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Committee Members: 

Sheriff John Rutherford, Chairperson – Jacksonville Sheriff’s Office (Present)

Sheriff Gary Borders – Lake County Sheriff’s Office (Present)

Sheriff Mark Hunter – Columbia County Sheriff’s Office (Present)

Commissioner Charles Chapman – Hendry County (Excused)

Commissioner Joshua Wagner – Volusia County (Present)

Attendees: 

Jason Caban – St. John’s County Sheriff’s Office

Steve Colson – St. Johns County Sheriff’s Office

Steven Crews – Gilchrist County Sheriff’s Office

Thad Danson – Jacksonville Sheriff’s Office

Kristine Dekany – Hernando County Sheriff’s Office

Tammy Deligar – Jacksonville Sheriff’s Office
Isaiah Dennard – Florida Sheriffs Association

Mike Devlin – Jacksonville Sheriff’s Office

Mollie DiBartolo – Orange County Department of Corrections

Maurena Dukes – Jacksonville Sheriff’s Office

Teresa Edwards – Palm Beach County Sheriff’s Office

Mike Fayette – Lake County Sheriff’s Office

Sean Farrell – Orange County Department of Corrections (Retired)
Sam Ferris – Flagler County Sheriff’s Office

Mike Gallenicamp – Volusia County Department of Corrections

Joe Gaudette – Charlotte County Sheriff’s Office

Peyton Grinnell – Lake County Sheriff’s Office

David Harvey – Jacksonville Sheriff’s Office

Adriane Head – Jacksonville Sheriff’s Office

Mandy Hughes – Gilchrist County Sheriff’s Office

Yvonne Ingersoli – Manatee County Sheriff’s Office

Jeffrey Jarvis – Broward County Sheriff’s Office

Warren Jones – Pasco County Sheriff’s Office

Joe Lucas – Columbia County Sheriff’s Office

James Messer – Baker County Sheriff’s Office

Frank Milo – Palm Beach County Sheriff’s Office 

Timothy Morris – Jacksonville Sheriff’s Office

Triniece Patterson – Jacksonville Sheriff’s Office

Catherine Perkins – Seminole County Sheriff’s Office

Michelle Price – Jacksonville Sheriff's Office

Rebecca Quintieri – Flagler County Sheriff’s Office

Matt Reinhart – Nassau County Department of Corrections

Beth Richards – Collier County Sheriff’s Office

Sonja Robinson – Orange County Department of Corrections

William (Billy) Walls – Florida Corrections Accreditation Commission

Lawanna Ware – Nassau County Sheriff’s Office

Brian Weddle – Lake County Sheriff’s Office

Tara Wildes – Jacksonville Sheriff’s Office

Invocation

Sergeant David Harvey led the invocation.
Pledge of Allegiance

Sheriff Rutherford led everyone in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Welcome
Sheriff Rutherford welcomed everyone and thanked them for their attendance.

Special Thanks

Sheriff Rutherford thanked Keiser University for hosting the meeting and Aramark for providing refreshments.

Recording

Sheriff Rutherford acknowledged that the meeting is being recorded.

Roll Call

Sheriff Rutherford
Legal Notifications

Sheriff Rutherford established that the proper legal notifications had been made.
Approval of Minutes

A motion to approved minutes from the last meeting held on November 27, 2014 was made by Sheriff Borders and seconded by Sheriff Hunter.  The motion carried unanimously.

New Business

Sergeant David Harvey

Standards Review Presenter:  Mr. Isaiah Dennard, Florida Sheriffs Association
Standard 1.1.21
Proposal:
Add definition for “Health Authority.”  Currently there is no definition for Health Authority, this position varies from Agency to Agency making this difficult (without a definition) for Inspectors to determine who this is.  This definition will give Inspectors more clarity during the inspection.
Discussion:  

Sheriff Rutherford – Do we have a recommendation from the Medical Review Sub-Committee to approve this as written?

Ms. Dekany – Yes.

The paragraph should appear exactly as follows:

(1.1.21) The facility has a designated health authority with responsibility for health care services pursuant to a written agreement, contract, or job description.  The health authority may be a physician, health services administrator, or health agency.  When the health authority is other than a physician, final clinical judgments rest with a single, designated, and responsible physician.  The health authority is authorized and responsible for making decisions about the deployment of health resources and the day-to-day operations of the health services program.
Standards Review Subcommittee Recommendation:  Approved
Motion: 
Sheriff Rutherford asked for a motion.  Sheriff Hunters made the motion to approve the standard revision.  Commissioner Wagner seconded the motion.  Motion carried unanimously.
Standards Review Presenter:  Mr. Isaiah Dennard, Florida Sheriffs Association
Standard 1.49
Proposal:
Add definition for “Fair Market Value.”  Currently there is no definition for “Fair Market Value” in Chapter One.
The paragraph should appear exactly as follows:

(10.01b)
Commissary prices shall be set at fair market value, which is not to exceed 10% of the average value for 3 to 5 comparable products sold in the community where the facility is located.

Discussion:

Sheriff Hunter – I think what we’re looking at is putting something in there saying they need to go out and get an estimate in the local community.  That way, you keep it local rather than trying to set a blanket one covers all because different communities are going to have different prices and availability of products.  

Ms. Price – I don’t believe the definition of fair market value can actually include those words.  Doing so is redundant and fair market value is not yet defined.

Mr. Dennard – I think the problem like you said Sheriff when we discussed this is that if you have somebody at the contract commissary company, they were getting fair market values wherever their headquarters was located or their business was located that didn’t necessarily reflect the community where the jail was located.

Suggestions from committee leaders and members poured in regarding the best verbiage to explain the fair market value, which led to Sheriff Rutherford deciding on the following:

1) We will strike the new standard 1.49 defining Fair Market Value.
2) In Standard 10.01b it will read “Commissary prices shall be set at fair market value, which is not to exceed 10% of the average value for 3 to 5 comparable products sold in the community where the facility is located.”
Standards Review Subcommittee Recommendation:  Approved (with changes)
Motion:
Sheriff Rutherford asked for a motion.  Sheriff Borders made the motion to approve, with changes, the standard revision.  Commissioner Wagner seconded the motion.  Motion carried unanimously.

Standards Review Presenter:  Sgt. David Harvey, Jacksonville Sheriff's Office

Standard 1.50
Proposal: 
Add definition for “disinterested party.”  Currently there is no definition for “disinterested party” in Chapter One.
The paragraph should appear exactly as follows:

(1.50) “Disinterested party” – Refers to any individual who does not have a reason for a dispute to be resolved in any particular manner.  A party who has nothing to gain from how an argument is decided.  This individual may be internal or external to the criminal justice agency.

Standards Review Subcommittee Recommendation:  Approved

Motion: 
Sheriff Rutherford asked for a motion.  Sheriff Hunter made the motion to approve the standard revision. Sheriff Borders seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously. 

Standards Review Presenter:  Mr. Isaiah Dennard, Florida Sheriffs Association
Standard 2.2.02
Proposal:
Revise paragraph 2.02 to include “In addition, each FMJS Jail Inspector must complete one jail inspection each year of their certification in order to maintain their certification.  The Jail Inspectors shall report their inspection activity to the FMJS Committee Chair and the Florida Sheriffs Association each year for compliance.” This revision will produce a healthier pool of Inspectors who actively participated in jail inspections.  Additionally, this will give the officer-in-charge assurance that the Inspector is well qualified. 

The paragraph should appear exactly as follows:

(2.02)  
FMJS Certified Jail Inspector – Any person who has successfully completed the FMJS Inspector Certification Course and is presently recognized by the FMJS Committee to conduct correctional operations inspections.  Additionally, this FMJS certification is only valid until December 31 of the fourth certification anniversary date. All FMJS Inspectors are required to successfully complete classroom re-certification every four (4) years and pass the test with a 80% and submit final test scores and supporting documentation prior to a new certification being issued.  Additionally, all FMJS Jail Inspectors are required to successfully complete an eight (8) hour refresher course once every four (4) years in order to maintain the certification. In addition, each FMJS Jail Inspector must complete two (2) jail inspections in the four (4) year period of their certification in order to maintain their certification. The Jail Inspectors shall report their inspection activity to the FMJS Committee Chair and the Florida Sheriffs Association each year for compliance.
Discussion:

Mr. Dennard – Part of the issue that David and I run into throughout the year is there are a lot of Inspectors that have not gone out.  Some of the violations they’re writing up are serious violations truly or not, and some of the ones they should write up they’re not, but only because they don’t go out.  When we open these classes up, it is the expectation that those Inspectors go out and do inspections.  We understand the agency’s needs come first, but in order to manage this program, which is the responsibility of the committee and FSA, we do need those Inspectors to be involved.  When David and I sit down at the end of the year and review reports, we see a lot of things.  When the compliance committee sits down and review reports, we see a lot of issues with the reports in the way they’re written, which is what brought about this addition to the change; to have those Inspectors at least once a year, through the course of their certification, go out and do an inspection.  I don’t think that’s unreasonable to ask, but that’s up for consideration from the committee.
Commissioner Wagner – What happens if they miss the one inspection a year?

Mr. Dennard – This is all a part of their re-certification process.  In order to maintain your certification, you do the refresher course, and you do the inspection.  That’s all a part of maintaining some type of proficiency with your inspection certificate.  

Sheriff Borders – How many Inspectors are there?

Lt. Gaudette – There are approximately 340 Inspectors on the list, and they do not all go out and conduct inspections.  They’re just on the list.
Mr. Reinhart – I understand your point Isaiah.  We’ll have 10 Inspectors, and I know there has been discussion about peer groups, but if there are five (5) agencies in our peer group, there is no way I’m going to get all of them to be certified. The county is investing a lot of money to send the Inspectors to the re-certification course so they get certified and all of a sudden their certification is no good because we weren’t able to get you because of a schedule conflict, because of your days off, vacation, or whatever the case may be.  It just seems like a lot of money and time.  We use them inside the jail too.  Keep in mind we have a process within our jail that we don’t have to send them outside the agency.  We use our Inspectors within the jail to keep our standards up to par.   

Mr. Dennard – My answer to that is I get called a lot of times about we don’t have enough Inspectors.  We don’t have Inspectors with peer groups that say they have enough people, but yet I get calls asking if I can find Inspectors for them.  For me, that issue doesn’t wash when I sit up in Tallahassee and get these calls.  The issue that comes up for us is when those that do go out that have not gone out and issues come up.  Now I have to answer it, David has to answer it, and the Chair has to answer it.  Part of this whole FMJS program when the Sheriffs and the association of the county decided we’re going to take it over from DOC is that we will police ourselves and we will make this a process that is going to work.  But it takes everybody getting involved.  Everybody has to make sacrifices to a degree.  For anybody who says FMJS was not going to cost anything, I don’t know who said that because it does cost.  There is a cost to manage FMJS.  If you find that you cannot get the Inspector out if we change this, then let us know.  We get them out with some type of mentoring or something to show that these individuals, not only in their agencies, but how they perform outside. It’s not just you doing what you do for your own agency, but what do you do externally and how do you perform because you’re a representative of the Florida Sheriffs Association and the committee.  If you only use that person inside, you never know when it’s time to use that person on the outside how they’re going to perform. When those issues come up to me about issues of training, I call either Joe or Kristine. I ask them what that person learned in class.  I may get, “Well they were in class eight years ago and haven’t been out since.”  Who has to answer those issues?  FSA and the committee have to answer them.  I understand the cost Matt.  I understand that, and no one’s trying to be burdensome for an agency, but we always talked about putting strength and teeth in the process.  Something has to give.

Mr. Reinhart – I think you are.  You’re also making it a requirement that they meet the re-certification class.  I can only speak for our peer group.  I understand you get those calls, and that is frustrating. If we ever had that situation to arise, it’s because one or two of our Inspectors (myself included) got ill and said they weren’t able to find those and it’s too late of a notice to get other Inspectors out there.  Our biggest complex is medical, and I’m not going to even begin with that subject. In that aspect, I disagree. I think that you are getting the re-certification process in.  You’re making them go to the classes for that. 
Commissioner Wagner – If you could put a time limit instead of one year, what would be comfortable?

Mr. Reinhart – The certification last for how many years?  

Members – Four.

Mr. Dennard – We could change that.  We can open it up for four years.  Can we do two?  Maybe.  That’s the way we used to do it.  I don’t think it’s unreasonable to ask.  

Mr. Reinhart – That’s a good compromise.  

Lt. Gaudette – I just want to remind the committee and Isaiah that we did have a requirement previously as part of the re-certification to do two (2) inspections in four (4) years.  Part of the problem that arose with that was the tracking of it.  FSA nor the committee have the ability to have a dedicated person to actually track this information.  Making it a one inspection every year, if I don’t get an inspection done this year but I get one done in January of next year and no one’s had an opportunity to address the 15 inspections, by this language, I’m no longer a valid Inspector, and I potentially may have caused this agency to be placed into a position to have to get re-inspected. That’s part one.  Part two is the online training, which will be part of my training update.  It actually fits right here.  The recommendation from training is to do away with the online training simply because of the same thing. There is no funding dedicated to actually maintain it and keep it current. I’ve been working with FSA for approximately two years trying to get the Jail Inspector one updated, but they have to resource staff out to do the voice overlays and things like that.  The resources just aren’t there. So if we’re going to look at adding the live class back, I will be strongly recommending it becomes the standard once again.  Addressing this chapter now, I would suggest we discuss removing the online training so that we can address it all at one time. 
Mr. Dennard – To answer what Joe just brought up, we have developed a mechanism to track that.  If we go to, as Matt suggested; and I don’t think it’s unreasonable to go to two (2) inspections every four (4) years, we have a mechanism to track that.  Joe is correct.  The online, because the standards change so much, is very difficult to keep up with.  Part of Joe’s recommendation, and it will be FSA’s recommendation, is that as we ramp up more with the refresher class that we do away with the online training.  
Sheriff Borders – I’m a little more comfortable have two (2) inspections every four (4) years.  I just don’t want to restrict them to where if you don’t do it in the one (1) year then you’re out.  I don’t know if we answered who takes them out if they don’t do it.  
Mr. Dennard – Any type of de-certification if they don’t fulfill their obligation to maintain their certification or anything like that has to come from the committee and the committee Chair.  We take the direction from the Chair when it comes to that.
Sheriff Rutherford – I would concur with the recommendation to go two (2) inspections every four (4) years. 

Commissioner Wagner – Regarding the re-certification, couldn’t there be a question to list at least two inspections you’ve done in the last four (4) years and they self-report? 
Mr. Dennard – That’s what we’re asking them to do; to self-report to us at FSA and we will track that.  The way it is now, Sgt. Harvey looks at and keeps track of that.
Sgt. Harvey – I track them, and I take the names off the reports.  

Mr. Walls – To what Sheriff Hunter brought up as far as the ATMS system regarding tracking, FDLE is in the process of re-doing the who ATMS system.  I did speak to Glen Hopkins, who is the bureau chief over that section. This is something that’s still in development that at some point in the future it could be tracked through ATMS because it’s already on the profile.

Sheriff Rutherford – That would certainly help. This is something that we could bring up at the commission too and ask FDLE to do.

Sheriff Hunter – We’re looking at every four (4) years to pass the test with 75%.  Has the test been revised yet?

Mr. Dennard – Joe will talk about that during his presentation about the testing process.

Sheriff Hunter – Ok.  Well I know we had discussed before that there were some issues on that. My thing about this in listening to everything is I understand we want to drop the hammer because we need the people, but once we make this investment, especially as an agency on someone, we put a lot of money and time into these people and circumstances happen.  We need to be very clear that if you don’t hit these gates you’re not going to participate in the program.  I’m good with the two (2) inspections in four (4) years, and I’m glad we’re going back to some brick and mortar instead of these online classes.  The online classes are good.  However, it may be that down the road we rotate that to where you can say you can do one (1) year of online, but within a two (2) year period you’re going to go back to the brick and mortar where you’re going to sit in a classroom with everyone.  We have to look at the funding side of this trying to save dollars as best we can.  But just being on the computer for four (4) years is not getting that classroom and face time with everyone else and understanding. Also, it’s an issue with continuity of the training that’s being presented because whoever our instructors are up instructing that class will be certified to teach those classes so we’ll know the information they’re retaining to a point.

Sheriff Rutherford – Let’s take these one at a time.  Let’s start first with the online v. direct classroom re-certification.  Is there any more discussion on that?

Lt. Gaudette – The refresher training that’s been developed covers ethics, standard changes, and report writing, which are the three areas both myself and Kristine have discussed.  The refresher training is the same class for both groups so we’re not developing two sets of trainings for two different groups.  

Sheriff Hunter – Do we have that in place?

Lt. Gaudette – Yes, I’ve already had one live class.  

Sheriff Hunter – My only concern is where are we now with all of the Inspectors.  If we say no one will add training if they can’t me the gate, are we going to lose all of those Inspectors?
Mr. Dennard – It was my suggestion, as far as FSA is concerned, we phase it out towards the end of the year and start fresh next year with the refresher.  When Lt. Gaudette did the first class, we only had a hand full of people show up. Like Sheriff Hunter is concerned, I’m afraid if we stop it right now we may lose a lot of people between now and the end of the year. You slowly phase it out.  We’re only talking about another couple of months.  January 1, 2016 we go strictly classroom for refresher.  We’re only taking those whose certification is up that current year.

Sheriff Rutherford – We can just send out notifications to all those who needs re-certification.  We’re looking at two (2) inspections within a four (4) year period.  Is there any more discussion on that?
Standards Review Subcommittee Recommendation:  Approved with changes
Motion 1:
Sheriff Rutherford asked for a motion to strike the online language from Standard 2.02 and to add two (2) medical inspections within a four (4) year period.  Sheriff Hunter made the motion to approve, with changes, the standard revision. Sheriff Borders seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

Motion 2: 
Sheriff Rutherford asked for a motion to approve changing the requirement to pass the test from 75% to 80%. Commissioner Wagner made the motion to approve the change. Sheriff Borders seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously. 

Standards Review Presenter:  Mr. Isaiah Dennard, Florida Sheriffs Association
Standard 2.2.03

Proposal:
Revise paragraph 2.03 to include “In addition, each FMJS Medical Inspector must complete one medical inspection each year of their certification in order to maintain their certification.  The Medical Inspectors shall report their inspection activity to the FMJS Committee Chair and the Florida Sheriffs Association each year for compliance.” Also include “Each FMJS Medical Inspector must complete one medical inspection each year of their certification in order to maintain their certification. The Medical Inspectors shall report their inspection activity to the FMJS Committee Chair and the Florida Sheriffs Association each year for compliance.”  This revision will produce a healthier pool of Inspectors who actively participated in medical inspections.  Additionally, this will give the Officer-in-Charge assurance that the Inspector is well qualified. 

The paragraph should appear exactly as follows
(2.03)  “FMJS Certified Medical Inspector” – Any person who has successfully completed the FMJS Medical Inspector Certification Course and is presently recognized by the FMJS Committee to conduct medical compliance inspections. Additionally, this FMJS certification is only valid for four (4) years.  All FMJS Medical Inspectors are required to successfully complete an eight (8) hour re-certification course every four years in order to maintain the certification. In addition, each FMJS Medical Inspector must complete two (2) medical inspections in a four (4) year period of their certification in order to maintain their certification. The Medical Inspectors shall report their inspection activity to the FMJS Committee Chair and the Florida Sheriffs Association each year for compliance.

c)  To re-certify as a FMJS Medical Inspector the following is required:

(1) Successfully complete a classroom re-certification course every four (4) years and pass the test with a 80% and submit final test scores and supporting documentation prior to a new certification being issued.

(2) Successfully complete an eight (8) hour refresher course once every four years in order to maintain certification, and 

(3) Each FMJS Medical Inspector must complete one medical inspection each year of their certification in order to maintain their certification. The Medical Inspectors shall report their inspection activity to the FMJS Committee Chair and the Florida Sheriffs Association each year for compliance.

Standards Review Subcommittee Recommendation:  Approved with changes
Motion 1:
Sheriff Rutherford asked for a motion to strike the online language from Standard 2.02 and to add two (2) medical inspections within a four (4) year period. Sheriff Hunter made the motion to approve, with changes, the standard revision. Sheriff Borders seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

Motion 2: 
Sheriff Rutherford asked for a motion to approve changing the requirement to pass the test from 75% to 80%. Commissioner Wagner made the motion to approve the change. Sheriff Borders seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously. 

Standards Review Presenter:  Mr. Isaiah Dennard, Florida Sheriffs Association
Standard 2.2.04

Proposal:
Revise paragraph to include “Additionally, the completed annual FMJS facility inspection shall be completed no later than November 30th of each year.” The rationale for this addition is that it only gives a month (December of each year) for the FMJS Chair and their designated liaison time to collect reports and compile a final annual report for the Florida Sheriffs Association Board of Directors. 
The paragraph should appear exactly as follows:

(2.04) 
The Officer-in-Charge shall contract or arrange for a FMJS Certified Inspector(s) for the purpose of inspecting all county and municipal detention facilities. The FMJS Inspector(s) shall inspect for compliance with all applicable Florida model Jail Standards.  At a minimum, one complete FMJS facility inspection shall be conducted annually. Additionally, the completed annual FMJS facility inspection shall be completed no later than November 30th of each year.
Discussion:

Mr. Dennard – David, the Chair, and I have talked about this extensively.  As of March, we’re still waiting for jail inspection reports to be reported to the Chair.  Sometimes it takes a while to get the corrective action; especially if you’re dealing with other entities (ex. If your health department runs your medical or some other contractor does it, you’re waiting for information to come back.).  The Chair of FMJS has to make a report to the Board of Directors and at the Winter and Summer Conference of FSA about the status of the Florida Model Jail Standards program.  What David and I try to do is get these reports as early as possible so we can calculate who has done what, where we are, and what the status is.  Through no fault of any agency, the way the standard was written you had till the end of the year to get them in.  We had agencies doing inspections on December 31st.  Now if you calculate the day, you’re in the middle of March before you see anything.  That creates an issue for us on the FSA side and for the committee Chair.  What we’re recommending is have your inspections completed by November 30th of each calendar year.
Sheriff Rutherford – We talked quite a lot about this, and as long as you know what the date is, it shouldn’t be a problem.  Does anybody have any issues?
Sheriff Hunter – Can we talk about the reporting on this?  When the Inspectors finish up, before they turn in their report, we want to make sure they’ve made the jail administrator or the Sheriff aware of any discrepancies and all that.  My understanding is that’s how that works because we don’t need anything going forward that’s a discrepancy that they have not had the opportunity to clean it up.  Correct?  
Mr. Dennard –  The Inspector doesn’t send anything anywhere.  The only thing the Inspector is responsible for is sending their report back to the agency.  The agency is responsible for forwarding their report, with the corrective action, to the Chair.  The Inspector should not be forwarding anything to Sheriff Rutherford or to me.  I’ll get one as a courtesy copy, but the agency, that’s their responsibility, and that’s the way it’s always been written in FMJS.  

Sheriff Hunter – I guess where I’m going with this is that it goes to the Chair, but how does it wind up back to us over at FSA?

Mr. Dennard – Sometimes they’ll send me a copy also.

Sheriff Hunter – Okay, but should not FSA have that data all that stored over there?  
Mr. Dennard – The way it works is FSA and the committee are two separate entities.  We (FSA) manage the program as far as the training certification.  The committee handles the inspections, so all that has to go to the committee.

Standards Review Subcommittee Recommendation:  Approved
Motion:  Sheriff Rutherford asked for a motion.  Commissioner Wagner made the motion to approve the standard revision.  Sheriff Borders seconded the motion.  Motion carried unanimously.
Standards Review Presenter:  Mr. Isaiah Dennard, Florida Sheriffs Association
Standard 2.2.07

Proposal:
Revise paragraph to include “The officer-in-charge or designee will within 30 days after receipt of the inspection report forward a copy of the inspection report to the FMJS Chairperson.”  The Chairperson of the FMJS Committee has to submit a final report to the Florida Sheriffs Association Board of Directors and the Florida Sheriffs Risk Management Fund, timely submission of these reports allow the Chairperson and his/her designee ample time to prepare and compile these reports.
The paragraph should appear exactly as follows:

(2.07) 
Within 14 days of completing an inspection of a facility, the FMJS Inspector shall forward a complete official report to the officer-in-charge and the Sheriff who operates the jail. (See Adult Detention Facility Checklist and/or Medical Inspection Checklist). The report will contain checklists adequate to record whether or not the detention facility is in compliance with respect to the requirements of these standards. The officer-in-charge or designee will within 30 days after receipt of the inspection report forward a copy of the inspection report to the FMJS Chairperson.  A copy of the inspection report and the officer-in-charge’s response will be forwarded to the County Commission with (254) days of completion.  All other reports or documents prepared by the FMJS Inspector(s) or officer-in-charge shall become public records, and shall be subject to review under 119. Florida State Statutes.
Discussion:

Sheriff Rutherford – After the inspection, the report from the lead Inspector should go to the Sheriff of the agency; not the officer-in-charge or the person over the jail.  Does anybody have an issue with that?    
Mr. Dennard – I know where Sheriff Rutherford is going.  We’ve had issues where the Sheriff didn’t know, and some sheriffs have been blindsided by the administrator not sharing that information. When Sheriff Rutherford gets up and gives his report, that’s not the time you want to find out in a room full of your peers that something’s wrong.
Standards Review Subcommittee Recommendation:  Tabled
Motion:  Sheriff Rutherford asked for a motion to table.  Sheriff Borders made the motion to table 2.2.07.  Commissioner Wagner seconded the motion.  Motion carried unanimously.

Standards Review Presenter:  Mr. Isaiah Dennard, Florida Sheriffs Association
Standard 2.2.08

Proposal:
Revise paragraph (2) to include “Such special written reports shall be submitted to the FMJS Chairperson by the Inspector within 24 hours of the time he/she observes the serious violation.” Also, revise paragraph (3) to include “The officer-in-charge will submit a written response with corrective action to the FMJS Chairperson with 48 hours.” Upon reviewing several FMJS Reports “serious violations” are being noted without any type of written special reports as noted in the standards.  This will add clarity for Inspectors.
The paragraph should appear exactly as follows:

(2.08 (2)  2) When a facility Inspector observes a serious violation, he/she shall immediately notify the officer-in-charge or designee of the violation and he/she has a duty to correct the violation.  The Inspector(s) shall also, within 24 hours of the time he/she first observes any such serious violation, prepare and provide the officer-in-charge a special written report describing the violation, the notification given, and the corrective action required.  Such special written reports shall be submitted to the FMJS Chairperson by the Inspector with 24 hours of the time he/she observes the serious violation.
3) The officer-in-charge or designee shall ensure corrective action regarding any such serious violation with 24 hours.  Also, the officer-in-charge or designee shall submit a written report in response to the serious violation.  The officer-in-charge will submit a written response with corrective actions to the FMJS Chairperson within 48 hours. These reports and responses shall be public records under the guidelines outlined in 119, Florida State Statutes.
Discussion:

Mr. Dennard – This standard deals with the notification of serious violations.  A couple of days ago David and I were reviewing inspection reports and noticed there were serious violations listed on the report.  The standard calls for when there is a serious violation the administrator and officer-in-charge is notified in written within 24 hours, and within 48 hours you do a re-inspection.  Part of the process for us, FSA and the committee, is we don’t know any of this stuff is even going on.  Some Inspectors do call and ask for guidance and direction.  Sometimes it just shows up on the report.  When we get media requests to release jail inspection reports, and the public sees the violations, they want to know what FSA or the committee is doing.  There is a process, and I think we just need to put some teeth in the serious violation inspection process.  When you do the inspection, notify in writing.  It’s a simple memo.  We’re asking that that memo be furnished to the Chair also, so at least the Chair is not blindsided by the issues that are going on out there.  Hopefully they will add some language in there that will kind of clear it up for those Inspectors.  This year we’ve had quite a few; some that have called and at least gave us a FYI and asked for directions, and some that we have found as a result of reviewing inspection reports.  We want to be as transparent as possible in this process and that we’re doing the things we say we’re supposed to be doing the way the standards are written.
Sheriff Borders – But they are doing it. They’re responding within 24 hours, and they’re doing corrective action.  It the responsibility of the officer-in-charge to do it within 24 hours. But now you want the officer-in-charge telling you?
Mr. Dennard – No, the Inspectors.  The standard says the Inspector is supposed to notify the officer-in-charge in writing.  The agencies are doing their part.  We just want to know that the Inspector, from our perspective, is doing what they are supposed to be doing; not just telling them.  The standard says that you notify them in writing.

Commissioner Wagner – Are you saying the Inspector has to do both?

Mr. Dennard – The Inspector has to do two things.  They notify them verbally and in writing within 24 hours.  Part of that written notification that they do to the officer-in-charge we never see or get anything. 
Commissioner Wagner – So you’re saying the Inspector needs to do both.  It might be better to include it as an and instead of a separate sentence.  Because if they’re doing two actions based on a serious violation, we should just say, “Immediately notify officer-in-charge and immediately notify the FMJS Chairperson.”  Is that the intent?

Mr. Dennard – Yes.  So once again, when the Chair makes their report to either the board of directors or in a conference setting, nobody is blindsided by anything.

Sheriff Rutherford and the rest of the committee agreed to table this standard’s revision.  No motion necessary.
Standards Review Subcommittee Recommendation:  Tabled
Standards Review Presenter:  Lt. Joe Gaudette, Charlotte County Sheriff’s Office
Standard 5.04(b)

Proposal:
Revise standard to include “of an employee as described in Chapter 1 of these standards”.  This allows an agency to determine who makes the visual observations based on their policy.  This further allows the use of electronic monitoring as a means complete the visual observation.
The paragraph should appear exactly as follows:

(5.04)  b)  
Unit such time as the health authority determines otherwise, in writing, any inmate who is identified by correctional staff as a suicide risk shall not be housed in a “single cell” unless the inmate is observed by direct visual observation, of an employee as described in Chapter 1 of these standards, 24 hours each day.  Such observation for suicidal inmates shall include regular, documented physical checks by corrections officers and/or medical staff persons at intervals not to exceed 15 minutes.
Discussion:
Lt. Gaudette – The proposal is to add wording in there that allows for an employee as defined in Chapter 1 of the standards to do the visual observations to include regular documented physical checks by a corrections officer or medical staff.  The purpose of allowing this language is around the state the practice is currently going to video.  The way it reads today in the standard, it doesn’t clearly define who does the visual where it does define who does the physical check.  Adding this in that language will allow an agency, regardless of whether at the state, to make a decision administratively who’s doing the visual, how they’re doing the visual, and it still clearly says who does the physical check.  
Sheriff Rutherford – We’ve started utilizing some light duty law enforcement officers to sit and look at these folks in the jail cell. 

Lt. Gaudette – That would be an agency policy that would describe how that’s done.  My suggestion is if you’re going to take people outside of the corrections environment that when they’re being placed on light duty, the physician needs to know what their duties are going to be.  For my agency, anybody that’s in corrections and on light duty the doctor said no contact.  That prevents us from doing that.  Adding this language would allow us to make the policy decision to hire a civilian or to hire a vendor.

Sheriff Rutherford – They wouldn’t use a light duty employee to sit and observe?

Lt. Gaudette – No they wouldn’t because they would be in close proximity to other inmates.

Commissioner Wagner – What if they’re doing it through video?

Lt. Gaudette – If they’re doing strictly by video and there is on inmate contact, sure.  But again, that’s an agency policy that every sheriff or administrative would have to look at to see what best fits their needs.  The language today doesn’t prevent anybody from doing that.  It does give us an opportunity here to add a little bit to it.  For the minimum standards that say we recognize that technology is going in the direction it’s going, and we can take an employee as described in Chapter 1’s definitions, which basically says that anybody that’s hired, appointed, or contracted constitutes an employee.

Commissioner Wagner – So it opens it up.

Lt. Gaudette – Yes, it opens it up.

Sheriff Hunter – I guess I’m just hung up here on where it says, “The inmate is observed by direct visual observation.”  That does include technology.  I mean if you have a video monitor in there and they’re sitting in another room, is that considered direct or are we going to get into the legal mumbo jumbo with if it’s not direct, he’s not watching him?  Is that the industry standard?

Lt. Gaudette – It’s come under the standard. The video is considered visual.  The direction to go on this without going too deep into it is this. Our agency is currently pending a civil action, and that was the first thing that both side’s attorney brought up.  It doesn’t say who does the visual where it does say either a corrections officer or medical staff can do the physical. Looking at the definition in the industry standard, they train civilians to do their documented checks, and some of them don’t necessarily always meet the criteria to even be a CNA. They just train them to do that, but they call them medical staff.  Again, this would just open up the agencies around the state to decide who does the visual and how they do it based on what policy procedure is in place.

Commissioner Wagner – For those operating the jails, I think going online you end up with a better system and it might be cheaper even over time. The confusing part would be where we have the word “direct”.  It’s probably better to just say visual observation.  We’re in a position where we’re trying to find what “direct” means.

Lt. Gaudette – I can let Kristine expand upon it, but typically an inmate that’s suicidal goes on what is called direct observation.  That’s the medical term that’s used.

Ms. Dekany – What’s another word you would use if you don’t want to use the word direct?

Commissioner Wagner – “Constant” would probably be safer.
Sheriff Rutherford – What does the statute say because I know they just passed a statute dealing with this?  
Members – They were talking about juveniles.

Sheriff Rutherford – Even on the juveniles, what does that language say as far as direct or video?  As an employee is defined in Chapter 1 of these standards, what is that?
Lt. Gaudette – That refers to Chapter 1.18 which says, “An employee is defined as any person employed under contract with or appointed by a county or municipal government or officer whose primary responsibility is supervision, protection care custody, and provision of support services and/or control of inmates.  

Sheriff Borders – That’s really the purpose of the change here; to kind of give that option on who does that observation; whether we use the word direct or constant. 
Commissioner Wagner – I don’t know how you define direct visual observation.  Maybe the committee can look into what others may be doing.

Sheriff Rutherford – The juvenile is defined in statute, what about adult one on one?  Is there any definition for direct observation?

Lt. Gaudette – There is no definition for direct observation or for suicidal inmates.

Sheriff Rutherford – Is there a requirement under Florida Statute for one on one?  What I want to make sure of is that we don’t create a rule that is more permissive than the Florida Statute if there is a controlling Florida Statute.  

Ms. Dekany – I don’t think there is.  I know it came up with myself in a lawsuit; a policy to describe direct.
Sheriff Hunter – Direct visual seems to be kind of the norm for everybody; that you can use video or have the window there where you watch them.  Right now I don’t think we need to tweak with it.  Leave it as is I would say.

Commissioner Wagner – I agree.  I don’t think we can figure it out right now.

Sheriff Borders – The recommended change they’re making is okay.  It’s to give you options on who you can have in there doing direct visual observation.  

Sheriff Hunter – I don’t have a problem with it. 
Standards Review Subcommittee Recommendation:  Approved
Motion:  Sheriff Rutherford asked for a motion to approve.  Sheriff Hunter made the motion to approve the standard revision.  Sheriff Borders seconded the motion.  Motion carried unanimously.

Taskforce Update Presenter: Captain Sean Ferrell – Orange County Department of Corrections
Awards, Code of Conduct, and Sanctions 

Since our last meeting, we’ve added a few things.  We’ve actually grown teeth to the issues if somebody violated our codes of conduct on professionalism, and we’ve developed a complaint form or accommodation forms so that can be forwarded to the committee, and based on that some of the sanctions we move into if it’s a complaint; oral reprimand or written reprimand; retraining, suspension of certificate, or revocation.  But in order to do that, you have to have some sort of investigative set up. Basically that gets referred to the subcommittee Chairpersons so that they can be involved in the complaint, look at the complaint, investigate it, and prepare the report for the committee so that the committee Chair can make a decision on which way they want to go. When we set up the form, it doesn’t have to always be a hammer.  There is a way to say you did a good job too.  The same form can be used for an accommodation or recommendation to say you’ve done a good job, and we want to recognize that you’ve done a good job.  That’s very important.  The other thing we looked at was the process in and of itself; evaluating the process and evaluating the Inspector or the inspection team because we do have the peer groups.  Initially, the inspection evaluations go into how it was conducted, was there enough time, what was your impression of the communication, and was the inspection too long or too short.  We have some folks that will literally dig under the foundation and see what’s going on.  The other side is we don’t want folks coming in saying the coffee was hot and the donuts were fresh and then they’re out the door.  So we want to find that middle ground so we do the best we can for the agencies and committee.  
Team Leader Critiques
Capt. Ferrell – When we take the Inspectors out for the first time, we want to look at how the Inspector is doing and give them some feedback on what they need to work on. 
Sheriff Rutherford – Who’s going to fill out the team leader critique, the agency?
Capt. Ferrell – Yes sir, the agency will critique.

Sheriff Hunter – Where do we get the forms from?

Capt. Ferrell – We haven’t published these forms yet sir.  These are the drafts, or what’s been worked up by the task force group to present and get these put out if possible.
Capt. Ferrell – Throughout this process since 1996 we have never recognized any of the Inspectors that’s been involved in this process, and we think it’s way past due on that.  We have people that are out there trying to do the best they can for every agency they come in contact with and represent this committee and the FSA, and I think we’ve been kind of remiss in saying something about that.  We’re looking at a Medical Inspector of the Year Award, FMJS Inspector of the Year Award, Team Leader of the Year Award, and Chairman Award; and each of them have their criteria listed.  
We want to make this as professional as we can so everybody will be involved in it and it doesn’t become a rubber stamp.  We want it to be transparent across the board.  When we presented the actual code of conduct and ethics during the last meeting, everybody agreed that this is where we need to go, and now we’ve put a little bit more structure to it to get it out there.

Sheriff Rutherford – There are two things that I would recommend.  On the sanctions where it says, “Oral Reprimand – issued for first violations of FMJS Code of Ethics and Professional Conduct during a calendar year,” I think I would change “first” to “minor” because their first violation might be something we don’t ever want them to do again.  Also, I would change the language on Written Reprimand to “serious” violations.
Capt. Ferrell – We can meet again on this to make it a little more clearer.

Sheriff Hunter – The intent here is to provide this at the time of the inspection that we give them this to fill out and send back, or does this need to come back with their report, or when does this have to take place? 
Capt. Ferrell – I’ll be honest Sheriff, we did not really discuss that issue, but we need to.
Sheriff Rutherford – What I would see happening is somebody write something negative on the critique and potentially a violation, we look at that and bring it to the board of the committee and the committee decides if that’s a violation that warrants an oral or written reprimand with a recommendation from the training committee.  

Capt. Ferrell – We can look at that and work it through.

Sheriff Hunter – To me this is spot on as far as the direction that we’re headed.  We’re holding our folks accountable, and this goes back into the training issue.  We’re trying to get everything up and the professionalism up.  Also, as an organization, it lets us know if our customers are happy or not and if we need to adjust something if we have people out there not doing what they’re supposed to be doing.  Also, you can only keep people around for so long on the unsung hero portion.  We need to make sure that we recognize the people who are out here doing all this hard work and although they’re behind the scenes doing it, we need to tell them they are doing a good job.  That goes a long ways, and it’s just part of what you should do.
Capt. Ferrell – Exactly sir, we don’t want this to be just a hammer.  It needs to be balanced out.

Lt. Gaudette – The only concern that I would have on any of the reprimands on the verbal up to the written is who’s going to track that information so the next person can view the Inspector’s disciplinary history?  Other than that, I’m in agreement 100% with everything else. 

Sheriff Rutherford – The decision would be made by the committee so the committee staff would keep track of it.

Sheriff Borders – A person in my position would receive the complaint, and he would send it out to all the board members, and then they would make a decision.

Sheriff Rutherford – I think this is good work.  I like the idea that we’re going to recognize above and beyond kind of service.  The critiques are important.  The only other thing I would look at in addition to tweaking the oral and written reprimand languages is if we’re going to send the agencies a certificate, I want it to look darn good.  We can get some decent stock and do it right.
Sheriff Hunter – On the recognition where we decide the selections for the Inspectors, team leader, and chairman of the year, where will do that, at the Sheriff’s Conference?

Sheriff Rutherford – We could do that.

Mr. Dennard – It’s left up to the Chairperson.  We could do it there or at this type of meeting.

Sheriff Rutherford – Actually if we did it at the FSA Conference that would be more meaningful.

Sheriff Hunter – If it’s okay Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the committee.  

Sheriff Rutherford – Yes.

Sheriff Hunter – Where would you all like to see the recognitions take place?

Lt. Gaudette – I think it would be more meaningful to do it at the FSA Conference.  Not only are you recognizing the individual, but you’re giving kudos to the agency head of who that person works for.  Therefore, your peer group would see it.  
Member – Would the person receiving the award be invited?

Sheriff Rutherford and Sheriff Hunter – Yes, you would be invited.

Mr. Walls – The only I see with you all creating a mechanism that has to do with oral and written reprimands is this; each one of you as Sheriff, if you had one of your employees go out somewhere and do something so egregious as to be written up by FMJS and that there was some type of violation, make sure the police officer Bill of Rights and the corrections officer Bill of Rights do not apply and that you’ve not doing some other investigative task prior to that because you can open your own case after that.  Make sure if you’re setting up some type of investigative mechanism and disciplinary mechanism that you’re not violating their rights as a corrections officer.
Mr. Colson – Will there be some sort of mechanism in place for the Inspector if they want to appeal or grieve a critique?

Capt. Ferrell – The Inspector must wait one year before appealing in writing. 

Commissioner Wagner – That’s to the committee.

Capt. Ferrell – Yes, that’s to the committee for reinstatement.  

Mr. Reinhart – That’s a violation of due process because it could get in the way of that individual’s chance of a promotion or another job, which can open up a whole new can of worms.
Commissioner Wagner – That’s right.  It’s a violation of due process.

Mr. Dennard – To answer what Billy said; he’s right about doing formal investigations.  I think the whole concept Sean and the rest of the committee were trying to do is inquire into the facts.  Anything else goes to the committee, and they render a decision.  Like Commander Colson said, what about the appeal process?  There is an appeal process.  We can change that; should they wait a year or should there be an immediate appeal? Again, that’s surrendered to the Chair to decide when you’re going to appeal that.
Commissioner Wagner – I don’t think they mean appeal the consequences.  They are talking about appealing the critique.

Mr. Dennard – Yes.  I’m not out there when I get the call so I don’t know the circumstances, and they should have a right to appeal.  I think for the most part the way the program works there is some exchange with the administrators, the officers-in-charge, and the Inspectors.  A few times a year issues do come up.  The jail administrator and the Sheriff have a right to have those Inspectors to leave if it comes to that.  I don’t it has come to that yet.  The officer-n-charge can certainly call the Chair if there is some issue.  We’re trying to avoid that by putting these things in place.  Matt talked about when it comes to promotion.  We’re not trying to hamper that.  
Mr. Reinhart – I know that.  I believe this is necessary.  I really truly do.  I just don’t want us to get ourselves jammed up. 

Capt. Ferrell – There may be cases where yes, this is a violation problem of the code of ethics and professionalism.  But it may be something that’s also a violation of the agency issued, and they may be handling it internally with the Bill of Rights and all of that.  

Lt. Gaudette – In my tenure as an Inspector and my current position as the Training Chair, we have had Inspectors that agency heads have called sheriff to sheriff conferences and said we don’t want this person back, and this is why. Those people no longer go to re-certification.  Administratively they take care of that.  This may be a mechanism that we look at taking care of administratively. This way, we’re not digging into Bill of Rights and possibly agency sanctions.  
Sheriff Borders – What do they do as far as the assessors accreditation wise?

Mr. Walls – We do not send them back out.  We’ll talk to the agency’s accreditation manager or CEO and then we’ll talk to that individual assessor and let them know that’s acceptable, and you’re not going out.  

Sheriff Borders – But you don’t blur those lines by sending something to the agency to put in their file or investigate.  We’re policing ourselves as far as the inspection and making sure we’re doing the right thing, but we have to be careful.  I agree with Billy. 

Mr. Dennard – It’s a little different with what Billy does and what we do.  FCAC has oversight with who goes out, and when they don’t.  FMJS doesn’t have that oversight yet.  Now that’s what we’re trying to work towards.  But we don’t have that oversight; so you don’t know until the issue comes up that a bad Inspector may have been out.
Sheriff Borders – I understand.  But I think you can still keep it within the FMJS.  I just think you have to be careful not to interfere with the agency.  

Ms. Dekany – I think you want to be careful too that if you start putting something in writing, from a legal perspective, that you may jeopardize the integrity legally of every inspection that person did, which may open us up for lawsuits.
Ms. Price – We invite these people into our home.  It’s just like when the in-laws come and they’re rude.  You don’t have to invite them back.  I think the code of ethics is awesome, and I think everybody needs to understand that; especially if you’re Inspectors in other areas.  Sometimes what you know as an ACA auditor and a FCAC assessor you tend to take that with you to FMJS and that’s a little above and beyond what’s being asked.  Again, I think the code of ethics is an awesome thing and should be passed.  I think the other part should be tabled until we can actually review the outcome we want.  Because right now if you are rude to me or you do something that I find to be so egregious if it’s something you’re doing that’s unethical or illegal, we’re going to call your agency and let your agency’s internal affairs person know that.  Otherwise, if you’re just rude to me and my people you don’t get to come back.

Sheriff Rutherford – I think too that maybe we just table the sanction piece.  When and if we move away from the peer review concept the task force is talking about, we are, as the assigning body, going to be responsible for their behavior.  Right now we don’t assign them.  They ask them, and so maybe we don’t need to do the sanction piece yet.  But we do need to start thinking about that.  The code of ethics, the critique, the evaluation, and all of that is good.  
Sheriff Hunter – We should withhold sanctions until we work it out.

Sheriff Rutherford – Right.  

Mr. Dennard – That leads into what Sheriff Rutherford was talking about.  In the next portion of the task force we’ll be looking at re-alignment and oversight.  Part of those committee members and myself, David Harvey, Don Ross from Palm Beach, Beth Richards from Charlotte, Joe Gaudette, and a couple others haven’t set a meeting date yet.  We’re going to start talking about the re-alignment and the oversight because that will take some work to move away from the peer group concept.  I kind of agree with the Sheriff.  Until we get the oversight, really there are no sanctions at this point other than the Chair deciding this person needs to be de-certified or re-trained. Really that’s the only sanction that’s available right now.  But there have been some incidents that I called Joe and Kristine and we talked about the Inspectors and their level of training and their conduct when they’re out in the agencies.  The agencies are just trying to get the minimum jail inspection.  Michelle brought it up, this is FMJS. It’s not FCAC, ACA, PREA, or any of that. When you have those multiple re-certifications you really have to know what process you’re doing.  We’re not Fire Inspectors. We’ve talking about that.  We’re not Health Department Inspectors, but some of the Inspectors go in and want to hold the agency to those standards.  There are other entities that do that, and that we have to be careful of.

Update on the Inspection – Sergeant David Harvey – Jacksonville Sheriff’s Office
There are a couple of individuals from Gilchrist.  They tell me that their inspection was done.  I just haven’t received a copy of it yet.  The only inspection for 2014 that wasn’t conducted was Gulf County.  Miami Dade’s was completed back in November 2014.  They have a lengthy administrative process.  I still have not received their report, but all other 69 facilities have turned in their inspection report.  The booklet still has the medical exemptions in there.  That will go away in 2015.  Every medical facility will have to have an FMJS inspection.

Sheriff Rutherford – I want to congratulate everybody in here and the agencies represented.  This is a vast improvement. Thank you guys for making it happen in your individual agencies as well.  It looks pretty darn good.  
Training Report – Lt. Joe Gaudette – Charlotte County Sheriff’s Office

February 25th I held a small refresher live class training.  I had eight students.  Three were from my accreditation staff who sat through the class.  It was approximately a six and one half (6 ½) hour class.  We covered the code of conduct that was presented again today.  The feedback from that group was that they thought it was well overdue.  We went over the changes in standards and report writing.  From discussion with Beth Richards and some of the reports that I’ve been reviewing lately, that’s one area; report writing, that we saw needed the most improvement.  We’ve actually taken pieces out of the reports and incorporated it right into the class.  Here are some that’s being done.  For example; you have a notable violation on the report but it’s not covered in the cover letter.  Actually we weren’t even covering it during the exit; so that leaves to interpret that it wasn’t being covered at all.  With the Internet class, I told twelve (12) participants that took an eighty-six (86) question multiple choice test that it was open book.  In that class I had two (2) medical Inspectors.  I did it as an open book just to use that group as a test subject.  Of the twelve tested, nobody failed.  The average test score was 87%; so it looks promising. I’m going to take the eight-six (86) questions and bring it down to fifty (50). Going forward, that will be a fifty (50) question multiple choice test that will be administered.  I’ve already had discussion with Isaiah to move forward once we make it known this is what we’re doing.  Completed test will go the FSA for storage and records keeping. That will take care of that aspect of it. Then we go ahead and start expanding the questions even more and add that into the 40-hour course as well.  I’ve had discussion with Kristine that she can start developing some medical questions that again we can incorporate into the refresher and her 24-hour training.  We do have three (3) more refreshers scheduled for this year.  FSA through Isaiah has assured me they will be posted clearly with notice.  Major Mike Allen has agreed to host the class in Polk County May 7th.  We’ll be here in Jacksonville August 26th, and we will be over in Marion County October 16th.  Between now and the August class I will be working with my training committee to try to develop the 40-hour multiple choice test so that we can try to put a small 40-hour class together sometime between October and December to use that group to be kind of like the test subjects on that test.  With the small group that I had, I had a lot of individual feedback.  Isaiah has agreed to do that with some restrictions.  Hopefully by the time the June meeting comes along we’ll be in the position to say what we’re going to have a small 40-hour class on and a date with a location as well.  
Compliance Report – Beth Richards – Collier County Sheriff’s Office

The compliance committee did meet, and we reviewed 62 security reports of the inspections that were submitted and 52 reports of the medical.  That was much better than past years.  Even with those numbers, we didn’t review every single one.  We reviewed them for accuracy and we found they were more accurate and objective, and the consistency among the reports is much better.  The training that we have already completed has made a big difference.  The classes to come are going to be key.  The correction action submitted is not really consistent from each county for serious violations. However, they’re there, and that’s something we haven’t seen in the past. That is also something that has improved.  The majority of the serious violations were fire related, which is kind of weird.  But I think since we have clarified some of the standards those will go away.
Sheriff Rutherford – You all are doing a good job getting those reports in.

Sgt. Harvey – Medical didn’t have any serious violations or anything to report.
Open Forum

Ms. Richards – Just by the change that we made on today where you have to do two (2) inspections within a four (4) year period, I know we have the peer committee and group in here today. Just be cognizant that we just changed the mechanism where Inspectors who normally don’t solicit inspections will now be soliciting to do inspections in order to maintain that certification.  So we have to kind of let them in.  If some of you that are more experience in doing that can reach out and grab on to one or two people while you’re doing your inspections that would be a good help.

Ms. Dekany – I agree because I was one of those who couldn’t get people to do an inspection; so we have to be cognizant of that.

Mr. Dennard – Normally three of the peer groups that are active will send me their schedules and they have invited us from time to time.  I would ask them if we could come out, and if I could bring somebody with me, and they have allowed me to come out.  If somebody’s having a hard time trying to find an area to go to, I’ll have somebody from FSA help you find somebody within the state.

Sgt. Harvey – I usually get the same schedules that Isaiah does, so I’m another person you can contact when you need to do an inspection.   
Motion: 
Sheriff Rutherford asked for a motion to adjourn.  Sheriff Borders made the motion to adjourn.  Sheriff Hunter seconded the motion.  Motion carried unanimously.
Sheriff Rutherford – We are adjourned.  Thank you.
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