies were not able to talk with each other on the radio.

In April of 2013 Hanford Fire switched to a VHF (150-200 MHz) system. This brought the department in line with Kings County Fire and other state operators as mandated by Firescope California Multi-Agency Coordination System (MACS 441-1) Radio Communications Guidelines. Please see Firescope Radio Communications Guidelines MACS 441-1 https://firescope.caloes.ca.gov/ICS%20Documents/MACS%20441-1.pdf  
However, the system is still inoperable with Hanford Police and Kings County Sheriff as they use a UHF (460.075-460.600 MHz) single band radio system that requires an encryption piece. They are in need of multi-brand radios. 

VHF frequency ranges from 30 to 300 megahertz (MHz) and public safety radios often use 150-174 MHz. Their signals behave somewhat like a flashlight beam-traveling well in open areas such as wildland areas but reflecting off concrete walls, which can hinder communication inside large commercial buildings. When radio signals encounter obstacles like concrete walls, they can bounce back or become weakened, making it difficult for radios to send or receive messages inside buildings. Firefighters are not able to communicate out to dispatch or talk to each other in the same building or residence. 

Residential LED lights/televisions and materials such as aluminum siding, steel framing, metal roofing, foil-backed insulation, radiant barriers, windows-coated with microscopic metallic oxides to reflect heat, poured concrete, cinder blocks, plaster with wire mesh all used in new home construction can severely interfere with, reflect, or absorb radio frequencies—including Wi-Fi, cellular, and emergency signals. 

UHF radio frequencies range from 300 MHz to 3 GHz and travel in straight lines meaning they require a clear path between transmitter and receiver (known as line of sight without obstacles) and are blocked by hills or mountains. They penetrate certain materials, such as concrete, making them suitable for use in buildings. UHF and 800 MHz are popular for use in radios, walkie talkies, cordless phones, and Land-Mobile Radio (LMR) for public safety in urban environments. Please see Appendix A - UHF, VHF, and 800 MHz | The Frequency Differences and Applications
 
Hanford City Fire Department has an auto aid and mutual aid agreement with Kings County Fire. This means when there is a structure fire in Hanford the Hanford Police Department dispatches via VHF, UHF and potentially 800 MHz to Hanford Fire and Kings County Fire which then comes up on the Hanford Fire VHF channel. A simplex frequency (like a walkie talkie talk) is then assigned after arrival on scene. A simplex frequency is one channel that is used for both transmitting and receiving and is limited to the distance or range between the radios with only one person able to talk at a time. Firefighters on scene are not able to hear dispatches but are able only to talk between each other and Incident Command, because of limited range of their radios. This is an additional concern because only Incident Command is able to talk to both dispatchers and firefighters. This lack of a duplex system where two-way communication is possible simultaneously may and does cause problems for firefighters as this limits first responders’ ability to communicate. 

The merging of VHF, UHF, 700 (digital) and 800 (analog) MHz capabilities into a fire department’s communication system is a multi-band approach and is considered the best practice for interoperability and operational flexibility. This is especially helpful for departments that provide mutual aid, operate across diverse jurisdictions, or need both wildland and structural coverage such as Kings County. 

The use of modern multi-band radios would prevent “radio juggling” and allows Incident Command to focus on the fire, not communications. This would not only provide clear, consistent audio across varied networks but would allow agencies to operate across frequencies and communicate with neighboring agencies, dispatches, and hospitals regardless of the band they operate on. Merging bands would allow a single radio to act as a bridge between different systems, such as VHF in rural areas, UHF in urban environments and 700/800 MHz of modern trunked systems. 

It has been expressed to the Grand Jury that in Kings County a county wide trunking system defined as “a type of radio or network technology that allows multiple users to share a limited pool of frequencies or channels automatically, rather than assigning a dedicated channel to each user group” would be beneficial to reduce complexity for not only fire departments but also for all emergency responders.

All branches of public safety in Kings County would benefit from collaborating on a trunking system and should do so by means of grants or financing as money is tight, especially for the Kings County. Putting off the designing and planning for a countywide trunking system will only become more outdated and expensive as time goes on. Within the next six months, a commission should be formed by Kings County, Avenal, Corcoran, Hanford, and Lemoore, to compare needs, define responsibilities and determine each agencies contribution. Some departments already have part of the necessary radios and equipment. 

Methodology (Investigative tech used-research, observations, interviews):

The Grand Jury interviewed members of several Kings County departments and reviewed various sources of information including: 

UHF, VHF and 800MHz | The Frequency Differences and Applications https://jkcomm.com/uhf-vhf-and-800mhz-the-frequency-differences-and-applications/

Firescope Governance Groups  https://firescope.caloes.ca.gov/Governance/structure-fire-subcommittee 

Firescope Radio Communications Guidelines MACS 441-1 https://firescope.caloes.ca.gov/ICS%20Documents/MACS%20441-1.pdf

National Institute Occupational Safety and Health (NIOS) https://www.chelmsfordma.gov/1072/10209/National-Institute-for-Occupational-Safe

Definition of UHF  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ultra_high_frequency 

California Radio Interoperable System (CRIS) https://www.caloes.ca.gov/office-of-the-director/operations/public-safety-communications/radio-communications-branch/california-radio-interoperable-system-cris/          

What is a Trunked System  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trunked_radio_system 
Project 25 Technology Interest Group https://project25.org/index.php/news-events/512-latest-list-of-p25-trunking-systems-now-available-state-by-state 

Embracing Interoperability, Spectrum Efficiency and Cost Economies                                                                                           https://www.apcointl.org/technology/interoperability/project-25 


Discussion (facts-tells the story):

The Federal Communication Commission assigns all frequencies. The difference between VHF and UHF is as follows:

VHF  30–300 MHz offers better range with less power and is ideal for long-distance, open outdoor communication. 
UHF 300–3000 MHz is best for city use, penetrating buildings, and 2-way radio. It provides better performance around concrete, steel, and indoor, crowded environments.

There exists in California an organization called Firescope. Firescope is made up of representatives of California firefighting agencies-Kings County has a member within the Hanford Fire Department. Consolidated communications, emergency operations, incident technology, health and safety, special operations, air operations, and training/education is their scope of work. It was established to develop and review Incident Command documents, policies and procedures that are based on best practice models free of political or geographical bias while drawing upon the experience and knowledge gained in the delivery of public service by all of its members. One requirement of the Firescope Statewide VHF channel plan is that all mutual aid responding units must carry at least one Mobile and one Portable VHF radio with a channel capacity of at least 400 channels. 

The goal is to enhance emergency response and safety and to keep up with current and future trends and technology in fire services such as merging UHF, VHF, 700 and 800 MHz’s. This would be considered the “gold standard” and offer the best interoperability. The Hanford Fire department has recently purchased sixty duel multi-band radios that can be programed with UHF, 700, and 800 frequencies. For more information on Firescope California please visit: 
Firescope Radio Communications Guidelines MACS 441-1 https://firescope.caloes.ca.gov/ICS%20Documents/MACS%20441-1.pdf
  
The State of California in 2019 introduced the California Radio Interoperable system (CRIS). This was an attempt by the State to leverage the more advanced radio technology available and to put a more robust and effective communication tool in the hands of Californias first responders. The key feature of the CRIS is Project 25 (P25) compliant trunked radio system which interfaces with similar local systems throughout California. This will provide radio coverage to over 90% of the State’s population and over 60% of the States geographic footprint. 

Goals of the CRIS system are as follows:

Cover the greatest portion of the population
Reach the broadest geographic footprint
Maintain the highest network reliability, using advanced network technology
Eliminate the need for a patchwork of multiple smaller systems
Make efficient use of limited radio spectrum

Mission of the CRIS system is “to design and implement a statewide communication system with emphasis on providing interoperable communications between California’s Public Safety Agencies while supporting normal day-to-day safety operations.” 

Features of the system would:

Dedicate “talk groups” and interoperable channels
Noise reduction
Encryption
IP backhaul. (the high-capacity infrastructure that connects a local network, such as a cellular tower or business office, to a central core network or the internet)
Seamless communication between work groups
A trunked radio system (TRS) is a two-way radio system that uses a control channel to automatically assign frequency channels to groups of user radios. Traditionally, a group of users (talk group) with mobile and portable two-way radios communicate over a single shared radio channel. Only one user may talk at a time. Usually there needs to be 40-60 channels so multiple groups in a similar location can communicate at the same time. In this non-trunked system, one must manually select the channel to be used and manually switch all radios to that channel. This is inefficient and calls for exclusive use of scarce radio channels, regardless of how much or how little the group is transmitting. There is also the possibility that multiple groups would choose the same channel thus causing “crosstalk.” 
A trunked radio system presents an advanced alternative where the channel selection is done automatically thus eliminating conflicts and providing efficiency across multiple talk groups. Think of this as a central radio traffic controller that is handled by a computer system and eliminates intervention when operating the radio by a large number of users. An automatic idle radio channel is found by the system which sends packets of data to enable one talk group to talk together, regardless of frequency. The primary purpose of this type of system is efficiency as many people can carry many conversations over only a few distinct frequencies. (Kern County is going to a UHF, VHF and 800 trunking system.) This type of system is used by many government entities to provide two-way communication for fire departments, police, and other municipal services. Another benefit is that the system can accommodate radio interoperability. 

Control Channels

A control channel is a dedicated frequency that a trunked radio system sends data packets to in order to request communication on a specific talk group. The radios will automatically switch to the frequency indicated by the system to monitor the transmission. After the user is finished speaking, the user’s radios return to monitoring the control channel for additional transmissions.

Talk Groups

This is an assigned logical group of users on a trunked radio system which uses a number of frequencies allocated to the entire system. The control channel coordinates the system so talk groups can share these frequencies seamlessly. This dramatically increases the system capacity with optimal use of frequencies.

Fleet Maps and IDs

Talk groups are identified and may be added to as the system matures and new agencies or new requirements are identified. A fleet map is created for various talk groups such as:

A hospital ER that ambulances interact with
Communications with dispatches
Special events or disasters
Air medical transport
Police and Fire services

Each talk group is assigned a unique digital ID on the system so that the controller can direct transmissions to the radios which are intended to receive them. This could be a fleet of ambulances, police users or firefighters. High priority users such as fire and police would be assigned priority levels sometimes with ‘preemption’ capabilities ensuring that communication between critical units is maintained. Additional layers could include pre-determined lower priority users such as animal control, public works, highways maintenance, correctional services, natural resources, etc. Federal agencies working in the area could also be added as could commercial users which provide assistance to general public safety (sub fleets). 

A trunking system dispatch console operator can actually ‘patch’ two talk groups together making a new ‘virtual’ talk group to allow users from different agencies to communicate without having to switch channels. Especially helpful in an emergency situation. In planning a multi-agency (mutual aid or Inter-agency) trunking radio system, each agency is assigned a ‘block’ of talk group IDs based on the number of talk groups they anticipate requiring plus some for future expansion.

Advantages of trunking systems

A trunking radio looks similar to a conventional radio with a channel select switch. However, instead of switching frequencies, it uses internal software to connect to different talk groups. When a talk group is selected, the radio joins conversations involving that group. This also allows great flexibility in radio usage. The same radio model can be used for many different types of system users such as Police, Fire, Public Works, Animal Control, etc. simply by changing the software programming in the radio itself.

Hanford fire recently purchased sixty new dual band radios that need an encryption app which would allow interoperability with Hanford Police and Kings County Sheriff’s offices. This is an expensive proposition as the cost per radio is $900 for a total of $54,000.

There are multiple federal and state grants to fund trunking radio systems for emergency responders, primarily focusing on improving interoperability and upgrading infrastructure to P25 standards. 

FEMA assistance to Firefighters Grant (AFG)

Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Homeland Security Grant Program

The Interoperable Emergency Communications Grant Program (IECGP)
Assistance to Firefighters Grant (AFG): Provides significant funding for communication equipment, including radio systems, supporting 24-month projects
Homeland Security Grant Program (HSGP): Funds projects for state, local, and tribal agencies to enhance interoperable communication systems
Interoperable Emergency Communications Grant Program (IECGP): Specifically aimed at improving governance, planning, and equipment for emergency communications
Statewide Emergency Radio Infrastructure Grants: Some states (e.g., Texas) offer dedicated grants specifically for upgrading radio towers and infrastructure
Next Generation Warning System Grant Program: Focuses on enhancing public safety communication systems

P25 develops standards for Interoperable LMR systems so emergency responders can exchange critical communications across agencies and jurisdictions. P25 standardizes interfaces between the various components of the LMR systems emergency responders’ use. Embracing Interoperability Spectrum Efficiency and Cost Economies. https://www.apcointl.org/technology/interoperability/project-25/ 
P25 Compliance: Grantees are strongly encouraged to ensure all systems and equipment purchased are compliant with P25 standards.
Eligibility: Local, state, territorial, and tribal agencies responsible for emergency services are generally eligible
System Focus: Funding is geared toward creating, upgrading, or expanding interoperable systems (like 800 MHz trunking) to ensure secure communication


Findings/Recommendations:

F1. Kings County as well as its four cities of Avenal, Corcoran, Hanford, and Lemoore are unable to reliably communicate with other first responders such as sheriff, police departments, out-of-county ambulance providers and state and federal emergency operators. The lack of a duplex system where two-way communication is possible simultaneously, the use of outdated technology, lack of infrastructure in the valley, and incompatible radio frequencies prevents the seamless coordination between agencies during emergencies. This causes delays in resource deployment, prolonged response times, confusion/chaos among agencies, and a higher risk of firefighter injury or death.

F2. It is of the utmost importance that firefighters can easily communicate with each other and with Incident Command during fire emergency situations. According to the National Institute for Occupation Safety and Health (NIOSH) inadequate communications are one of the five most commonly causal factors that are present in nearly all of firefighter line-of-duty deaths.

R1/2. The communications systems in Kings County as well as its four cities – Avenal, Corcoran, Hanford, and Lemoore - should be on a universal duplex trunking system, as Kern County is establishing, which accommodates all public safety entities (local and statewide) in an emergency or disaster situation. 

F3. Technology does exist to merge Ultra High Frequency, Very High Frequency, 700 MHz, and 800 MHz. Ultra-High Frequency and Very High Frequency are radio frequencies used by emergency services, and the use of a trunking system allows multiple agencies to communicate seamlessly across these frequencies. Kings County, Tulare County and Fresno County are some of the last to trend in this direction.

R3. The establishment of a county-wide trunking system should be a high priority within Kings County. All fire departments countywide and other first responders should be involved in creating a committee/commission to plan, create, coordinate, and implement a unified trunking system to benefit both our emergency responders as well as our citizens. First steps should be taken by October 2026.

REQUIRED RESPONSE

Kings County Board of Supervisors
1400 W. Lacey Boulevard
Hanford, California 93230

Avenal City Council
919 Skyline Boulevard
Avenal, California 93204

Hanford City Council
319 N. Douty Street
Hanford, California 93230

Lemoore City Council
711 W. Cinnamon Drive
Lemoore, California 93245


INVITED RESPONSE

John Chamberlin, Fire Chief
Kings County Fire Department
280 Campus Drive
Hanford, California 93230
Jacob McAfee, Fire Chief
Avenal Fire Department
919 Skyline Boulevard
Avenal, California 93204

Daniel Perkins, Fire Chief
Hanford City Fire Department
350 W. Grangeville Boulevard
Hanford, California 93230

David Jones, Fire Chief
Lemoore Volunteer Fire Department
210 Fox Street
Lemoore, California 93245






Appendix A

UHF, VHF and 800MHz | The Frequency Differences and Applications
Choosing between UHF, VHF, and 800MHz radio frequencies depends on your environment, coverage needs, and industry use.
VHF is best for long-range outdoor communication.
UHF performs better in buildings and urban areas.
800MHz is commonly used for public safety and large trunked systems.
In this guide, we break down the differences, advantages, and best use cases for each frequency band.
	Frequency
	  Best For
	   Range
	  Environment

	VHF
	  Outdoor / rural
	        Long
	      Open areas

	UHF
	  Indoor / cities
	        Medium
	      Buildings

	800MHz
	  Public safety
	        System-based
	      Wide-area networks


FCC
Every radio system transmits and receives on a specific radio frequency, called the operating frequency. Allocation and regulation of radio frequencies are supervised by specific government agencies in each country with the result that allowable (legal) frequencies and frequency bands differ from country to country. In addition to frequency, these government agencies typically specify other aspects of the equipment itself, including allowable transmitter power, maximum deviation, spurious emissions, etc.
Use of the radio frequency bands in the United States is regulated by the Federal Communication Commission (FCC). Certain frequencies within each band have been designated for use by radios as well as by other services. In the United States, the frequencies used for these systems may be grouped into four general bands or ranges: low-band VHF (49-108 MHz), high-band VHF (169-216 MHz), low-band UHF (450-806 MHz), and high-band UHF (900-952 MHz). VHF represents “Very High Frequency” while UHF represents “Ultra High Frequency.”
The FCC also determines who can operate in each band and who has priority if more than one user is operating. Primary users include licensed radio/television broadcasters and commercial communications services such as 2-way radio, pagers, and cellular telephones. Radio system users are always considered to be secondary users. In general, priority is given to primary users. Secondary users may not interfere with primary users, but secondary users may be subject to interference from primary users.

VHF
“Very high frequency” is commonly used for FM radio broadcast, two-way land mobile radio systems, long-range data communication, and marine communications, to name a few. Except for assistive listening systems, low-band VHF is not recommended for serious applications. Due to a large number of primary and secondary users, plus high levels of general radio frequency (RF) “noise,” this band is prone to interference from many sources. Transmitter power is limited to less than 50 megawatts, except in the 72-76 MHz range where up to 1 watt is allowed for assistive listening systems. Finally, the minimum proper antenna size for units in this range can be over three feet long (1/4 wavelength), which can severely limit portability and/or efficiency.
In the U.S., the high-band VHF range is divided into two bands available to radio users. The first band, from 169 – 172 MHz, includes eight specific frequencies designated by the FCC for radio use by the public. These frequencies are often referred to as “traveling frequencies,” because they can theoretically be used throughout the U.S. without concern for interference from broadcasting networks.
The possibility of interference from other secondary users and general RF noise exists, but it is much less than that for low-band VHF frequencies. Additionally, although this range includes the primary users of television channels 7 – 13, there are ample frequencies available, i.e., locally unused television channels, in almost any part of the U.S.
UHF
Like the VHF region, the UHF region contains several bands that are used for radio systems. However, certain physical, regulatory, and economic differences between VHF and UHF regions should be noted here. The primary physical characteristic of UHF radio waves is their much shorter wavelength of 12 inches to 24 inches. The most apparent result of this is the much shorter length of antennas for UHF radio systems. One less obvious consequence is reduced radio wave propagation, both through the air and other non-metallic materials, such as walls and organic matter. This results in potentially less transmitting range for comparable radiated power. Another consequence is the increased amount of radio wave reflections by smaller metal objects, resulting in comparatively more frequent and more severe interference due to multi-path dropouts.
The UHF frequencies are typically paired to provide a duplex pair for repeater operation thus giving much greater range radio to radio than possible without a repeater. There are repeaters in the VHF band as well, but the cost of duplexers and the limited availability of frequencies tilts the scale towards UHF. Since UHF tends to be more line of sight with fewer reflections of the wave from atmospheric changes, repeater systems can share frequencies at closer distances than VHF repeater systems.
700/800MHz
The 700/800 MHz frequency band is a portion of the electromagnetic spectrum, or frequency band, which encompasses 790–862 MHz. Public safety radio systems (such as those used by police, firefighters, and emergency medical technicians) operate in several portions of the 800 MHz band, which consists of spectrum at 806-824 MHz paired with spectrum at 851-869 MHz. The 800 MHz band is also home to commercial wireless carriers and private radio systems. 
To address a growing problem of harmful interference to 800 MHz public safety communication systems caused by high-density commercial wireless systems, the FCC, in July 2004, adopted a comprehensive plan to reconfigure the band. This plan was designed to protect the lives of first responders and other emergency personnel and fulfills the Commission’s obligation to promote safety of life and property through the use of wire and radio communications. So, the commercial wireless carriers were segregated from Public Safety and Industrial users in a process known as rebanding. Also, in 2012, the US Congress enacted legislation to provide spectrum for public safety users in two separate 700 blocks of frequencies. One block consists of paired frequencies in the 758-763 Mhz and 788-793Mhz bands for use in a broadband nationwide network called FirstNet. This would provide data, voice, geo-location, and other enhanced services to first responders as the network is built out. The other block of paired frequencies were allocated to public safety for use in frequency efficient systems for local and statewide communications systems, i.e., P25 trunking systems.
Even though the range is lessened in the 700/800 bands, there are ways to extend the coverage with a sophisticated system equipped with multiple transmitter and receiver sites working in conjunction to provide a wide area of communications coverage. In all frequency ranges, there are new digital modulation schemes and trunking systems that allow much better coverage and much better spectrum efficiency. From Moto-turbo to NXDN, to P25 systems, there are many ways to gain spectrum efficiency and a more consistent communications path for the men and women that put their health and safety on the line to protect and serve the general population. Many of these same systems are used to provide commercial and business communications systems to provide cost advantages, efficiencies, and safety for their employees and customers. In the end, there is no one solution to fit every need. Your communications system has to be tailored to fit your needs and budget.



Follow Up Report 
Updating Kings County Local Agency Formation Commission’s Policies and Procedures Manual and Municipal Service Reviews for Cities and Community Districts. 
February 12, 2026

Summary  

The Kings County Civil Grand Jury (Grand Jury) completed a report during the 2023/2024 term regarding the need for an update to both the Kings County Local Agency Formation Commission’s (LAFCO’s) Policies and Procedures Manual and the Municipal Service Reviews for Cities and Community Districts (MSR’s). Both documents should receive updates every five years or a notation that no changes are necessary. This review should be conducted by the designated Kings County LAFCO policy review team. Clear documentation of each review and any changes made should be referenced in each document to ensure transparency and accountability. The updates that were suggested and acknowledged in the previous report have yet to be completed as of the date of this follow-up report. 


Background 

The Grand Jury continues to operate as an investigative agency performing a two-fold function. 
The Grand Jury has powers and duties with respect to the oversight of public offices, officers, and transactions. Designated State and all County and special District agencies that serve Kings County are routinely reviewed and critiqued by the Grand Jury in its interim and annual reports. Penal Code § 936.
The Grand Jury has powers and duties with respect to inquiry into possible public offenses or misconduct in office by public officers. Penal Code § 919(c).

During its normal investigative duties, the Grand Jury reviews local and county websites. It was discovered that LAFCO last revised it’s Policies and Procedures Manual on March 22, 2006. Additionally, the last time the MSRs for Kings County were prepared was on October 5, 2007, and adopted on October 24, 2007, by LAFCO Resolution No. 07-05. 

The stated purpose of LAFCO is to encourage the orderly formation of local government agencies, preserve agricultural land resources, discourage urban sprawl, and provide a sphere of influence (SOI) for each city and special district in the County of Kings. www.kingslafco.com/Procedures/LafcoProcedures.pdf, page 3, 4.

 LAFCO oversees boundary changes and service provisions, and its Municipal Service Reviews (MSRs), assesses the performance of cities and districts. Updates to the Policies and Procedures Manual and MSR are essential to ensure that local agencies operate efficiently and comply with current regulations, directly affecting delivery service to residents.

[bookmark: _Hlk160023847]Periodic review and maintenance are necessary. The adequacy of each adopted SOI and MSR will be reviewed every five years or as necessary following the initial SOI determination. This preliminary evaluation is conducted by staff who will recommend that the executive officer to either 1) proceed with a sphere update restudy or 2) affirm the existing sphere. Changes in land use, planning policy, demographics, demand for public services or service capabilities may also justify the need to restudy or amend spheres of influence. California Government Code Section 56425

LAFCO Policies and Procedures Manual, not being updated since March 22, 2006 (19 years ago) calls into question the accuracy of the public information provided. This lack of review does not ensure that policies remain relevant and compliant with current regulations or that local government boundaries and service areas align with regional needs. Further outdated policies could affect emergency response times, funding allocations, or community development efforts.

It would be beneficial to citizens of Kings County and the LAFCO staff if the Policies and Procedures Manual of LAFCO and the MSR were reviewed and/or updated every five years. If there is no update, an addendum or other documentation could identify the date of review. Having up-to-date Policies and Procedures Manual aids in and assures that staff and citizens know what services are provided and that the services are consistent with any changes an organization has experienced.

When the Grand Jury interviewed staff, it was informed that staff were aware that the LAFCO Policies and Procedures Manual and the Municipal Service Reviews were outdated. It was reported that an update was in the works and expected to be completed by December 2023. 
Currently when reviewing the online documents, there are no updates or statements noted that any reviews have been done for necessary changes or updates. Regular updates every five years are essential to ensure that policies remain relevant and compliant with current regulations and reassure the public can count on the information provided by the documents.  


Methodology 

The Grand Jury interviewed members of several Kings County departments/commissions and reviewed various sources of information including:
The following California Government Code sections were also reviewed:
[bookmark: _Hlk157948223]§ 56425 (Sphere of Influence)
§ 56426.5 (Sphere of Influence)
§ 56430 (Municipal Service Review)
The Kings County LAFCO website was reviewed. 
www.countyofkings.com/departments/board-of-supervisors/boards-commissions/local-agency-formation-commission-lafco
The Kings County MSR was reviewed.
www.kingslafco.com/Documents/2007%20KC%20MSR%2010-24-07%20plus%20resolution.pdf
The Cortese–Knox–Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 was reviewed.
www.Calafco.org/sites/default/files/resources/CKH-Guides/CKH GUIDE-2003
A Citizens Guide to LAFCOs – Local Area Formation Commission’s
www.acgov.org/lafco/documents/CitizensGui9deToLAFCO.pdf
 San Joaquin Valley Regional Policy Council
https://sjvcogs.org/land-availability/annexations-spheres-of-influence-county-islands-and-municipal-service-reviews/


Discussion 

The California State Legislature has the constitutional power to control city and special district boundaries. Counties all have differing government institutions, geography, citizenry, and local needs so the Legislature authorizes a LAFCO in each of Californias 58 counties. Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH Act), primarily found in Government Code § 56000 et seq., establishes Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs) to oversee boundary changes, discourage sprawl, and ensure orderly development, effectively balancing state interest in regional planning with local autonomy.  

Please see (Appendix A) for more information on the history and objectives of LAFCO. 

The Kings County LAFCO Policies and Procedures Manual was last updated March 22, 2006 (20 years ago) according to the online documents.

The Kings County Municipal Service Reviews for Cities and Community Districts Procedures Manual was last updated on October 24, 2007 (19 years ago) according to the online documents.

The updates that were suggested and acknowledged in the previous Grand Jury Report entitled  
 “Kings County Local Agency Formation Commission’s Policies and Procedures Manual and Municipal Service Reviews for Cities and Community Districts Need Updating” dated January 2024 and was responded to on July 24, 2024, have yet to be completed as evidenced per review of the online documents, as of the date of this follow-up report.

The Kings County LAFCO Policies and Procedures Manual not being updated since March 22, 2006 (20 years ago), (prepared on October 5, 2007, and adopted on October 24, 2007, by LAFCO Resolution No. 07-05), calls into question the accuracy of the public information provided. This lack of review does not ensure that policies remain relevant and compliant with current regulations or that local government boundaries and service areas align with regional needs. This has the potential to affect emergency response times, funding allocations, or community development efforts. Regular updates are essential every five years to ensure that policies remain relevant and compliant with current regulations and that local government boundaries and service areas align with regional needs. This promotes efficient growth, prevents sprawling, and guides infrastructure, which is vital for smart development and resource management. 


Findings/Recommendations

F1. The Kings County LAFCO Policies and Procedures Manual does not show any update or notation that the document has been reviewed (as was recommended by the 2024 Grand Jury Report), since March 22, 2006 (20 years ago), which calls into question the accuracy of the public information provided. 

R1. A review shall be conducted by the designated Kings County LAFCO policy review team by May 1, 2026, and every five years thereafter as required by The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000. Clear documentation of each review date and/or any changes made should be referenced in each document to ensure transparency and accountability.

F2. The Kings County LAFCO Municipal Service Review documents for Cities and Community Districts do not show any update or notation that the document has been reviewed (as was recommended by the 2024 Grand Jury report), since October 24, 2007 (19 years ago), which calls into question the accuracy of the public information provided.

R2. A review shall be conducted by the designated Kings County LAFCO policy review team by May 1, 2026, and every five years thereafter as required by The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000. Clear documentation of each review date and/or any changes made should be referenced in each document to ensure transparency and accountability.


REQUIRED RESPONSE

Kings County Board of Supervisors
1400 W. Lacey Boulevard
Hanford, California 93230

Kyria Martinez, County Executive Officer
County of Kings
1400 W. Lacey Boulevard 
Hanford, California 93230


INVITED RESPONSE

Chuck Kinney, Executive Officer
Kings County LAFCO
1400 W. Lacey Boulevard
Hanford, California 93230
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Improved Communication in Hanford
A Marquee for Events and Announcements
March 21, 2026


Summary 

Residents of the City of Hanford (“Hanford”) and citizens/visitors of Kings County would benefit from a marquee in Hanford that displays special events and community alerts. The marquee would improve communication about local happenings and enhance public safety by quickly publicizing important information.


Background 

Hanford’s median age is 32.5 years, suggesting that many residents are comfortable with technology. However, there are still individuals who may not use digital platforms regularly. These individuals may not have the desire, knowledge or time to look up events online.

Hanford is currently the only incorporated city in Kings County that does not have a city marquee for public information dissemination, which means residents may miss timely updates on community events and emergency alerts that other cities receive. 

Many schools in Kings County have marquees on school grounds that are easily seen by students and parents alike. These marquees are used to keep parents and students up to date with important school information such as schedule changes, upcoming exams, holiday reminders, as well as special events like sporting events, student birthdays and school social gatherings.

Citizens and visitors would benefit from having a large marquee in a frequently visited location in Hanford such as in Civic Park. This marquee should be easily visible for drivers to see as they drive by and could display important community announcements, such as:

Schedules for Thursday night markets
City council meetings, board and commission meetings
Emergency alerts like severe weather warnings
Promotions for upcoming events
Enhance communication during social gatherings
 
By providing timely information and reminders, the marquee could foster greater participation in local events and ensure residents are well-informed about city initiatives and emergencies.

Methodology 

The Grand Jury interviewed members of several Kings County Departments, City of Hanford officials, local schools and reviewed various sources of information including public records and policy documents.

2024 Census https://censusreporter.org/profiles/16000US0631960-hanford-ca

Outdoor electronic sign prices: the hidden costs your quote doesn’t tell you https://bestledsigns.com/blogs/learn/outdoor-electronic-signs-prices?srsltid=AfmBOoqZWe9LFLryxFU0sLtkP-q5oIV9T6teiHPDbiyS9Bp6AwpOf3Tk

Costs of school signs: https://www.petro-ledsigns.com/digital-school-sign-led-school-signs-double-sided-25-x-151-5-year-warranty/?srsltid=AfmBOopkHMPHzNJyJ8f8SapCuf3GrCBUFxZYbFqjetAlcA5k0WRP-Yj2


Discussion (facts-tells the story):

Hanford has a population of 59,754 residents. The age distribution breakdown is:

                Age                     Percentage
                                         By Age Range
  0-9                          15%
10-19                       17%
20-29                       15%  
30-39                       15%
40-49                       12%
50-59                       10%
60-69                         9%
70-79                         6%
80+                             3%

The median age is 32.5 years (as of 2024-2025) and is approximately 48.5% female.

The City of Hanford promotes upcoming events primarily through digital platforms such as email, telephone, and social media (Facebook, Twitter [X], Instagram). The “My Hanford” app is dedicated to service requests, while the official City website serves as a central hub for both general information and public alerts. The city also uses “Hanford 311” for public reporting and the Police Citizen RIMS for crime data.

A needed tool would be a large marquee that would promote and remind citizens of upcoming events. Marquees can show pictures, text, videos, etc. A typical digital school marquee costs between $10,000 and $80,000+ for standard, double-sided, outdoor rated LED installations. The average ranges between $20,000 to $70,000. The total cost is usually higher depending on factors such as size, pixel pitch (resolution), structural or masonry work, permitting, software, and electrical requirements.

Hanford is currently the only incorporated city in Kings County that does not have a marquee for public information dissemination. Other incorporated cities in Kings County have marquees already. 

Avenal has a marquee located at the entrance to town and at each of their schools.  Corcoran has a marquee at the RAC, and Lemoore currently has a marquee at City Hall. 

Avenal                                                          Avenal
   Town entrance                                            School signs          



                                                                                                             



                                                      







Corcoran                                                          Lemoore
   The RAC                                                            City Offices
     











An example of a non-city sign is Hanford West High School’s large marquee, which displays school announcements and events rather than city announcements.
  
Because of its size it had to go out for bids and be approved by California's Division of the State Architect (DSA). http://www.dgs.ca.gov/dsa/forms  
(The DSA requires that all school and essential services construction projects be fully designed by a licensed architect or engineer, submitted for review, and approved for structural, fire/life safety, and accessibility compliance before work begins. Key requirements include using approved testing labs, specialized inspectors, and submitting verified reports.) In 2023, $80,000 was the cost for Hanford West digital sign and the cost for permitting, structural work and electrical requirements was an additional $15,000 to $20,000.  All Hanford Joint Union High School sites have an appropriately sized marquee. Lakeside Elementary Schools sign cost was $92,000 to $95,000 which included design, permitting, labor, electrical etc.

There are grant opportunities available for city marquee signs which focus on downtown revitalization, community development or historic preservation. Funding sources include:

Historic Preservation: The William G. Pomeroy Foundation offers grants for signage
Downtown Revitalization: Loc	al Commercial Signage grants often fund design and installation for signs in designated business or Tax Increment Financing districts. “This is where a local government can in a designated geographic area freeze the baseline property tax revenue for schools and city services, using all future increases in tax revenue to fund redevelopment, infrastructure, and improvements within that same area.”
Community Impact: Main Street America with other partners offer grants for projects that improve public spaces.

While most grants are available to local government agencies, matching funds may be required and the application process may require there to be detailed plans, budgets and in some cases, approval from local managers.


Findings/Recommendations

F1.  A centralized marquee in Hanford, the county seat, would provide timely information such as city council, meeting dates, emergency alerts, and community event reminders, foster greater participation and ensure residents are well-informed about city initiatives and urgent situations.  

R1.  Hanford City staff, under the direction of Hanford City Manager, should install a marquee as tall as allowed following appropriate city ordinances, in Civic Park or in an appropriate location. The design and permitting should be done by October 1, 2026.  


REQUIRED RESPONSE

Hanford City Council
400 North Douty Street
Hanford, California 93230

Hanford City Manager
400 North Douty Street
Hanford, California 93230
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Keeping our Firefighters/EMS Safe in Kings County 
Personnel Protective Equipment
May 11, 2026

Summary 

Firefighters, as first responders, are often exposed to dangerous situations such as assaults, shootings, terrorism, and violent protests. Given the rise in violent incidents targeting emergency personnel, it is essential for fire departments in Kings County, Avenal, Corcoran (within County Fire), Hanford, and Lemoore to reevaluate their safety policies, procedures and protocols and use the updated policies during all dangerous situations. These updated policies should include the use of ballistic vests and helmets during dangerous incidents. These safety items provide critical protection against firearms and other threats encountered during emergency responses.

Background 

During the 1920’s and 1930’s, fire departments used their apparatus as roadblocks during dangerous incidents. The apparatus itself contained a 12-gauge shotgun, and a .38-caliber revolver, in case criminals were encountered before police officers arrived. These traditions continued until the late 1960’s as there were anti-war protests and general civil unrest after the assassinations of President John Kennedy and Dr. Martin Luther King. Task forces were formed which consisted of several engines and ladders as well as a chief officer. They traveled with police or national guard escorts.

Historically, Emergency Medical Services (EMS) and medical first responders have worked in “cold zones” outside of active danger areas. As time progressed, they more often worked in semi-cleared “warm zones” under second line police coverage. This history is important as fire personnel are currently facing a resurgence of assaults, stabbings, shootings, protests, and potential terrorist attacks aimed at first responders even on routine calls. While attempting to give aid to patients, first responders were stabbed, shot, and attacked. It has become clear that these situations are no longer limited to urban settings as seen in Idaho’s ambush last year. Two Idahoan firefighters were killed and another injured when they were ambushed while responding to a fire in June 2025. As a result, many fire departments are reevaluating their safety protocols and increasing training for personnel to better prepare for violent encounters on emergency calls. 

Because of increased risks, firefighters require protective equipment to ensure their safety. Whether they are being singled out or because they are first responders, they must always be ready to face potential dangers with the equipment necessary to save lives of innocent residents as well as their own. Due to increasing incidents where emergency personnel face potentially violent situations, there is a need for Kings County, Avenal, Hanford, and Lemoore Fire Departments to have policies and procedures for the use of ballistic vests and helmets by firefighters and EMS. 

Nearby towns such as Fresno, Lodi and Stockton are taking a proactive approach to safety by including ballistic vests and helmets for first responders in the Central Valley. The trend follows national movements, with many California agencies utilizing this equipment for Rescue Task Force protocols, aimed at increasing survival rates in hostile environments. Fire departments have been preparing for dangerous situations for years and now have the gear to match their training. “The goal for any armor is to maximize ballistic protection while minimizing its impact on job performance.” It is important to choose armor that is not too bulky or too heavy. 

Methodology (Investigative tech used-research, observations, interviews):

The Grand Jury interviewed members of several Kings County departments and reviewed various sources of information including:

Ballistic vests: Facing potential dangers in the fire service https://www.firerescue1.com/fire-products/personal-protective-equipment-ppe/articles/ballistic-vests-facing-potential-dangers-in-the-fire-service-Bpnen5pNiX3GfPQg

California City Firefighters Get Body Armor https://www.firefighterclosecalls.com/california-city-firefighters-get-body-armor

Fresno Fire Department now has ballistic helmets and vests https://abc30.com/post/fresno-fire-department-now-has-ballistic-helmets-vests/17877819
The Case for Ballistic Protection in Fire and EMS https://www.narescue.com/nar-blog/the-case-for-ballistic-protection-in-fire-and-ems-part-1.html 
Violence Against Firefighters and EMTs, Reports, Info (The Secret List) https://www.firefighterclosecalls.com/violence-against-firefighters-and-emts-reports-info-the-secret-list/ 
Not Just for Cops: The importance of body armor for firefighters and medical first responders https://execdefense.com/not-just-for-cops-the-importance-of-body-armor-for-firefighters-and-medical-first-responders/ 

Rescue Task Force Vests/Ballistic Protection https://www.narescue.com/law-enforcement-tems-products/rescue-task-force-vests-ballistic-protection.html?srsltid=AfmBOooXzws349ritdKbvHlSpixOs-wKLvCShdlegOKEoAKY0-Gt0L1A 
California Fire Foundation (CFF) grant opportunities https://www.cafirefoundation.org/what-we-do/for-grant-seekers?gad_source=1&gad_campaignid=22328747644&gclid=CjwKCAjwhLPOBhBiEiwA8_wJHHPU9eaL01HIwK8YGxzNdAbI98zTT8fPBcqbaW1iGE_c5eu7MY3z9BoCqVAQAvD_BwE 

Discussion 

What has changed? Over the last few years there has been a decline in policing with many officers leaving the job. First responders need law enforcement present at any dangerous or hostile scene to keep responders and the scene safe. Without law enforcement presence, first responders are in increased danger. 

Ballistic vests are designed to be worn during active shooters, civil unrest, and other potentially violent calls. They allow firefighters to address life-threatening emergencies and remove patients from hazardous areas without waiting for a scene to be fully secured. The first hour of a person’s injury can be critical to their survival so it is important for patients to have care as fast as possible. 

Presently there are no state regulations prohibiting firefighters from wearing body armor, and its use is considered an added measure of safety for personnel operating in dangerous "warm zones." After reviewing Kings County Municipal Codes and consulting with local fire service officials, the Grand Jury found that there are no ballistic vests or helmets required in fire engines, but fire investigators are allowed to use body armor in combination with prescribed safety procedures. Please see Appendix A for Kings County Fire Policies.

Hanford Fire Department Policy and Procedures Manual section 332.4(a)(1) addresses the wearing of Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) by merely stating the following: Members tasked with entry should wear PPE appropriate for the circumstances. Protective ballistic vests and helmets are not mentioned. Please see Appendix B for the current policy and procedures regarding Active Shooter and Other Violent Incidents.

Hemet, a city in San Jacinto Valley, Riverside County, purchased eighteen bullet-resistant protective vests in 2025 for their firefighters after there were nine attacks on Hemet police. The attacks were targeting the police but there were booby traps believed to be set to kill first responders. The body armor weighs about five pounds and will be worn when firefighters respond to threatening calls or deadly situations. The department spent approximately $600 on each vest. Other departments have previously worn bullet-resistant vests such as Riverside County, Cal-Fire arson and law enforcement units. 

As of September 2025, Fresno Fire Department has equipped their department with ballistic vests and helmets at a cost of approximately $128,000 funded from the general budget. They are used in high-risk, dangerous, or volatile situations and allow firefighters to enter hazardous scenes to treat patients before the scene is fully secured. The Fresno Mayor said, “It gives our firefighters the same level of protection as our police officers as they work side by side with those officers out in the field in some very dangerous situations”. 

Other Fire agencies such as Stockton, Lodi, Sunnyvale, Vallejo, and Cal Fire Fresno-Kings County Fire Departments are making use of protective vests and helmets. (Vallejo and the Sunnyvale Department of Public Safety have had this safety equipment for years and even cross-trained police and fire fighters).

Pros of wearing ballistic vests and helmets:

Crucial protection against firearms in active shooter situations, domestic violence incidents and other calls involving potential gunfire.

Defense against edged weapons and blunt force trauma. Vests can be designed to protect against stabbing, slashing, and blunt force trauma from agitated individuals, falling debris, or shrapnel.

Enhanced safety in hazardous environments. Offers additional layer of protection in unpredictable environments, allowing firefighters to operate in “warm zones” where immediate medical care can be provided to victims sooner, potentially saving lives.

Increased confidence. Having this protective equipment can boost firefighter morale and confidence, allowing them to focus on their duties without constantly worrying about an unsecured scene.

Alignment with standards. The National Fire Protection Agency (NFPA) and the International Association of Firefighters (IAFF) recommend the use of ballistic protective equipment as PPE in active shooter and hostile events response. This aligns with industry’s best practices.

Cons of wearing ballistic vests and helmets:

Weight and bulk. Added weight and bulk can restrict movement and agility, which are essential for tasks like climbing, running, and carrying people to safety.
Mobility restriction. The gear may interfere with the range of motion required to perform physically demanding firefighting and advanced medical care tasks.

Heat stress. Wearing additional layers can contribute to heat stress and fatigue, which raises health concerns for firefighters already working in hot environments.

Cost and logistics. Procuring, maintaining, storing, and transporting specialized ballistic gear for an entire department presents significant financial and logistical challenges.

Policy and training issues. Many departments lack clear policies on when the gear should be worn, and insufficient training on its proper use and integration with existing PPE.

There are differences in body armor for police and first responders such as firefighters and EMS. Paramedic body armor often features flexible panels or cutaways at the shoulders to allow for greater arm mobility during CPR or patient lifting.

Appearance. Usually bright red, yellow, or high-visibility orange, sometimes with reflective striping to resemble turnout gear.

Design. Often “one size fits most” with wide adjustment straps, as they are often shared among multiple crew members.

Key Features. Designed for rapid, intermittent use on violent scenes rather than all-day wear. They feature clear “Fire” or “EMS” patches to avoid being mistaken for law enforcement. They are designed to hold medical supplies.

Mobility. Cut to allow for bending and reaching to perform medical skills. They sometimes feature four-panel designs that offer better protection for the sides compared to traditional two-piece clamshell police vests.







Police armor prioritizes all-day wearability, quick, heavy equipment access, and protection over flexibility. 

Appearance. Typically solid black, “LAPD Blue,” or grey. Often worn as an outer carrier with Modular Lightweight Load-carrying Equipment (Molle webbing) for gear. It is a standardized system of heavy-duty nylon stitching used to securely attach pouches, tools, and accessories. 

Design. Often fitted specifically to the officer for comfort during long shifts.

Key Features. Designed for maximum concealability (under a shirt), quick access to gear-like radios and can carry a significant amount of extra ammunition.

Protection Level. Soft armor, which protects against most handgun rounds, sometimes with hard plate pockets for rifle protection. 












Vests may be worn over or under turnout gear and also come in different weights and fabrics to lessen heat stress. A quality bulletproof vest typically costs between $300 to $1,500 depending on the level of protection and any additional features.

Grants are available from the following:
Assistance to Firefighters Grant (AFG-FEMA): Ballistic Protective Equipment (BPE)-defined as one vest, one helmet, a triage bag, and goggles is an eligible expense for fire and EMS agencies to support “warm zone” operations.

Patrick Leahy Bulletproof Vests Partnership (BVP-DOJ): Reimburses up to 50% of the cost of body armor for law enforcement officers, which can apply to public safety officers in some departments.

The California Fire Foundation (CFF): offers grant opportunities to fire departments, firefighter associations and community-based organizations whose vital projects focus on keeping California and our first responders safe.

Firehouse Subs Public Safety Foundation Grants: Provides quarterly grants, often in the $15,000-$20,000 range for PPE, including body armor, for departments within sixty miles of a location.

Gary Sinise Foundation: Offers grants for equipment for underfunded or volunteer fire/EMS departments.

Cal Water Firefighter Grant: Supports fire departments in California with purchasing safety equipment.

National Volunteer Fire Council (NVFC): Administers programs like the Good Neighbor Firefighter Safety Program, supported by State Farm, offering grants for gear.

Ballistic vests and helmets should be worn when there are signs of escalating hostility, such as threats of violence, presence of weapons, or aggressive behavior during domestic violence or active shooter situations. The following should be taken into consideration when purchasing PPE such as ballistic vests and helmets.

Threat Level. The bullet-resistant vest or helmets should be rated to protect against the specific threats firefighters are likely to encounter. This includes ballistic threats, stabbing, slashing, blunt force trauma, and different rounds such as handguns or rifles. 

Comfort and Mobility. The gear must be comfortable and allow for unrestricted movement to ensure that firefighters can perform their duties effectively.

Durability. The gear must be durable and able to withstand harsh conditions, heat, flames, and exposure to hazardous substances.

Compatibility with other protective gear such as turnout gear, helmets, and SCBA (self-contained breathing apparatus). This ensures that firefighters can wear all necessary equipment without compromising their safety or performance.

Findings/Recommendations:

F1. Recent incidents involving violence toward emergency responders such as the incident in Idaho last year highlight the need for enhanced protective equipment to ensure that our firefighters and EMS are protected during high-risk calls. Our first responders must always be ready to face potential dangers with the equipment necessary to save the lives of all involved, including their own. This equipment should include ballistic vests and helmets for all county and city firefighters.

R1. Body armor and helmets should be required equipment available on each engine and worn in any scenario where there is potential for violence, domestic violence, gunfire, terrorism, and any situation where there is a possibility for escalation.

F2. There is a need for Kings County (including Corcoran which is covered by County Fire), Avenal, Hanford, and Lemoore Fire Departments to have policies and procedures in place for the use of ballistic vests and helmets by firefighters and EMS in dangerous situations such as assaults, shootings, terrorism, and violent protests. These safety items provide critical protection against firearms and other threats encountered during emergency responses.
R2. Kings County (including Corcoran which is covered by County Fire), Avenal, Hanford and Lemoore Fire Departments should update their policies and procedures to include for the use of ballistic vests and helmets by firefighters and EMS in dangerous situations such as assaults, shootings, terrorism, violent protests and any situations where there is potential for a dangerous situation to escalate. These changes should be completed by October 2026.

REQUIRED RESPONSE
Kings County Board of Supervisors
1400 W. Lacey Boulevard
Hanford, California 93230

Avenal City Council
919 Skyline Boulevard
Avenal, California 93204

Hanford City Council
319 N. Douty Street
Hanford, California 93230

Lemoore City Council
711 W. Cinnamon Drive
Lemoore, California 93245
INVITED RESPONSE

John Chamberlin, Fire Chief
Kings County Fire Department
280 Campus Drive
Hanford, California 93230

Jacob McAfee, Fire Chief
Avenal Fire Department
919 Skyline Boulevard
Avenal, California 93204

Daniel Perkins, Fire Chief
Hanford City Fire Department
350 W. Grangeville Boulevard
Hanford, California 93230

David Jones, Fire Chief
Lemoore Volunteer Fire Department
210 Fox Street
Lemoore, California 93245

Appendix A

Kings County Fire Department, Policy Manual

409.16 BODY ARMOR
It is the policy of the Kings County Fire Department to maximize investigator safety through the use of body armor in combination with prescribed safety procedures. While body armor provides a significant level of protection, it is not a substitute for the observance of investigator safety procedures.

409.16.1 ISSUANCE OF BODY ARMOR
The Fire Marshal shall ensure that body armor is issued to all investigators when the investigator begins service as a Peace Officer with the Fire Investigations Unit and that, when issued, the body armor meets or exceeds the standards of the National Institute of Justice. The Fire Marshall shall establish a body armor replacement schedule and ensure that replacement body armor is issued pursuant to the schedule or whenever the body armor becomes worn or damaged to the point that its effectiveness or functionality has been compromised.

409.16.2 USE OF SOFT BODY ARMOR
Generally, the use of body armor is required subject to the following:
Investigators shall only wear agency-approved body armor. The words “Fire Investigator” or Fire Marshal” shall be clearly displayed on the front and back of the vest in contrasting colors.
Investigators shall wear body armor anytime they are in a situation where they could reasonably be expected to take enforcement action.
Investigators may be excused from wearing body armor when they are functioning primarily in an administrative or support capacity and could not reasonably be expected to take enforcement action.
Body armor shall be worn when an Investigator is working in uniform or taking part in Department range training.
An investigator may be excused from wearing body armor when he/she is involved in undercover or plainclothes work that his/her supervisor determines could be compromised by wearing body armor, or when a supervisor determines that other circumstances make it inappropriate to mandate wearing body armor.

409.16.4 CARE AND MAINTENANCE OF SOFT BODY ARMOR
Soft body armor should never be stored for any period of time in an area where environmental conditions (e.g., temperature, light, humidity) are not reasonably controlled) e.g., normal ambient room temperature/humidity conditions). Such as in automobiles or automobile trunks.

Soft body armor should be cared for and cleaned pursuant to the manufacturer’s care instructions provided with the soft body armor. The instructions can be found on labels located on the external surface of each ballistic panel. The carrier should also have a label that contains care instructions. Failure to follow these instructions may damage the ballistic performance capabilities of the armor. If care instructions for the soft body armor cannot be located, contact the manufacturer to request care instructions. Soft body armor should not be exposed to any cleaning agents or methods not specifically recommended by the manufacturer, as noted on the armor panel label.

Soft body armor should be replaced in accordance with the manufacturer’s recommended replacement schedule.


Appendix B

Hanford City Fire Department Policy Manual, Fire Policy

332.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE
Violence committed in schools, workplaces, and other locations by any individual or group of individuals who are determined to target or kill persons or to create mass causalities presents a difficult situation for Fire/Emergency Medical Services (EMS). The purpose of this policy is to identify guidelines and factors that will assist members in making decisions in these rapidly unfolding and tense situations.

332.2 POLICY	
The Hanford City Fire department will endeavor to plan for a rapid response to violent incidents involving an active shooter or other violent situations. The Hanford City Fire Department is committed to preparing and planning for rapid responses to these incidents by coordinating with law enforcement and other EMS personnel, as well as with those responsible for operating sites that may be the potential target of a violent incident.

332.3 ACTIVE SHOOTERT/VIOLENT INCIDENT PLAN
The Fire Chief should designate a member who is responsible for developing and managing an active shooter/violent incident (AS/VI) plan to assist in the Hanford City Fire Department’s response to an AS/VI.

The AS/VI plan should address:
Any applicable EMS Mass Casually Incident (MCI) protocols.
Identification of state, local, and regional agencies that are likely to respond to an AS? Kings County Fire Policy Manual 409.16-409.16.4 establishes that The Fire Marshal shall ensure that body armor is issued to all investigators when the investigator begins service as a Peace Officer with the Fire Investigations Unit and that, when issued, the body armor meets or exceeds the standards of the National Institute of Justice. The Fire Marshall shall establish a body armor replacement schedule and ensure that replacement body armor is issued pursuant to the schedule or whenever the body armor becomes worn or damaged to the point that its effectiveness or functionality has been compromised.”
Procedures to facilitate interagency sharing of information related to AS/VI.
The joint development of protocols for responding to AS/Vis with fire, EMS, and law enforcement personnel, including but not limited to:
Identification of likely critical incident target sites and the availability of plans or schematics of such locations and associated outcomes.
Effects and outcomes of cascading or complex coordinated incidents.
Rapid entry and evacuation routes.
Equipment needs.
Communication interoperability.
Tactical EMS (TEMS) personnel or Rescue Task Forces (RTFs) deployment.
Any mutual aid agreements that may exist.
Integrated use of the National Incident Management System and Incident Command System approach by personnel is likely to respond to an AS/VI. Emphasis should be placed on the establishment of a Unified Command.
Any guidelines for an AS/VI that are established by the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the Interagency Board, and the National Fire Protection Association.
Common Communications and terminology to be utilized by responding personnel.
Use of readily identifiable and visible identification by responding personnel to make them easily discernible.
Procedures and agreements governing self-deployment of emergency response personnel.
Identification of which personnel will need additional personal protective equipment (PPE), including ballistic gear (e.g., vests, helmets) and what training will be needed for the use of such gear.
Coordination and planning with local hospitals regarding communication and patient distribution.
Procedures for dissemination of information to the public during and after an AS/VI.
Procedures for continuity of [agency department] operations during and after an AS/VI.
Establishing areas designated for victim reunification and recovery.
Procedures for completion of post-incident reviews of AS/Vis.

The AS/VI plan manager should, in conjunction with appropriate law enforcement and other EMS personnel, review the [agency name]’s plan annually and make any necessary updates.

332.4 FIRST RESPONDERS
When responding to AS/Vis, members must decide, often during difficult and rapidly evolving circumstances, whether to enter the scene or to stage at a safe area. When deciding on a course of action members should:
Determine whether law enforcement has secured the scene or developed a plan for entry. If the scene has not been secured, members should work in teams with law enforcement and other EMS personnel on scene to develop a plan for entry and contact with victims with life-threatening injuries.
Members tasked with entry should wear PPE appropriate for the circumstances.
Coordinate with available law enforcement personnel to create a staging area for additional member resources.
Identify and prepare members for operations in areas of higher risk. If appropriate.
Decide whether individuals who are under imminent threat can be moved out of danger with reasonable safety.
Plan for rapid triage, treatment, and extraction of individuals with life=threatening injuries (e.g., in a warm zone).
Utilize TEMS support personnel or RTFs, if available.
In areas where there is a known hazard or direct and immediate threat to life) i.e., a hot zone), members should await arrival of TEMS support personnel or RTFs.
Members who unexpectedly find themselves in a hot zone should limit treatment to the control of life-threatening external hemorrhage by use of tourniquets or hemostatic gauze and the repositioning of airways.
Rapid extraction to safety is paramount.
Coordinate full triage and transport of patients to definitive care outside of the area of imminent threat.
Consider the risk of fire hazards and secondary devices at any main or secondary scenes if there is a reasonable belief that improvised explosive devices have been or may be used.

332.5 TRAINING
This AS/VI plan manager should coordinate with the Training Officer so that members are provided with AS/VI training. The training should include:
a. Review of the AS/VI plan.
b. Review of any applicable EMS MCI protocols.
c. Review of trauma care guidelines in high threat pre-hospital situations and the various treatment methods available during an AS/VI.
d. Interagency training with law enforcement and other EMS personnel.
e. Reality-based training at locations that may be a potential target of critical incidents.
The AS/VI plan manager should ensure that all training sessions and exercises are documented and that all training records are kept in accordance with the department Records Management Policy.



More than just Disabilities
March 13, 2026


Summary 

[bookmark: _Hlk219364717]The Kings County (County) Civil Grand Jury (Grand Jury) has found that non accredited companies are filing fraudulent and frivolous claims and charging “illegal” fees for Veteran services that are otherwise provided to local veterans for free by the County Veteran’s Services Office (VSO). This is resulting in significant financial losses for those affected.

Precise data for the total number of fraudulent veteran’s claims filed specifically in 
The County and the Central Valley as of early 2026 is not publicly reported. However, recent state and national trends highlight the scale and increase of the issue. 

Under federal law, only offices that are officially accredited by the U. S. Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) are allowed to help Veterans prepare, file, or pursue a claim for VA benefits. These accredited offices are also the only ones legally permitted to charge a fee for this type of assistance. Although the VA is a federal agency, accredited assistance is provided through authorized local offices. Each county has designated offices that are approved to help Veterans with their benefit claims. In Kings County, the County Veteran’s Services Office is the only office with federal authorization to assist Veterans with the preparation, presentation, and prosecution of VA benefit claims.

The County VSO has six (6) County employees that need help with filing and processing Veteran’s claims. Further, the County VSO would benefit from having a larger space to provide Veterans with the services needed.


Background 

The County Veterans Service/Public Guardian office is a two-fold office. It is located in Hanford and provides services and assistance to local Veterans and their families/survivors. In addition, in its role as Public Guardian, the office also assists members of our community that are unable to properly care for themselves and/or their finances. The Kings County Superior Court appoints the Office of the Public Guardian to function as a probate conservator, substitute decision maker for people that have grave mental disabilities and those that are committed to psychiatric facilities. 

[bookmark: _Hlk219364623]For purposes of this report, we will be focusing on the Veterans Service side of the office. The County’s VSO connects Veterans with services and submits claims to the Veteran’s Service Administration (not the Federal VA nor CalVet). Veterans Affairs refers to the large U.S. Federal Department which provides different services, such as healthcare (Veterans Health Administration) and benefits (Veterans Benefit Administration), while Veterans Services often describes local or state-level agencies (like county VSOs or state departments) that help Veterans navigate and apply for those federal VA benefits, plus offering state-specific aid, acting as advocates and intermediaries. Think of the VA as the big federal provider and Veterans Services as the local guide and support system for accessing it.

The California Military and Veterans Code allows a county such as Kings County to appoint a Veterans Service Officer who is a county employee to assist Veterans with submitting and processing their claims. 

Since the passage of the Promise to Address Comprehensive Toxics (PACT Act), which is a law that expands VA health care and benefits for veterans exposed to burn pits, Agent Orange, and other toxic substances, there has been an increase in claims. This law provides generations of Veterans and their survivors with the care and benefits they have earned. Please See Appendix A 

While there has been an increase in claims, the California Attorney General reported that military consumers in the state were part of more than 99,400 fraud complaints nationwide, resulting in over $199 million in losses. This was a significant increase from previous years. For example, a Fresno-based home health care Chief Executive Officer (CEO) was found to be taking part in a $7 million scheme to defraud the VA. 

The County increase in claims is managed by our VSO staff of six (6) County employees who work out of a small office and quite frequently are asked to handle both claims processing and other tasks. This results in increased workloads and longer waiting times for claim processing. Further this limits the ability for Veterans to receive personalized assistance. 

Veterans in the County area are frequently targeted by “pension poaching” and by predatory “claim sharks.” Although the VA claims process is free, unaccredited individuals or companies illegally charge Veterans large fees (often a percentage of benefits) for filing VA disability claims. These companies mislead Veterans by promising faster decisions or higher ratings. https://oag.ca.gov/news/press-releases/attorney-general-bonta-issues-consumer-alert-amid-increase-reported-scams As a result of these issues, in January of 2026, Senate Bill (“SB”) 694 (Veterans Benefits Protection Act of 2025), which aims to criminalize these predatory practices, received a full vote.

Currently, there does not seem to be available money or political desire to offer other Veteran services beside claims preparation in the County. According to the latest County budget report, no funds have been allocated for Veteran specific job training, housing, or health care services.

There are thousands of Veterans residing in the County. The federal VA has estimated this number to be approximately 8,900 while Cal Vet has estimated approximately 12,000-14,000 Veterans live in our area (that number might include incarcerated and active-duty personnel). Per the VSO, approximately 4,000 Veterans are receiving benefits in the County. The remaining Veterans may feel that they do not need, do not deserve benefits, or are not aware that they are eligible to receive benefits.

The Grand Jury, through investigation, has found that local Veterans are being taken advantage of by outside unaccredited individuals or companies that are filing fraudulent and frivolous claims and illegally charging Veterans large fees for services (often a large percentage of benefits) for filing veterans disability claims that are otherwise provided for free by the County’s VSO. Companies that are not accredited are not allowed to prepare, present, and prosecute claims from the VA. If they do, the VA is obligated to research and substantiate the claims which takes up valuable time and resources of the Federal Government.


Methodology 

The Grand Jury interviewed members of several County departments and reviewed various sources of information including:

Kings County Veterans Services: www.countyofkings.com/vets

Questions for Kings County Veteran Services: vet.services@co.kings.ca.us

PACT Act: https://www.va.gov/resources/the-pact-act-and-your-va-benefits

California Military and Veterans Code https://codes.findlaw.com/ca/military-and-veterans-code/mvc-sect-970

US Code 2023-title38 sec 5901 https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/38/5901
Cal Vet Report to State Legislature https://www.calvet.ca.gov/VetServices/Documents/CVSO%20Report%20Leg.%20FY%202024-25%20%28Final%29.pdf 

Title 38 https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2023-title38/pdf/USCODE-2023-title38-partIV-chap59-sec5901.pdf
 
Attorney General Rob Bonta https://oag.ca.gov/news/press-releases/attorney-general-bonta-issues-consumer-alert-amid-increase-reported-scams

http://ktla.com/news/califormnia/california-ag-warns-veterans-of-scams

SB 694 https://fastdemocracy.com/bill-search/ca/2025-2026/bills/CAB00035314




Discussion 


The County is one (1) of 58 counties in California. 56 of the counties have a Veteran Service Office. Two (2) counties, Inyo and Mono, share an office as well as Yuba and Sutter.

The California Military and Veterans Code states:
California Code, Military and Veterans Code - MVC § 970 Current as of January 01, 2025, | Updated by FindLaw Staff 
“(a) The board of supervisors of each county may, but is not required to, appoint, prescribe the qualifications of, and fix the compensation of an officer to be titled “county veterans service officer.” The appointee shall be a veteran.
(b) It shall be the duty of the county veterans’ service officer to administer the aid provided for in this chapter, to investigate all claims, applications, or requests for aid made pursuant to the terms of this chapter, and to perform any other veteran related services as requested by the county board of supervisors. https://codes.findlaw.com/ca/military-and-veterans-code/mvc-sect-970/ 
(c) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), two or more counties may jointly establish a single county veterans service office which shall serve all the counties that agree to the joint establishment of that office.”
In some counties Veterans’ Services are not a stand-alone department but are included in the Human Services Department, the Sheriff’s Office or within the Health and Human Services Department.

State funding covers 20 to 25% of an office’s operating budget. The remainder comes from the County’s general fund. The office can provide services to Veterans stationed or residing anywhere in the world and holds staff accountable for their work.
The main purpose of our VSO is to connect Veterans with services and file proper claims. While Veterans may file their own claims, the claims system is clogged with filings by unauthorized, unprofessional, unaccredited companies (in violation of federal law 38 U. S. Code § 5901- Prohibition against acting as claims agent or attorney). These unaccredited companies cannot be held accountable by the VA. Please see appendix B
There are no job services, housing or health care provided for Veterans in the County. Job services would be through the Counties Job training office; housing would be thru Kings County Action Organization and health services which are provided by a Veterans community-based clinic in Visalia and a Veterans Administration Hospital in Fresno. 

The County VSO has a staff of six (6) employees - one (1) department head, one (1) assistant department head, one (1) senior veteran service representative, two (2) veteran service representatives and one (1) office assistant. According to the staff and their workload, there is need for more Veterans Service Officers to manage claims. The VSO is also in need of more desks and office space. As of the date of this report, the County Board of Supervisors has committed to providing the VSO with the space needed. The intent is to move the VSO into the old County of Kings Superior Courthouse when it is remodeled. 

Per Cal Vets Report “Annual Report to the Legislature Monetary Benefits Attributable to the Assistance Of County Veterans Service Offices-Fiscal Year 2024-2025 Military & Veterans Code §972.1 (c)and §974 October 1, 2025 https://www.calvet.ca.gov/VetServices/Documents/CVSO%20Report%20Leg.%20FY%202024-25%20%28Final%29.pdf 

The totals for Kings County are as follows and were provided by a Cal Vet report to the legislature:
                                                                                                                                                    US Dept VA
  Veteran      County Vet Service     Workload Units Produced     Claims Filed                      Payments                         Healthcare
Population     Office Contacts           for Claims/Awards               Phone    email         New/Increased Benefits           Claims Filed
   8,627              3,750                            10,044                     1,672    2,912                $9,128,722                           18

Please see Appendix C for a complete list of details for each California county.

The County VSO office provides:
Comprehensive benefits counseling
Claim development preparation and submission
Case management
Initiate appeals when appropriate
Networking with federal, state and local agencies
Public speaking and media relations

Those that are eligible for VA benefits are:
A Veteran with other than a dishonorable discharge
A Veteran’s dependent
A surviving spouse or child of a deceased or disabled Veteran
A parent of a deceased Veteran

Benefits provided by the Federal Government are:
Disability
Education and Training
Vocational Rehabilitation
Health Care
Burial 
Additional benefits: Housebound aid, dependency indemnity compensation for surviving spouse/children/parents, death pension for surviving spouse/children, special adapted housing and auto grants, VA life insurance and many other benefits and programs.

Benefits provided by the State of California
College Fee Waiver Program
Cal-Vet Farm and Home Loans
State Veterans Homes
Additional benefits: Employment and unemployment insurance assistance, business license, tax and fee waiver, property tax exemptions, waivers of motor vehicle registration fees, veterans license plates, state parks recreation pass, etc. 

According to a press release from the Attorney General’s Office, “current and former military members nationwide reported more than 93,700 fraud complaints in (2023), including 42,755 imposter scams that reportedly cost them and their families over $178 million”. 
https://www.desertsun.com/story/news/nation/california/2024/07/09/california-attorney-general-warns-of-fraud-targeting-military-members/74338516007/?gnt-cfr=1&gca-cat=p&gca-uir=true&gca-epti=z113623d00----v113623d--41--b--41--&gca-ft=134&gca-ds=sophi

On November 11, 2025, California Attorney General Rob Bonta issued an alert and warning that Veterans need to be aware of scams and fraud. He shared that individuals/companies that are sometimes referred to as “claim sharks,” exploit Veterans seeking assistance with accessing their benefits. They promise faster VA benefits, guaranteed increases in VA benefits, rental housing scams, predatory auto loans, and “affinity” scams where scammers pose as fellow Veterans. These scammers are not accredited by the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs and operate beyond the protections and oversight of official Veterans Administration regulations and their claims system. http://ktla.com/news/califormnia/california-ag-warns-veterans-of-scams  

Strides are being carried out in California to protect our Veterans through SB 694 which was:

introduced on February 21, 2025 
Passed Senate on May 23, 2025
Passed Assembly on September 01, 2025
SB 694 passed the Senate on January 26, 2026, and is now law. Please see Appendix D for summary of SB 694.

If you believe that you have been a victim, you should contact the local police and file a complaint with:

The Office of the Attorney General – http://oag.ca.gov/report   
California National Guard personnel can obtain legal help at  https://calguard.ca.gov/ 

For additional information on military scams visit: https://oag.ca.gov/consumers/general/military 
Findings/Recommendations:


F1. Kings County Veterans Service Office provides assistance to local Veterans, their families and survivors. They connect Veterans with services and prepare, present and submit claims to the Veteran’s Service Administration (not the Federal VA), free of charge.

R1. With the increase in Veterans needing help, the Kings County Veterans Service Office   should increase their outreach to Veterans and their families i.e., events, home visits, brochures, and digital platforms to help inform the community of the services provided.


F2. Local Veterans are being taken advantage of by outside nonaccredited companies that are filing fraudulent and frivolous claims and are considered to be charging illegal fees for services that are provided for free by the Kings County Veteran’s Services Office.

R2. Veterans should research their options and only work with accredited representatives such as Kings County Veterans Service Office for benefits which are free.


F3. While the Veteran’s Service Office is doing a good job with the employees that they have, they could use more help and office space to assist the community.

R3. The Kings County Board of Supervisors should provide more Veterans Service Officers and follow through with their commitment to providing increased and/or additional space for Veterans service employees. 


REQUIRED RESPONSE

Kings County Board of Supervisors
1400 W. Lacey Boulevard
Hanford, California 93230


INVITED RESPONSE

Codi Pennington, Public Guardian/Veterans Service Officer
Kings County Veterans Services
1400 W. Lacey Boulevard
Hanford, California 93230


Scott Howell Retired, Public Guardian/Veterans Service Officer
Kings County Veterans Services
1400 W. Lacey Boulevard
Hanford, California 93230

Appendix A
What’s the PACT Act and how will it affect my VA benefits and care?
The PACT Act is perhaps the largest health care and benefit expansion in VA history. The full name of the law is The Sergeant First Class (SFC) Heath Robinson Honoring our Promise to Address Comprehensive Toxics (PACT) Act.
The PACT Act will bring these changes:
Expands and extends eligibility for VA health care for Veterans with toxic exposures and Veterans of the Vietnam, Gulf War, and post-9/11 eras
Adds 20+ more presumptive conditions for burn pits, Agent Orange, and other toxic exposures
Adds more presumptive-exposure locations for Agent Orange and radiation
Requires VA to provide a toxic exposure screening to every Veteran enrolled in VA health care
Helps us improve research, staff education, and treatment related to toxic exposures
If you’re a Veteran or survivor, you can file claims now to apply for PACT Act-related benefits.
Appendix B
38 U.S. Code § 5901 - Prohibition against acting as claims agent or attorney 
U.S. Code 
Notes 
Prev | next 
[bookmark: a](a) In General. — 
Except as provided by section 500 of title 5, no individual may act as an agent or attorney in the preparation, presentation, or prosecution of any claim under laws administered by the Secretary unless such individual has been recognized for such purposes by the Secretary.
[bookmark: b](b) Warnings About Potential Predatory Practices. — 
[bookmark: b_1](1) The Secretary shall ensure that each time a claimant under a law administered by the Secretary logs in to a website or online tool of the Department, such website or online tool issues to the claimant, in plain language— 
[bookmark: b_1_A](A) a warning about individuals who seek to act in violation of this chapter.
[bookmark: b_1_B](B) a link to an online tool of the Department through which the claimant may report such an individual.
[bookmark: b_1_C](C) a link to an online tool of the Department through which the claimant may search for a recognized agent, attorney, or other entity recognized by the Secretary for the preparation, presentation, or prosecution of any claim under laws administered by the Secretary; and
[bookmark: b_1_D](D) a link to a website or an online tool of the Department providing final decisions on discipline of agents, attorneys, and entities, described in subparagraph (C), by the Secretary for violations of this chapter.
[bookmark: b_2](2) The Secretary shall provide all information under paragraph (1) in the following languages: 
[bookmark: b_2_A](A) English.
[bookmark: b_2_B](B) Spanish.
[bookmark: b_2_C](C) Tagalog.
[bookmark: b_2_D](D) The seven other languages most commonly spoken in the United States.
(Pub. L. 85–857, Sept. 2, 1958, 72 Stat. 1238, § 3401; Pub. L. 91–24, § 12(a), June 11, 1969, 83 Stat. 34; Pub. L. 99–576, title VII, § 701(79), Oct. 28, 1986, 100 Stat. 3298; renumbered § 5901, Pub. L. 102–40, title IV, § 402(b)(1), May 7, 1991, 105 Stat. 238; Pub. L. 102–83, § 4(a)(1), (b)(1), (2)(E), Aug. 6, 1991, 105 Stat. 403–405; Pub. L. 118–21, § 3(a), Nov. 13, 2023, 137 Stat. 110.)

Appendix C

Annual Report to the Legislature 
Monetary Benefits Attributable to the Assistance of County Veterans Service Offices Fiscal Year 2024-2025 
Military & Veterans Code §972.1(c) and §974
October 1, 2025

Table 2 New or increased Federal Benefits


	
	1.Veteran Population
	2.CVSO office Contacts
	3.Workload Units Produced for Claims/Awards 
	4.ClaimsFiled 
	5.Payments 
(New/Increased Benefits) 
	6.USDVA 
Healthcare Claims Filed 

	In-Person 
	Phone Calls/Emails 

	Alameda 
	40,813 
	2,294 
	6,902 
	1,257 
	2,031 
	$6,045,366 
	16 

	Alpine 
	                46
	No CVSO Office 

	Amador 
	2,693 
	870 
	1804 
	724 
	774 
	$1,744,101 
	62 

	Butte 
	12,151 
	2,504 
	4,179 
	3,758 
	3,385 
	$9,843,514 
	84 

	Calaveras 
	3,192 
	1,122 
	1,387 
	819 
	639 
	$2,243,513 
	29 

	Colusa 
	698 
	1,400 
	9,548 
	106 
	64 
	$484,881 
	2 

	Contra Costa 
	37,240 
	10,000 
	75,000 
	8,134 
	4,210 
	$28,205,636 
	116 

	Del Norte 
	1,669 
	590 
	809 
	192 
	183 
	$687,959 
	5 

	El Dorado 
	10,772 
	3,000 
	5,300 
	3,298 
	4,520 
	$11,467,537 
	89 

	Fresno 
	32,969 
	23,506 
	38,781 
	5,185 
	6,672 
	$9,334,560 
	76 

	Glenn 
	1,034 
	278 
	2,748 
	262 
	138 
	$1,171,340 
	19 

	Humboldt 
	6,908 
	1,575 
	5,000 
	1,820 
	2,005 
	$4,785,778 
	54 

	Imperial 
	4,726 
	2,009 
	2,878 
	1,544 
	1,483 
	$6,932,614 
	54 

	Inyo/Mono 
	1,451 
	390 
	2,720 
	132 
	192 
	$610,033 
	11 

	Kern 
	32,964 
	3,698 
	19,763 
	6,462 
	10,066 
	$16,091,648 
	202 

	Kings 
	8,627 
	3,750 
	10,044 
	1,672 
	2,912 
	$9,128,722 
	18 

	Lake 
	3,760 
	660 
	1,865 
	2,463 
	2,323 
	$7,737,904 
	104 

	Lassen 
	1,910 
	750 
	2,240 
	243 
	168 
	$961,648 
	13 

	Los Angeles 
	222,934 
	25,622 
	9,813 
	18,954 
	36,036 
	$15,908,634 
	252 

	Madera 
	5,752 
	2,000 
	3,000 
	1,692 
	1,663 
	$4,492,420 
	40 

	Marin 
	8,238 
	374 
	376 
	1,194 
	976 
	$5,293,847 
	118 

	Mariposa 
	1,463 
	150 
	408 
	48 
	35 
	$273,102 
	2 

	Mendocino 
	4,025 
	1,885 
	3,674 
	1,417 
	927 
	$3,587,966 
	78 

	Merced 
	8,394 
	1,662 
	10,150 
	1,783 
	1,592 
	$7,426,283 
	2 

	Modoc 
	689 
	32 
	87 
	40 
	38 
	$62,897 
	2 

	Monterey 
	16,865 
	4,864 
	7,752 
	4,143 
	5,175 
	$18,067,436 
	46 

	Napa 
	5,262 
	1,820 
	11,300 
	3,246 
	3,283 
	$9,467,470 
	40 

	Nevada 
	6,191 
	2,358 
	3,984 
	2,618 
	3,236 
	$5,391,196 
	102 

	Orange 
	83,450 
	22,541 
	1,931 
	8,376 
	12,671 
	$29,040,023 
	105 

	Placer 
	22,480 
	8,782 
	10,274 
	8,182 
	6,965 
	$25,373,056 
	53 

	Plumas 
	1,291 
	464 
	1,053 
	409 
	449 
	$2,431,330 
	3 

	Riverside 
	109,686 
	14,023 
	12.223 
	11,180 
	19,953 
	$15,551,116 
	209 

	Sacramento 
	71,268 
	6,220 
	30,000 
	7,661 
	9,001 
	$25,767,046 
	15 

	San Benito 
	2,067 
	431 
	501 
	821 
	1,116 
	$3,457,420 
	26 

	San Bernardino 
	83,497 
	24,061 
	10,930 
	23,612 
	65,405 
	$88,941,255 
	689 

	San Diego 
	225,278 
	24,520 
	49,299 
	16,266 
	28,208 
	$58,733,664 
	57 

	San Francisco 
	18,454 
	3,303 
	38,700 
	2,952 
	6,572 
	$9,371,745 
	29 

	San Joaquin 
	26,592 
	6,230 
	37,200 
	5,611 
	6,680 
	$17,626,510 
	396 

	San Luis Obispo 
	13,927 
	3,899 
	28,056 
	2,452 
	9,163 
	$14,022,150 
	97 

	San Mateo 
	18,492 
	958 
	2,404 
	3,202 
	3,619 
	$14,265,192 
	29 

	Santa Barbara 
	17,074 
	9,375 
	24,024 
	4,075 
	4,874 
	$20,183,604 
	98 

	Santa Clara 
	42,491 
	8,626 
	32,122 
	6,618 
	8,073 
	$27,548,484 
	128 

	Santa Cruz 
	7,815 
	6,502 
	12,929 
	1,843 
	1,785 
	$9,653,530 
	86 



	County 
	1.Veteran Population
	2.CVSO office    Contacts
	3.Workload Units Produced for Claims/Awards 
	4.Claims Filed 
	5.Payments 
(New/Increased Benefits) 
	6.USDVA 
Healthcare Claims Filed 

	In-Person 
	Phone Calls/Emails 

	Shasta 
	12,107 
	5,323 
	48,148 
	4,845 
	6,608 
	$14,837,935 
	182 

	Sierra 
	192 
	No CVSO Office 

	Siskiyou 
	2,889 
	1,972 
	4,094 
	839 
	520 
	$3,079,620 
	51 

	Solano 
	29,915 
	6,299 
	19,304 
	2,517 
	2,875 
	$3,021,254 
	45 

	Sonoma 
	19,516 
	7,740 
	9,814 
	3,120 
	2,373 
	$14,141,314 
	21 

	Stanislaus 
	17,953 
	6,224 
	11,000 
	7,120 
	6,897 
	$22,348,920 
	284 

	Tehama 
	3,366 
	1,028 
	6,718 
	2,225 
	1,656 
	$5,063,866 
	155 

	Trinity 
	985 
	343 
	1,910 
	777 
	512 
	$2,334,315 
	11 

	Tulare 
	13,603 
	5,141 
	6,386 
	4,474 
	3,687 
	$11,944,753 
	57 

	Tuolumne 
	3,915 
	5,500 
	9,500 
	1,482 
	1,516 
	$4,886,341 
	99 

	Ventura 
	32,417 
	4,970 
	41,245 
	6,250 
	6,471 
	$30,755,619 
	15 

	Yolo 
	6,909 
	1,113 
	26,543 
	1,226 
	1,298 
	$6,557,823 
	10 

	Yuba-Sutter 
	10,297 
	5,998 
	1,196 
	4,669 
	2,379 
	$18,782,838 
	73 

	Totals 
	1,381,390 
	997,554 
	216,010 
	    316,052 
	      $687,168,728 
	 4659 



Sources:1. Vet Pop 2020 as of 9/30/25; 2. Outreach Metrics; 3-6. Claims Case Management System (VetPro); 5.
Annualized Awards = Retro/Lump Sum + (Monthly*12). *Data not provided by the county.


Appendix D

Summary of SB 694

“The Consumers Legal Remedies Act makes unlawful certain unfair methods of competition and certain unfair or deceptive acts or practices undertaken by a person in a transaction intended to result or that results in the sale or lease of goods or services to a consumer, including charging or receiving an unreasonable fee, as defined, to prepare, aid, or advise any prospective applicant, applicant, or recipient in the procurement, maintenance, or securing of public social services, as defined to include, among other things, veterans pensions.
This bill would expand the definition of public social services to also include other veterans benefits. The bill would also expand the definition of an unreasonable fee to include a fee charged with respect to federal veterans benefits that exceeds the amount that could be charged for those services by an attorney or claims agent accredited by the United States Department of Veterans Affairs.
Existing law prohibits a person from, in connection with any transaction or any sale of goods or services, electronically accessing a Common Access Card (CAC) issued to a service member, placing or requiring the placement of such a CAC in a smart card reader, requesting or requesting entry of the personal identification number (PIN) associated with such a CAC, or requiring a service member to log in to any United States Department of Defense or, in the case of a member of the United States Coast Guard, United States Department of Homeland Security computer system. Existing law makes void a transaction or sale entered into in violation of these provisions.
This bill would extend the above-described restrictions to prohibit requiring a former or current service member to log in or share their credentials for accessing, or accessing with another person's credentials, any United States Department of Defense, United States Department of Veterans Affairs, or United States Department of Homeland Security computer system. Except as provided, the bill would prohibit a person from, in connection with any transaction or any sale of goods or services, directly or indirectly soliciting, contracting for, charging, or receiving, or attempting to solicit, contract for, charge, or receive, any fee or compensation with respect to the preparation, presentation, or prosecution of any claim for benefits under the laws administered by the United States Department of Veterans Affairs. The bill would also make void a contract performed in violation of these provisions. The bill would make violations of these provisions a misdemeanor. By expanding the scope of a crime, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program.
The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local agencies and school districts for certain costs mandated by the state. Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that reimbursement.
This bill would provide that no reimbursement is required by this act for a specified reason.
Statutes affected: 
SB 694: 881 MVC
02/21/25 - Introduced: 881 MVC
06/23/25 - Amended Assembly: 1770 CIV, 1770 CIV, 401 MVC, 401 MVC, 881 MVC.”


                                                  




Requirements and how to respond to a Civil Grand Jury Report
§ 933. Findings and Recommendations (Excerpt)

No later than 90 days after the grand jury submits a final report on the operations of any public agency subject to its reviewing authority, the governing body of the public agency shall comment to the presiding judge of the superior court on the findings and recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of the governing body, and every elected county officer or agency head for which the grand jury has responsibility pursuant to Section 914.1 shall comment within 60 days to the presiding judge of the superior court, with an information copy sent to the board of supervisors, on the findings and recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of that county officer or agency head and any agency or agencies which that officer or agency head supervises or controls. In any city and county, the mayor shall also comment on the findings and recommendations. All of these comments and reports shall forthwith be submitted to the presiding judge of the superior court who impaneled the grand jury. A copy of all responses to grand jury reports shall be placed on file with the clerk of the public agency and the office of the county clerk, or the mayor when applicable, and shall remain on file in those offices... 

As used in this section, “agency” includes a department.

§ 933.05. Responses to Findings (Excerpt)
For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury finding, the responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following:
      (1) The respondent agrees with the finding.
      (2) The respondent disagrees with wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the response shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an explanation of the reasons therefor.
For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each Grand Jury recommendation, the responding person or entity shall report one of the following actions:
      (1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the implemented action.
      (2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the future, with a timeframe for implementation.
      (3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope and parameters of an analysis or study, and a timeframe for the matter to be prepared for discussion by the officer or head of the agency or department being investigated or reviewed, including the governing body of the public agency when applicable.  This timeframe shall not exceed six months from the date of publication of the grand jury report.
      (4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not reasonable, with an explanation, therefore.
However, if a finding or recommendation of the grand jury addresses budgetary or personnel matters of a county agency or department headed by an elected officer, both the agency or department head and the board of supervisors shall respond if requested by the Grand Jury, but the response of the board of supervisors shall address only those budgetary or personnel matters over which it has some decision making authority.  The response of the elected agency or department head shall address all aspects of the findings or recommendations affecting his or her agency or department.                                                
A grand jury shall provide the affected agency with a copy of the portion of the grand jury report relating to that person or entity two working days prior to its public release and after the approval of the presiding judge.  No officer, agency, department, or governing body of a public agency shall disclose any contents of the report prior to the public release of the final report. (Emphasis added.)





























           
             County Government Committee
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   Kathy Bare, Chairperson
   Brenda Fredrick, Co-Chair

                                   
Danna Arvizu
Rebecca Bell
Joe Curry
Sue Gavini
Margie Gillum
Dick Hoffmaster
Maria Kelley

Joe Koutny
Janet Loftis
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David Thomas
Bill Watson

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	

	County Government Letters Sent
	

	
	
	

	Name
	Organization/Title
	Date

	Mary Lerner
	County Council
	7/11/2025

	Doug Verboon
	Board of Supervisors
	7/25/2025

	
	
	

	Rusty Robinson
	Board of Supervisors
	8/1/2025

	Robert Thayer
	Board of Supervisors
	8/8/2025

	Joe Neves
	Board of Supervisors
	8/8/2025

	Lydia Richie
	Home Garden
	8/15/2025

	Rick Bradford
	King County Undersheriff
	8/15/2025

	Jeff Garner
	Kings County Action Organization
	8/22/2025

	Richard Valli
	Board of Supervisors
	8/22/2025

	Julietta Martinez
	Economic/Welfare Development Director
	8/29/2025

	
	
	

	Eric Urena
	Kings County Finance Director
	9/5/2025

	Michael Cavanaugh
	Mosquito Abatement Manager
	9/12/2025

	
	
	

	Jim Henderson
	Kings County Public Works Director
	10/3/2025

	Wendy Osikafo
	Kings County Human Services Director
	10/3/2025

	John Devlin
	Kings County IT Director
	10/10/2025

	Carlos Torres
	Deputy Sheriff
	10/17/2025

	Erik Urena
	Kings County Finance Director
	10/24/2025

	Scott Howell/Codi Pennington
	Veterans Affairs/Public Guardian
	10/31/2025

	
	
	

	Kyria Martinez
	Kings County Chief Executive Officer
	12/19/2025

	Dustin Fuller
	Mid Kings River Manager
	12/19/2025

	
	
	

	Chuck Kinney
	Kings County Comm Dev Director/LAFCO 
	1/21/2026

	Lupe Villa
	Kings County Registrar of Voters
	2/13/2026

	Carolyn Leist
	Kings County Human Resources Director
	2/20/2026

	
	
	

	Christine Lee
	Kings County Assessor/Clerk/Recorder
	3/6/2026

	Ashley Sodino
	Kings County Animal Control
	3/27/2026

	
	
	

	Heather Gorder
	Kings County Regional Transit Director
	4/17/2026

	     
     Health and Education Committee

	
	
	

	
	
	
	


                                                

Dick Hoffmaster, Chairperson
Joe Koutny, Co-Chair

  
Maria Kelley
Janet Loftis
Jose Macias
Robert Murrietta
David Thomas
Bill Watson
Ronney Wong

Danna Arvizu
Kathy Bare
Rebecca Bell
Joe Curry
Brenda Fredrick
Arnie Garza
Sue Gavini
Margie Gillum




        
	Health and Education Committee, Letters Sent 
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	Name
	Organization/Title
	Date

	
	
	
	

	Lisa Lewis
	Behavioral Health, Director
	8/15/2025

	Bobby Warton
	Commission on Aging, Director
	8/22/2025

	Joy Gabler
	Hanford Elementary School District Superintendent
	8/24/2025

	Kelly Beckedam
	Martin Luther King, Principal
	8/24/2025

	Todd Barlow
	County School Superintendent
	8/29/2025

	
	
	

	Laurie Blue
	Crossroad Charter School
	9/19/2025

	
	
	

	Thomas Addinton
	Central Union, Superintendent
	10/3/2025

	Heiko Sweeney
	Avenal Elementary School, Principal
	10/3/2025

	Michelle King
	Kit Carson Elementary School, Superintendent/Principal
	10/24/2025

	Veronica Marles
	Armona Elementary School, Principal
	10/31/2025

	
	
	

	Jennifer Levinson
	Monroe Elementary School, Principal
	12/19/2025

	Lisa Rogers
	Kings View, Director
	12/19/2025

	
	
	

	Stephan Martinz
	Stratford Elementary School, Principal
	2/13/2026

	
	
	

	Carlos Garcia
	Samual's House
	3/6/2026

	Lisa Fagundes
	Hannah's House
	3/6/2026

	Frank Ruiz
	Champion's
	3/6/2026

	Cristy Goins
	John F Kenedy, Principal
	3/27/2026

	Anneliese Roa
	Hanford Elementary School, Food Services Manager
	3/27/2026

	James Jay
	Hanford Elementary School Intervention Coordinator
	3/27/2026

	Yolanda Bell
	Earl F Johnson, Principal
	3/27/2026

	
	
	

	Loretta Black
	Island School, Principal/Superintendent
	4/24/2026

	
	
	

	Dean Miller
	Sierra Pacific High School, Assistant Principal
	5/15/2026

	Cathlene Anderson
	Kings River Hardwick Superintendent
	5/15/2026



                    Law and Public Safety Committee  

         
         

                    Kevin Scott, Chairperson
Bill Watson, Co-Chair

Kathy Bare
Rebecca Bell
Joe Curry
Brenda Fredrick
Arnie Garza
Sue Gavini


Margie Gillum
Dick Hoffmaster
Maria Kelley
Robert Murrietta
David Thomas
Ronney Wong





	
	

	
	
	

	Law and Public Safety Committee Letters Sent
	

	
	
	

	Name
	Organization
	Date

	
	
	

	John Chamberlain
	Kings County Fire Chief
	8/15/2025

	Cecelio Velasco
	Avenal Chief of Police
	8/15/2025

	Fire Stations
	Kings County Fire  
	8/22/2025

	Margarita Ochoa
	Corcoran Police Chief
	8/29/2025

	
	
	

	Tom Wilson
	COS Police Chief, Academy, Director
	9/12/2025

	Nick Branch
	COS Paramedic Program, Director
	9/12/2025

	Mark Carillo
	Police Officer HART Team
	9/19/2025

	
	
	

	Leonard Bakker
	Chief Probation Officer
	10/3/2025

	Daniel Perkins
	Hanford Fire Chief
	10/10/2025

	Stephanie Huddleston
	Hanford Chief of Police
	10/24/2025

	
	
	

	Michael Kendall
	Lemoore Chief of Police
	11/14/2025

	David Dodd
	Kings County Sheriff, Assistant Sheriff
	11/21/2025

	
	
	

	Stephanie Huddleston
	Police Activities League, Police Chief 
	12/5/2025

	Mike Cortez
	Kings County Sheriff's Office, Sergeant (SWAT)
	12/5/2025

	
	
	

	David Putman
	Kings County Sheriff's Office, Sheriff 
	2/6/2026

	
	
	

	Faith Faria
	Lemoore Volunteer Fire Department
	3/6/2026

	Kyle Cade
	California Substance Abuse Treatment
	3/6/2026

	
	            Facility and State Prison at Corcoran
	

	Pablo Chavez
	Avenal State Prison, PIO
	3/20/2026

	Jared Turner
	Hanford Fire Department, Captain
	3/27/2026

	Moses Meal
	Hanford Fire Department, Battalion Chief
	3/27/2026

	
	
	

	Travis Day
	Kings County Jail, Assistant Sheriff
	4/3/2026

	Daniel McCoy
	American Ambulance, Manager
	4/17/2026

	Justin McIntyre
	Corcoran Prison, Public Information Officer
	4/24/2026

	
	
	

	Marissa Trejo
	Lemoore City Manager
	5/22/2026

	
	
	

	Joshua Hunt
	Kings County Sheriff's Office
	6/5/2026

	Jerrod Parreira
	Kings County Armona Fire, Battalion Chief
	6/12/2026
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Detention Facility Statement

Overview
Penal Code section 919(b) obligates the Grand Jury to “inquire into the condition and management of the “public prisons within the county”. Per the California Attorney General’s opinion No. 18-103, a public prison includes “local detention facilities” which typically includes county or city jails as well as state prisons. 
The purpose of this document is to provide information about how the Kings County Civil Grand Jury fulfilled this duty.
While Penal Code section 919(b) requires this inquiry, it does not require the grand jury to conduct an investigation or to write a report about the detention facilities.

Local Detention Facilities Within Kings County
The following are the detention facilities located within Kings County.
Avenal State Prison. On March 16, 2026, grand jurors were given an overview and tour of the facility by the prison staff.
California State Prison Corcoran. On April 20, 2026, grand jurors were given an overview and tour of the facility by staff.
Avenal Police Department. On March 16, 2026, grand jurors were given an overview and tour of the facility by staff.
Corcoran Police Department. On January 27, 2026, grand jurors were given an overview and tour of the facility by staff.
California Substance Abuse Treatment Facility State Prison. On March 2, 2026, grand jurors were given an overview and tour of the facility by the prison staff.
Kings County Probation Department-Juvenile Hall. On September 29, 2025, grand jurors were given an overview and tour of the facility by the Probation Department.
Kings County Jail. On March 30, 2026, grand jurors were given an overview and tour of the facility by the Sheriff’s Department staff.
Hanford Police Department. On January 21, 2026, grand jurors were given an overview and tour of the department by staff.
Lemoore Police Department. On November 10, 2025, grand jurors were given an overview and tour of the police department by staff.
Conclusion
The grand jury’s legal obligation to inquire into the condition and management of each local detention facility within the County of Kings was satisfied by touring all nine facilities, reviewing documents and interviewing each facilities staff.
            Local Government Committee


                             



      



                                 



Jose Macias, Chairperson
Janet Loftis, Co-Chair


Maria Kelley
Joe Koutny
Robert Murrietta
Kevin Scott
David Thomas
Bill Watson
Ronney Wong

Kathy Bare
Rebecca Bell
Joe Curry
Brenda Fredrick
Arnie Garza
Sue Gavini
Margie Gillum
Dick Hoffmaster







		Local Government Letters Sent
	

	
	
	

	Name
	Organization/Title
	Date

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Antony Lopez
	Avenal City Manager
	8/7/2025

	Marissa Trejo
	Lemoore City Manager
	8/22/2025

	Greg Gatzka
	Corcoran City Manager
	8/29/2025

	
	
	

	Ronald Brumley
	Avenal Utilities, Supervisor
	10/1/2025

	Scott Davis
	Avenal Public Works, Director
	10/1/2025

	Russ Sterling
	Hanford Public Works, Director
	10/18/2025

	
	
	

	Estevan Benavides
	Lemoore Public Works Director
	11/7/2025

	
	
	

	Josalynn Valdez
	Lemoore Finance, Manager
	12/19/2025

	
	
	

	Renee Brisson
	Hanford Boys and Girls Club, Area Director
	1/16/2026

	
	
	

	Jason Rodriguez
	Hanford Wastewater Manager
	2/13/2026

	Chris Travarez
	Hanford City Manager
	2/20/2026

	Faith Faria
	Lemoore Volunteer Fire Department
	2/27/2026

	Russ Sterling
	Hanford Public Works, Director
	2/27/2026

	
	
	

	Jason Waters
	Deputy City Manager/
	5/7/2026

	
	     Community Development, Director
	

	Mark Kairis
	Hanford City Council, Mayor
	5/11/2026

	
	
	

	Kristie Baley
	City of Lemoore, Management Analyst
	6/1/2026
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