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

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 (facts-tells the story):

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


Requirements and how to respond to a 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)
1. 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.

1. For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury’s 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.
1. 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. (E 









Veterans Services in Kings County
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:

1) introduced on February 21, 2025 
2) Passed Senate on May 23, 2025
3) 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

Requirements and how to respond to a 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)
1. 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.

1. 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.
1. 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. 
      …                                                    
1. 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.)





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.”
1. mphasis added.)
