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The following chart details this style of analysis: 
  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Report Respondent Requested F & R Responded # Compliant # Non Compliant
FAR 2016-2017-001 County Contracts CC as CAO R1-R12 yes 6 6


BOS R1-R12 yes 6 6


FAR 2016-2017-002 
Transparency and 
Elections Codes Clerk/Recorder/Assessor F1-F4, R1-R10 yes 12 2


BOS F1-F4, R1-R10 yes 13 1


FAR 2016-2017-003
Keeping the Public 
Business Public Board of Supervisors F1-F17, R1-R5 yes 22 0


CC as CAO F1, F3, F10-F16 R1,R2,R4 no 0 12
CC  F1,F3,F5-F16, R1-R4 yes 18 0


COR 2016-2017-001
Continuity Committee 
Report BOS R2 yes 0 1


Report Respondent Requested F & R Responded # Compliant # Non Compliant
SDR2015-2016-001 Water BOS R2-R7, R10 yes 2 5


CAO R2, R9 no 0 2
Planning R2, R9 no 0 2
Evir/Health R4, R9, R10 yes 1 2
Code Enforcement R2, R9 no 0 2
TCWD#1 R1, R2, R5, R6, R8 yes 4 1


COR2015-2016-001 Loans BOS F1-F7, R1-R7 yes 9 5
CAO F1-F7, R1-R7 yes 10 4
Auditor F1-F7, R1-R7 yes 14 0


JUR2015-2016-001 Evidence BOS F1-F25 & R1-R25 yes 0 50
TCSO F1-F25 & R1-R25 yes 50 0


JUR2015-2016-002 Inmate Welfare BOS F1, F13 & R1, R2 & R12 yes 3 2
TCSO F1-F15 & R1-R14 yes 26 3


Report Respondent Requested F & R Responded # Compliant # Non Compliant
FAR 2014-2015 2005 Bond Report BOS F1, F3, R1, R3 yes 3 1


CAO F1, F3, R1, R3 yes 4 0
HHR 2014-2015 Veteran's Services BOS F1-F3, R1-R3 yes 6 0


CAO F1-F3, R1-R3 yes 6 0
VSO F1-F3, R1-R3 yes 6 0


JUR 2014-2105 Public Defender BOS F1-F3, F7 & R1-R3 & R7 yes 7 1
CAO F1, F4-F6 & R1, R4-R6 yes 7 1
Auditor F2, F3 & R2, R3 yes 4 0
CPO F1, F4-F6 & R1, R4-R6 yes 6 2


JUR 2014-2015 Detention Facility BOS F1-F5, F7-F10, R1-R5, R7-R10 yes 17 1
CAO F1-F5, F7-F10, R1-R5, R7-R10 yes 16 2
Sheriff F6,F8-F10, R6, R8-R10 yes 0 8


DER2014-2015-001 Marijuana BOS F1-F25 & R1-R25 yes 28 22
CAO F1-F25 & R1-R25 yes 32 18
CC F22, F24, F25 & R22, R24, R25 yes/late 0 6
TCSO F25 & R25 yes 0 2


Total Requested 508 338 170
66.54% 33.46%
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and the third continues as outstanding. 
● The Judge Elizabeth Johnson Loan. On 3/2/16, the balance of this loan 


was $154,170.54. As of 11/1/17, the balance was $105,167.27, with a balloon 
of $70,454.92 due on 12/31/18. Following Judge Johnson’s retirement this 
spring, this loan was repaid in full.


Report: 2016-17 Trinity County Grand Jury Report
Keeping the Public’s Business Public:
Review and Analysis of the BOS responses -
Finding #1: “The BOS scheduled on its posted agenda, as a ‘closed ses-


sion’ pursuant to Government Code section 54954.5(e), an employee evalua-
tion of the CC at 11 regular meetings of the BOS for the Calendar Year 2016 
(January 1, 2016 thru December 31, 2016).”   


Response: Disagree wholly. Deputy clerk says this is inaccurate.
Review of this Response: The number of times the agenda reflected 


the employee evaluation of the County Counsel was in fact not 11, as the 
previous grand jury had stated. In fact it was 13 times, 12 more than the 
contracted annual evaluation.
The dates and agenda item numbers for the 13 are as follows. Additional-


ly, these items were compared with both the BOS’ published agendas and 
the minutes published following the meetings:
1. Agenda 2016-01-05 under Closed Session, item 7.01 01 Government 


Code Section 54954.5(e) – Public Employee Evaluation: County Counsel 
(Minutes reflect “Evaluation Held”)
2. Agenda 2016-01-20 under Closed Session, item 6.01 Government Code 


Section 54954.5(e) – Public Employee Evaluation: County Counsel (Minutes 
reflect “Evaluation Held”)
3. Agenda 2016-02-17 under Closed Session, item 6.01 Government Code 


Section 54954.5(e) – Public Employee Evaluation: County Counsel (Minutes 
reflect “Direction Given to Staff”)
4. Agenda 2016-03-01 under Closed Session, item 6.01 Government Code 


Section 54954.5(e) – Public Employee Evaluation: County Counsel (Minutes 
reflect “Direction Given to Staff”)
5. Agenda 2016-03-15 under Closed Session, item 6.01 Government Code 


Section 54954.5(e) – Public Employee Evaluation: County Counsel (Minutes 
reflect “Evaluation Held”)
6. Agenda 2016-04-05 under Closed Session, item 6.01 Government Code 


Section 54954.5(e) – Public Employee Evaluation: County Counsel (Minutes 
reflect “Evaluation Held”)
7. Agenda 2016-04-19 under Closed Session, item 6.02 Government Code 


Section 54954.5(e) – Public Employee Evaluation: County Counsel (Minutes 
reflect “Evaluation Held”)
8. Agenda 2016-05-03 under Closed Session, item 7.02 Government Code 


Section 54954.5(e) – Public Employee Evaluation: County Counsel (Minutes 
reflect “Evaluation Held”)
9. Agenda 2016-05-17 under Closed Session, item 7.01 Government Code 


Section 54954.5(e) – Public Employee Evaluation: County Counsel (Minutes 
reflect “Evaluation Held”)
10. Agenda 2016-06-07 under Closed Session, item 7.01 Government Code 


Section 54954.5(e) – Public Employee Evaluation: County Counsel (Minutes 
reflect “Evaluation Held”)
11. Agenda 2016-06-21 under Closed Session, item 7.01 Government Code 


Section 54954.5(e) – Public Employee Evaluation: County Counsel (Minutes 
reflect “Evaluation Held”)
12. Agenda 2016-09-06 under Closed Session, item 6.01 Government Code 


Section 54954.5(e) – Public Employee Evaluation: County Counsel (Minutes 
reflect “Evaluation Held”)
13. Agenda 2016-10-04 under Closed Session, item 6.02 Government Code 


Section 54954.5(e) – Public Employee Evaluation: County Counsel (Minutes 
reflect the wrong item description and then the words “Evaluation Held”)
As a side note, the November 1, 2016, BOS agenda has under ‘closed ses-


sion,’ the evaluation of the Clerk of the Board, who is Margaret Long (Coun-
ty Counsel, then Interim CAO and Clerk of the Board).
The conclusion to this finding, and its response, is that, based on research 


and cross checking, the respondent was inaccurate in its answer. 
Finding #4: “BOS minutes, for each meeting held during the calendar 


year 2016 where an evaluation of the CC was scheduled, indicate ‘Evalu-
ation was held,’ except the meeting on March 1, 2016, where the minutes 
report, ‘Direction was given to staff.’”


Response: Disagree wholly.  Administration staff found this not to be 
accurate.


Review of this Response: The Grand Jury finding was inaccurate as 
there were 13 (not 11) such meetings. Additionally, “Direction to staff” was 
reported in the minutes for two meetings 2/17/2016 and 3/01/2017, not one 
as Finding #4 states.


Finding #6: “The contract between the BOS and the CC called for cre-
ation of criteria and standards for evaluating the CC’s performance. Under 
the contract, performance reviews are to be conducted annually.”


Response: Agree.
Review of this Response: The response of “Agree” supports the contract 


between the BOS and the CC which states performance reviews are to be 
conducted annually. There were, however, 13 performance reviews, 12 more 
than the contracted amount.


Transparency & Election Codes:
The most important goal the current grand jury pursued was allowing 


members of the Grand Jury to observe the election process pursuant to 
Election Code 15104(d) (see appendix C). In particular, the Grand Jury 
sought to observe the process of counting mail-in-ballots as mandated by the 
election code. As part of this effort, we requested information from the prior 
election as to the number of mail-in ballots that were returned as ‘Returned 
Undeliverable’ by the post office. Of the ballots mailed out, 333 of more than 
3,600 mailed were returned by the USPS.
We are pleased that the Elections Office has agreed to have the grand 


jury participate in the upcoming June election as observers of the election 
process. We hope that this will give our citizens a further sense of security 
in the election results with this additional level of transparency.


Follow-up Interviews:
In order to complete the review of earlier Grand Jury reports, the current 


Grand Jury members met with a member of the BOS and with the CAO to 
determine the status of six responses of ‘needs further analysis’ and/or ‘has 
been implemented.’ The respondents stated that all but one was confirmed 
as implemented. Clarification is needed on this final one.


FINDINGS and RECOMMENDATIONS for the 2017-2018
GRAND JURY CONTINUITY REPORT
Findings:
Finding #1: The Policy for responding to Grand Jury reports does not 


match the Penal Code.
Finding #2: Not all Department Heads and Elected Officials understand 


the role of the Grand Jury and how it fulfills its duties.
Recommendations:
Recommendation #1: Update Policy Statement #3-90(p) for responding 


to Grand Jury reports so that it matches the Penal Code.
Recommendation #2: Give all Department Heads and Elected Officials 


a briefing on the Grand Jury, its roles and duties within the county. The 
Grand Jury would be happy to meet with all the department heads and 
elected officials at the start of their terms. Alternatively, we suggest that 
County Council or the CAO advise its staff.
Pursuant to Penal Code section 933.05, the grand jury requests responses 


as follows: 
Required Responses:
From the following governing body: Board of Supervisors:  R1 & R2
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Did You Know?
….That the Grand Jury is totally independent of all other government 
bodies? Answering only to the judicial branch, which oversees its orga-
nizational functions, the Grand Jury is permitted exclusive access to all 
areas of county government.


….That the Grand Jury is not subject to the open meetings laws dictat-
ed by the Brown Act? Every internal function of the Grand Jury is held 
in the utmost secrecy, to ensure the right to privacy of the citizens it 
represents.


….That, by law, all of the Grand Jury’s investigations, interviews and 
inquires are conducted with complete confidentiality for all parties 
involved? In order to protect the persons testifying, Grand Jury inter-
views, whenever possible, are conducted in the designated meeting 
room.


….That the contents of all Grand Jury interviews, including witness 
identities and their sources, are held in complete confidentiality? This is 
meant to protect the privacy of all parties involved.


….That all investigations by the Grand Jury, and any ensuing reports, 
must be completely evidence-based? Hearsay and other examples of 
insubstantial evidence is not considered by the Grand Jury.


….That at no time can fewer than two members of the Grand Jury con-
duct an interview or investigation? The Grand Jury always strives for 
the participation of as many jurors as is necessary to conduct full, sub-
stantial inquiries into governmental matters.


….That criminal investigations are normally initiated by the county’s 
District Attorney, and not by the Grand Jury, except in rare cases? Civil 


matters are usually the sole domain of the Grand Jury.


….That the Grand Jury’s discretion is what decides whether any matter 
is taken under advisement? All issues brought to the Grand Jury are 
considered for investigation, until a decision is made as to their value.


….That all detention facilities in the county are subject to inspection by 
the Grand Jury each and every year? The state’s Penal Code mandates 
this, and a report is filed by the Grand Jury at the end of each fiscal 
year as to the state of the local jail facility.


….That citizens who submit complaints to the Grand Jury are not noti-
fied at any time as to the status of their complaints? This is to ensure 
the confidentiality of any and all persons named in the documents.


….That reports from the Grand Jury may or may not be made public? 
The discretion of the Grand Jury dictates the need for the public to 
know the findings, if any, from all investigations.


….That the Grand Jury has the power to issue subpoenas, through 
the office of the District Attorney? Witnesses to be interviewed by the 
Grand Jury are sometimes summoned through this method.


….That all persons, including members of the Grand Jury themselves, 
are subject to fines for violating any aspect of the confidentiality rules 
that bind them? This applies also to citizens who are interviewed by the 
Grand Jury, and are advised of this fact upon their meeting with jurors.


….That any person summoned to a Grand Jury interview is required 
only to inform their employers of that fact? No other information per-
taining to the Grand Jury meeting should be released by the witness to 
anyone.
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Trinity County Grand Jury
 Confidential Complaint Form Revised 11/2014


The Trinity County Grand Jury is comprised of 19 local citizens.  Each year 19 citizens are sworn in and serve for 1 year.  The Grand 
Jury acts as a “watch dog” over local government to ensure that the people of Trinity are being represented by those elected officials 
within our county.  The method of letting the citizens know how the government is performing is by publishing its findings along with 
recommendations in a report. Departments may be randomly chosen for review, or perhaps something has been a “hot” topic in the 
media or a complaint is received.  
 
All complaints are reviewed in confidence by the Grand Jury and be responded to via mail.  When completing this form, please be as 
specific as possible, include dates, names etc.  This helps the jury have a clear picture and eliminates the need to request more infor-
mation from you before deciding if it needs further investigation.


Please note:  A Grand Jury complaint should be submitted only after all other attempts to correct a situation have been unsuccessful. “Every person who makes a report to the 
grand jury that a felony or misdemeanor has been committed, knowing the report to be false is guilty of a misdemeanor.” (Penal Code Section 148.5(d))


Submit to: Trinity County Grand Jury   Date of complaint:     
  PO Box 2308 (confidential mail)
  Weaverville, CA 96093


1.   Complaint regarding:
      Jail/Sheriff              Building Dept        VA Services        Health & Human Services       School    
      Dept. of Transportation        Social Services        Environmental         Board of Supervisors
      Recorders Office         Assessors Office         Judicial           Other________________________
2.  Specifics of the complaint:              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
 
Have you made a complaint about this matter before?  If yes, please explain
             
3.  Your  Name:                
Mailing Address:             
Phone:  ( )    Email (optional):       


I provide all of the foregoing information under penalty of perjury.


Signature:              


Have a Complaint?
We have included a complaint form on the back 


page of this tab (adjacent). Once you have exhaust-
ed all other options for resolving the issue you 
should then mail the completed form to the Grand 
Jury. You will receive a letter of receipt and if your 
complaint is within our purview. All complaints 
are completely confidential.


Additional complaint forms can be downloaded 
from our county website – www.trinitycounty.org 
under Grand Jury, or at your local library.  
INSTRUCTIONS
1. Complaint Regarding:
● Include the name of the individual or orga-


nization that is the subject of your complaint.  
Ensure correct spelling of names.
● If the complaint is against an individual in 


an organization, include that individual’s title or 
position in the organization
● Provide a physical address (not a P.O. box) 


and city/town.  Please note that the Trinity 
County Grand Jury is restricted by law to operate 
within the county.
● Provide a telephone number if possible


2. Specifics of the Complaint:
● Describe the problem
● Be as concise as possible, while providing 


dates, times, names, and other relevant specifics
● Provide specific instances, rather than broad 


or general statements
● Please do not include photographs, witness 


statements, or other supporting information at 
this time.  The Grand Jury may request any such 
details at a later time.
● If more space is required you may attach 


additional pages.  Please number each additional 
page, such as “Page 2 of 3” and sign each page at 
the bottom.


3. Complainant Information:
● You may submit an anonymous complaint, 


however this may make an effective investigation 
difficult or impossible to complete.
● If you don’t wish to remain anonymous 


include your name, mailing address, and tele-
phone number
● Sign the complaint form
● Submit the complaint to the address provided 


on the front of the form


4. Response:
● The Grand Jury will acknowledge receipt of 


your complaint.
● If an investigation is conducted you may be 


contacted again.
● In the event that an investigation is not con-


ducted you will be notified of the reason(s).
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Need to check out  
old Grand Jury reports?


The Trinity Journal has this year’s report and the previous 
three years on its website, www.trinityjournal.com


Trinity County maintains reports back to 1998-99 
 on its website, www.trinitycounty.org








Trinity County Grand Jury
The responses to the 2017-2018 
Trinity County Grand Jury 
Final Report will be uploaded, as 
received, to the county website 
under Grand Jury Reports. The 
web address is www.trinitycounty.
org. On the home page in the 
bottom left hand corner is a link 
called “Grand Jury Reports”.  In 
the past, reports were uploaded 
after all responses were received, 
however, this year and moving 
forward they will be separate, 
Once you click on the 2017-2018 
Grand Jury Final Report link you 
will find the various reports within 
the Final Report. As the required 
respondents reply to the findings/
recommendations to a given report 
a link will be added.  


The 2017-2018 Trinity County 
Grand Jury members offered rep-
resentation throughout the coun-
ty including Big Bar, Douglas 
City, Junction City, Kettenpom-
Zenia, Lewiston and Weaverville.


Did you know?
….That your Grand Jury rep-
resents the citizens of our county? 
Much like at the ballot box, the 
voice of the people is heard loud 
and clear through the work of the 
Grand Jury each year.


….That the Grand Jury acts as 
the “watchdog” for local govern-
ment agencies and departments? 
The work of the Grand Jury is 
designed to shed a spotlight on the 
functions of our county leaders and 
their employees and is never to be 
used as a sledgehammer.


….That the Grand Jury serves for 
one fiscal year, from June through 
July? Individual jurors also have 
the option to extend their terms 
for no more than one extra year, 
concurrently.


….That while some states have 
Grand Juries that are designed for 
criminal cases, our county’s Grand 
Jury serves mainly as a civil inves-
tigative body, and does not often 
deal with criminal matters?


….That the Grand Jury is an in-
vestigative body and not a policing 
agency? The Grand Jury’s duties 
are all about observing and report-
ing, while criminal matters are, as 
always, dealt with by the D.A. and 
local law enforcement.


  Each Trinity County resident 
is participating in the growth and 
character of this community. From 
district attorney to school custodian, 
from county supervisor to small 
business owner, mill worker and 
waitress, we all participate in the 
fabric of this place we call home. We 
are each responsible for the quality 
of life and the strength of our county.


  The Grand Jury shares this social 
contract. It is comprised of a group of 
average people willing to investigate, 
and to cooperate with, our local 
governing bodies to help provide 
solutions to the challenges that 
small representative government 
faces. The Grand Jury should be 
appreciated as a vital partner with 
local government, an ‘auto immune’ 
system in the body politic.


  The civil Grand Jury provides a 
responsive interface between county 


government and the citizens of the 
county. By law, the only agenda a 
Grand Jury can pursue is an ongoing 
effort to insure the quality of life and 
the fair treatment of every county 
citizen. It is a vital and rewarding 
constitutional responsibility to serve 
as a juror.


  It is the Grand Jury’s 
responsibility to provide an 
investigative body to assist our 
local government in identifying and 
correcting county systems that are 
outdated, mismanaged or simply 
neglected. Through cooperation and 
mutual respect, the Grand Jury 
offers an essential resource for 
improving the responsiveness of local 
government. With input and support 
from citizens, the Grand Jury can 
provide an ally for those seeking 
a fair and honest accounting from 
those we elect to manage the often-
complex affairs of Trinity County.


As citizens of the United States of America, we enjoy 
many rights and privileges not common in most countries 
of the world. We, as a people, tend to forget that with 
each of these rights and privileges we take for granted, 
we have an inherent responsibility. One of our rights is 
that we may be involved with and become a part of our 
government process.  


One of the most profound means of participation in 
our country can be as a Juror of the Grand Jury. To be 
selected to serve on the Grand Jury is one of the greatest 
honors a citizen can receive. This position provides an 
opportunity to make a contribution of great value to your 
community. 


How Jurors are Chosen
Jurors are chosen in a few different ways. One way is 


to respond to the annual advertisement in The Trinity 
Journal — usually in April. 


The other way is by recommendation by the Presiding 
Judge or a member of the current jurors. You would then 
receive a summons and once in the court room 19 names 
are drawn. 


Qualifications for Grand Jury Service
A person is competent to act as a Grand Juror if they 


possess each of the following:
1.  Have citizenship of the United States of the age 


of 18 years or older who shall have been a resident 
of the State and of the county for one year immedi-
ately before being selected.


2.  Have possession of his/her natural faculties, of 
ordinary intelligence, of sound judgment and of fair 
character.


3.  Have possession of sufficient knowledge of the 
English language.  Sufficient is interpreted to mean:  
able to read, write and speak in a high school level.


4.  Have a Complaint? We have included a complaint 
form on page 11. Once you have exhausted all other 
options for resolving the issue you should then mail the 
completed form to the Grand Jury.  You will receive a 
letter of receipt and if your complaint is within our pur-
view.  All complaints are completely confidential.


5.  Additional complaint forms can be either down-
loaded from our county website – www.trinitycounty. 
org under Grand Jury or at your local library.  


Why become a Grand Juror?


Grand Jury of Trinity County


2017-2018 Grand Jury Mission Statement
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Trinity River Conservation Camp #3
As noted in previous Grand Jury reports, Trinity River Conservation 


Camp #3 is very impressive. With the information given to us, the current 
Grand Jury was able to understand the purpose, role, achievements and 
future of Camp #3, as well as other camps throughout the state. The camp is 
jointly operated by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protec-
tion (CalFire) and the California Department of Corrections and Rehabil-
itation (CDCR). The primary mission of the camp is to provide inmate fire 
crews for fire suppression, principally in Trinity, Shasta and Siskiyou Coun-
ty areas. This last year, however, crews from Camp #3 traveled to Napa and 
Sonoma Counties providing assistance with devastating fires in those areas.


In addition to fire suppression, inmate hand crews provide a work force for 
community service projects for BLM, USFS, Cal Trans, Adopt-A-Highway, 
the Resource Conservation District of Trinity and Western Shasta Counties, 
Trinity County Parks and Recreation, Trinity County Fairgrounds, Trinity 
County Public Works, Trinity County Schools and local snow removal. It is 
estimated that during the 2017 calendar year, the Trinity River Conserva-
tion Camp #3, through conservation and work projects, provided local com-
munities with 110,061 work hours. The inmate fire crews provided 150,535 
hours in firefighting and other emergency work. It is estimated that the 
camp programs at Trinity River Conservation Camp #3 provided the taxpay-
ers of Trinity County and California a savings of $4,958,942.53.


The variety of inmate programs at the conservation camp is also impres-
sive. In addition to preparing for careers in firefighting, inmates have the 
opportunity to partake in water treatment training through Sacramento 
State University. They may choose to participate in correspondence courses 
through Lassen Community College, Coastline and Feather River Colleges. 
Inmates have the ability through California Conservation Camps (CCC) to 
receive their high school diploma or to obtain a GED. The camp is self-sus-
taining. Pride is shown by inmates working in various departments: the 
mill, cabinet shop, chainsaw repair, machine and automotive shops, gardens 


There are 95 inmates assigned to the Trinity 
River Conservation Camp (TRCC), which opened 
in 1988. The California Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection (CAL-FIRE) and the Califor-
nia Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
(CDCR) operate the TRCC jointly. Inmates at 
TRCC have committed nonviolent crimes. The 
average stay is less than two years and the maxi-
mum capacity is 132 inmates. 


The inmates are proud of the work they perform 
in our community and are eager to be at TRCC 
rather than in a different type of custody. Inmates 
strive to serve the remainder of their respective 
terms at the Conservation Camp and to contribute 
to the community. Many of them participate in 
educational opportunities. Inmates can take cor-
respondence classes, receive a GED or high school 
diploma, take online college classes when avail-
able and gain valuable work experience. Three previous inmates completed 
water treatment training through online classes provided by California State 
University, Sacramento and are now employed in various municipalities. 


Currently, seventy-two inmates are trained firefighters. They perform 
preventative work, including clearing brush and cutting trees in the county, 
as well as fighting forest fires when needed. The inmates undergo the same 
training as top level United States Forest Service certified hot shot firefight-
ers and must be in top physical condition. TRCC also has a Mobile Kitchen 
Unit, which provides feeding for thousands of firefighters during emergency 
assignments on fires, flood control and natural disasters. Inmates are super-
vised 24 hours a day while on work projects and on emergency incidents. 


While the Trinity River Conservation Camp specializes in cabinetry and 
woodworking, it is one of 18 other north state Conservation Camps with spe-


cific specialties. Other Trinity River Conservation 
Camp work assignments include: Kitchen cook, 
Diesel mechanics, Chainsaw mechanic, Log Mill-
ing Laundry service, Tailor, Metal shop/welding.


The skills the inmates learn can assist them in 
obtaining employment upon their release. Utili-
zation of a Conservation Camp represents a cost 
savings to the California tax payer compared to 
incarceration at other state or county facilities.


The daily cost of a single inmate incarcerated 
Trinity River Conservation Camp is approx-
imately $10.00 per day per inmate, totaling 
$3,650 a year, with an $80 per day cost for four-
week fire training. This cost savings is repre-
sented in the nearly 60% self-sufficiency of the 
program due to services it provides to the state 
and county. One of the objectives of the CDCR 
Conservation Camp Program is to provide mini-


mum custody facilities for inmates who may perform meaningful work in a 
structured program. 


TRCC inmates have built wooden rocking horses and toys, which are 
donated to charities. In the past, the Trinity River Conservation Camp has 
refurbished bicycles, which are given away by local organizations to needy 
children. The inmates have also built tables and shelving for agencies and 
local non-profits. 


During the 2016 calendar year, it is estimated that the TRCC provided the 
local communities with 109,061 work hours to local, state and federal gov-
ernment agencies. In addition to project and conservation work, the inmate 
fire crews provided 114,628 hours in firefighting and other emergency work. 


While the Trinity River Conservation Camp faces many challenges, we are 
fortunate to have the Trinity River Conservation Camp in Trinity County. 


Interesting facts about the Trinity River Conservation Camp


and the kitchen. This environment provides inmates an opportunity to learn 
marketable trades for employment upon release. 


The grand jury understands that currently Trinity County does not have 
a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with CCC allowing it to place 
inmates in these camps at a lesser cost to the county. We encourage the 
County to explore an MOU with CCC in order to place qualifying prisoners 
in this program to the benefit of the county and the prisoners. 


Otherwise, congratulation and kudos to all at Camp #3.








Public Prisons Report
California Penal Code Section 919(b) provides that each year: “The 


Grand Jury shall inquire into the condition and management of 
the public prisons within the County.” The current Grand Jury visited 
the two Trinity County public prisons: the Sheriff’s Detention Facility 
and Juvenile Hall Facility. Additionally, it visited the State of California 
facility: Trinity River Conservation Camp #3.


All county detention facilities are overseen by the Board of State Commu-
nity Corrections (BSCC). The BSCC conducts biennial inspections of local 
detention facilities. It collects data and issues reports on those facilities. 
Prior to inspection, the Grand Jury reviews previous inspection reports 
as well as any earlier grand jury reports. The BSCC publishes the ‘Title 
15—Minimum Standards for Local Detention Facilities’ For both adult and 
juvenile facilities. These documents are useful as guides for inspections. 
When visiting the facilities, the Grand Jury looks at conditions, including 
cleanliness, staff presence, overall safety and security, and the orderliness of 
operations. 


During tours the Grand Jury observes booking areas, housing areas for 
inmates, the presence of safety and sobering cells, kitchen and dining areas, 
exercise areas, program areas, intake and holding areas and any other ap-
plicable areas (example: vital communications). Personnel are asked about 
any outstanding compliance issues, special concerns regarding facility condi-
tions or staffing. Other questions asked include the condition of the physical 
plants and welfare of the inmates. 


We thank all personnel who graciously hosted us at each facility. We were 
welcomed and engaged in honest conversations about a variety of issues. 
Our many questions were answered thoughtfully and thoroughly.


TRINITY COUNTY DETENTION FACILITY
The 2017-2018 Grand Jury visited the Trinity County Detention Facility. 


Sadly, we found that issues reported in previous grand jury reports contin-
ued. The 2014-2015 Grand Jury found that the findings and recommenda-
tions documented over prior years continued to worsen year after year. Im-
portant issues continue: dangerous understaffing, inadequate recruitment 
and retention, significant safety concerns, low morale and heavy workloads 
due to staffing issues. The physical plant continues to be plagued with mold, 
outdated communication systems, overcrowding and general deterioration of 
the facility. 


Responses from local government to previous Grand Jury reports regard-
ing the condition of the facility were either (1) they were looking for funding 
for a new jail or (2) they were waiting for the Classification and Compensa-
tion Study to fully address the recruitment and retention issues. 


The 2017-2018 Grand Jury understands that the long-awaited Classifi-
cation and Compensations Study has been completed. We hope that this 
leads to resolutions that help the County recruit and retain enough quali-
fied personnel to staff the new jail facility. The current Grand Jury heard 
concerns that the current inadequate pay and benefit package, as well as 
safety issues regarding the new facility, impact recruitment and retention of 
personnel. 


As many know, Trinity County obtained funds to build a new detention 
facility. That obviously addresses some of the maintenance issues. The 
current Grand Jury heard concerns about the safety of the new jail’s de-
sign, specifically the safety of both personnel and inmates in emergency 
situations. Personnel issues (pay, recruitment and retention) need to be 
addressed. In addition to safety issues, concerns were expressed about 
the design of the new plant. We understand the number of beds originally 
planned was reduced; this despite increased need. Furthermore, the on-site 
kitchen is being considered for elimination. 


We hope that all stakeholders have had the opportunity to participate in 
the planning stages for the detention facility. This would ensure that all 
aspects of the new facility are the safest and most efficient, as well as cost 
effective. The Board of Supervisors (BOS), upon receiving funding, said that 
it is committed to fully staffing the new jail. The Grand Jury will follow the 
county’s commitment to this and all other aspects of this project. 


TRINITY COUNTY JUVENILE FACILITY
The Grand Jury’s visit to the Trinity County Juvenile Facility was infor-


mative. It was apparent that the staff truly cares for the youth under its 
control. We were given the 2014-2016 BSCC inspection report in which only 
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one issue was noted. As of April 2017, That issue was resolved. Following 
that inspection, the Trinity County Probation Department was commended 
by the BSCC in three areas: outcomes, training and programming. 


As to ‘outcomes,’ the Trinity County Probation Department saw a 73% 
drop in the use of longer term out-of-county detention beds. Additionally, 
only one youth, while serving custody time on weekends, committed a new 
delinquent offense during the week. all youth were programmed locally; 
only two foster placements were needed. The BSCC found the program to be 
innovative and appropriate to the needs of Trinity County.


‘Training’ involves the entire facility. Trinity County Juvenile Facility is 
a Special Purpose Juvenile Hall. While not required, all staff is currently 
CORE trained. CORE-trained staff trains to the higher standard in order to 
have a better understanding of the expectations of day-to-day operations in 
a detention facility. 


‘Programming’ involves planning for and implementing programming that 
is restorative-justice based. Restorative justice seeks to balance the needs 
of the victims with the rehabilitation of their perpetrators. To facilitate 
this, there are substance abuse classes taught in conjunction with Alcohol 
and Other Drugs (AOD) classes. Based on the U.S. Department of Labor’s 
‘identified-skill-sets,’ Life Skill/Vocational Readiness Life Skills Trainings 
(VRLS) classes use community projects to teach youth skills for employ-
ment. The facility offers academic tutoring and assistance, plus a Victim 
Awareness class that began in the third quarter 2016. Staff is planning 
on adding additional weekend parenting classes that would be a combined 
effort between probation and AmeriCorps.


While there is a lack of adequate funding to maintain this facility at its 
highest potential, we commend the staff for making the most of the avail-
able resources and for investigating potential new sources of funding and 
partnerships. We encourage the county and the community to support this 
very worthwhile facility with additional funding.
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Ballot Processing


APPENDEX C
ELEC § 15104 Vote-by-Mail Ballot Processing
(a) The processing of vote by mail ballot return envelopes, and the pro-


cessing and counting of vote by mail ballots, shall be open to the public, 
both prior to and after the election.


(b) A member of the county grand jury, and at least one member each of 
the Republican county central committee, the Democratic county central 
committee, and of any other party with a candidate on the ballot, and any 
other interested organization, shall be permitted to observe and challenge 
the manner in which the vote by mail ballots are handled, from the pro-
cessing of vote by mail ballot return envelopes through the counting and 
disposition of the ballots.
(c)  The elections official shall notify vote by mail voter observers and 


the public at least 48 hours in advance of the dates, times, and places 
where vote by mail ballots will be processed and counted.


(d) Notwithstanding paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 2194, 
vote by mail voter observers shall be allowed sufficiently close access to 
enable them to observe the vote by mail ballot return envelopes and the 
signatures thereon and challenge whether those individuals handling vote 
by mail ballots are following established procedures, including all of the 
following:


(1) Verifying signatures and addresses on the vote by mail ballot return 
envelopes by comparing them to voter registration information.


(2) Duplicating accurately damaged or defective ballots.
(3) Securing vote by mail ballots to prevent tampering with them before 


they are counted on election day.
(e) A vote by mail voter observer shall not interfere with the orderly 


processing of vote by mail ballot return envelopes or the processing and 
counting of vote by mail ballots, including the touching or handling of the 
ballots.


APPENDEX B
POLICY STATEMENT #3-90(P) / RESPONSES TO FINAL REPORT
POLICY STATEMENT NO. 3-90 (P) POLICY STATEMENT RE 


PROCEDURE FOR COMMENTING TO GRAND JURY REPORTS 
AND THE MANAGEMENT REPORT OF THE ANNUAL COUNTY 
AUDIT
In order to establish a uniform procedure for the preparation and filing 


of comments to Grand Jury Reports, and the Management Report of the 
Annual Audit, it is the policy of the Board of Supervisors that the follow-
ing steps be followed:


Grand Jury Reports:
1. Upon receipt of a final or interim report as provided in Section 933 of 


the Penal Code, the County Clerk will distribute copies to the members 
of the Board of Supervisors, the County Administrative Officer, and all 


affected departments.  The Clerk shall establish a timetable for response 
to the report to comply with the 90-day limitation for the Board of Su-
pervisors and the 60-day limitation for Elective Officers and appointed 
Department Heads. 2. The County Administrator shall be responsible 
for the preparation of the response to the recommendations and findings 
of the Grand Jury. 3. Comments shall be due from affected department 
heads within 30 days.  Upon receipt, the Clerk shall immediately forward 
copies to the County Administrative officer, Grand Jury and the Superior 
Court Judge. 4. The County Administrative Officer will review all de-
partmental responses for adequacy and completeness and may comment 
on the responses but shall not alter them. 5. The County Administrator, 
in coordination with members of the Board of Supervisors, shall prepare 
a final draft response which shall be scheduled on the Board agenda for 
discussion and approval in adequate time to meet the 90 day time frame 
required by Penal Code Section 933. 6. Upon adoption by the Board, the 
Clerk will file the original and furnish copies of the response, together 
with all departmental responses, to the Superior Court Judge, the Grand 
Jury and others specifically requesting copies.
The response shall reflect substantially the following:
1. As to each finding, whether the responding department agrees with 


or disputes the finding.  If the finding is disputed, an explanation of the 
dispute should be provided.


2. To enable each Grand Jury to track its recommendations, the re-
sponse shall indicate that the recommendations:
A. Have been implemented.  Provide a summary of significant detail. 
B. Will be implemented.  A time frame for implementation is required.
C. Requires further analysis.  Detailed outline required showing the 


scope and parameters of the study.      D. Is not feasible.  Explanation 
required.
3. Responses shall be brief and to the point.  Each finding and recom-


mendation shall be replied to separately.
Management Reports, Annual Audit:
1. Upon receipt of the Management Report, the County Clerk will 


distribute copies to the members of the Board of Supervisors, the County 
Administrative Officer, the Auditor/Controller, the Foremen of the Grand 
Jury and all affected departments.  The Clerk shall establish a timetable 
for response to the report. 2. Comments shall be due from affected depart-
ment heads within 30 days.  Upon receipt, the Clerk shall immediately 
forward copies to the County Administrative Officer, the Auditor/Control-
ler, the Grand Jury and the Board of Supervisors. 3. The Management 
Report and Responses shall be filed in the Office of the County Clerk.


ADOPTED:  July 17, 1990     
/s/ Howard G. Myrick____________ Howard G. Myrick - Chairman Board 


of Supervisors, County of Trinity








Responses to findings
PEN § 933.05   Responses to findings


(a) 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 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.


(b) 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 regard-
ing the implemented action.


(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be imple-
mented 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 war-


ranted or is not reasonable, with an explanation therefor.
(c) 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 find-
ings or recommendations affecting his or her agency or department.


(d) A grand jury may request a subject person or entity to come before 
the grand jury for the purpose of reading and discussing the findings of the 
grand jury report that relates to that person or entity in order to verify the 
accuracy of the findings prior to their release.


(e) During an investigation, the grand jury shall meet with the subject of 
that investigation regarding the investigation, unless the court, either on 
its own determination or upon request of the foreperson of the grand jury, 
determines that such a meeting would be detrimental. 


(f) A grand jury shall provide to the affected agency 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 dis-
close any contents of the report prior to the public release of the final report.


APPENDEX A
 PEN § 933 Findings and recommendations; comment of governing 


bodies;  elective officers, or agency heads.
(a) Each grand jury shall submit to the presiding judge of the superior 


court a final report of its findings and recommendations that pertain to 
county government matters during the fiscal or calendar year.  Final re-
ports on any appropriate subject may be submitted to the presiding judge of 
the superior court at any time during the term of service of a grand jury.  A 
final report may be submitted for comment to responsible officers, agencies, 
or departments, including the county board of supervisors, when applicable, 
upon finding of the presiding judge that the report is in compliance with this 
title.  For 45 days after the end of the term, the foreperson and his or her 
designees shall, upon reasonable notice, be available to clarify the recom-
mendations of the report.


(b) One copy of each final report, together with the responses thereto, 
found to be in compliance with this title shall be placed on file with the clerk 
of the court and remain on file in the office of the clerk.  The clerk shall 
immediately forward a true copy of the report and the responses to the State 
Archivist who shall retain that report and all responses in perpetuity.


(c) 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 gov-
erning 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 find-
ings 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 respons-
es 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.  One copy shall be placed on file with 
the applicable grand jury final report by, and in the control of the currently 
impaneled grand jury, where it shall be maintained for a minimum of five 
years.


(d) As used in this section “agency” includes a department.
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Continuity Report
SUMMARY
Each year the newly-impaneled group of grand jurors receives the respons-


es to their predecessors’ reports. The responses are carefully reviewed for 
their content, compliance to the law, timeliness and adherence to the penal 
code. This year we reviewed reports and responses for the past three years, 
a sum of 13 reports with 36 responses to 508 findings and recommendations.


Continuity is defined as an “uninterrupted connection; [a] close union of 
parts.”  In terms of grand juries, continuity is how we ensure that all the 
hard work put into a report has not been in vain. Without this “uninterrupt-
ed connection…,” reports would be forgotten and recommendations, as well 
as responses, would be useless.


The results of this year’s review revealed that of the 508 findings and 
recommendations, 170 (33.46%) responses were not in compliance. The 
penal code (see Appendix A) is very clear in how respondents must reply to a 
finding and to a recommendation.


Trinity County has Policy Statement #3-90 (P) (see Appendix B), regard-
ing responding to Grand Jury reports.  Unfortunately, the current Policy is 
missing a part of the penal code requirements, which is that, if a recommen-
dation needs further analysis, the response must also include a summary of 
the process and a time frame for completion of no more than 6 months. The 
majority of the 170 non-compliant responses is the result of this discrepancy 
in that no summary is provided and no time-frame is specified.


This theme of “uninterrupted connection…” is not isolated to the past, 
present or future grand juries. It is integral between, and among, grand 
juries, the governing board, department heads and elected officials. The 
relationship should be that of a team, the same team, serving the best inter-
ests of our citizens. As grand jurors, we are tasked with looking at various 
departments or areas of our local government to ensure that they are per-
forming efficiently, responsibly and lawfully, as well as fulfilling the needs 
of our community. Our reports and recommendations are not meant to place 
blame. Rather, they are intended to improve areas that are not efficient, 
or to correct areas that are not adhering to penal codes or other mandated 
laws. Additionally, grand jury reports inform the public as to how their local 
government is performing.


GLOSSARY
BOS – Board of Supervisors
CC – County Counsel
CAO – County Administrative Officer
CDBG – Community Development Block Grant
EDBG – Economic Development Block Grant
HRLC – Housing Rehabilitation Loan Committee 
MOU – Memorandum of Understanding


BACKGROUND
Each year a new grand jury is impaneled. The one-year term begins July 


1 and ends on June 30 of the following year. Due to the complexity of a 
thorough investigation, along with the 60/90-day response times allotted by 
the penal code, generally, the responses to the reports of one jury are not 
received before the new jury is sworn into office. The exiting jurors rely on 
their successors to read their reports, review the responses and follow up on 
implemented recommendations that reflect the fruits of their labor.


METHODOLOGY
● Reviewed the Grand Jury’s Final Reports of 2014-2015,  2015-2016 and 


2016-2017
● Researched the relevant Penal Codes as well as Trinity County’s policies 


regarding responding to Grand Jury reports
● Reviewed the findings and recommendations for clarity, achievability 


and applicability
● Reviewed the responses to the requested findings and recommendations 


of each report for the previous three years for content, completion, compli-
ance with the law and timeliness


● Reviewed all public documents pertinent to each report:  BOS meetings’ 
minutes and agendas, current grant loan portfolio spreadsheets, etc.


● Verified findings found in each report


● Met with department heads and CAO
● Met with a member of the BOS and with the CAO to conduct a follow-up 


on last year’s recommendations requiring ‘further analysis’


DISCUSSION
The review process divides into different methods. The first method looks 


at which responses are compliant versus those which are non-compliant. 
The chart below reflects the results of this review of the responses to the 
reports for the past three years. Penal Code 933 .05 ‘Responses to Findings’ 
(see appendix A) details the two responses that are acceptable when respon-
dent(s) respond to findings. Subdivision (b) of 933.05 specifies four different 
actions that a respondent may choose when responding to recommendations.


Where respondents chose ‘(b) (3) requires further analysis,’ the majority 
of the responses were non-compliant because the respondents omitted the 
required time frame and/or the scope and parameters of the analysis. The 
others were non-compliant where no time frame for implementation was 
stated (b)(2). Lastly, if the recommendation was implemented, the response 
was non-compliant if the response lacked a summary of significant detail (b)
(1) to demonstrate implementation.


The chart on the following page details this style of analysis:
 
REVIEW OF PORTIONS OF EARLIER GRAND JURY REPORTS
As watchdogs for our citizens, the successor grand jury uses this second 


method of the review process to note any issues that have not been ad-
dressed. We also highlight where changes were made. We report where 
some issues were perhaps wrongly reported, or where new information from 
our investigation(s) needs to be added. 


We chose to examine more closely some specific responses from two of the 
three years of Grand Jury Reports. This does not mean that issues from the 
2014-2015 Grand Jury were not important, only that the following seemed 
more current. 


Report: 2015-2016 Trinity County Grand Jury Report


Community Development Block Grants:
Finding #1: “The Loan Grants accounting spreadsheet is unorganized, 


poorly documented and in great need of management oversight.”
Response: “The Trinity County Grant Department will consider this find-


ing and look at creating a more organized spreadsheet.” (Respondent Coun-
ty Council (CC)) 


Review of this Response: The accounting spreadsheet of January 2018 
is the same as it was in 2015. Attention should be given to this important 
component of grant receiving and accounting.


Finding #4: “The HRLC (Housing Rehabilitation Loan Committee) has 
violated the Brown Act by holding email/phone call meetings as well confer-
ence call meetings.”


Response: “… (U)pon investigation, it does not appear that the HRLC is a 
Brown Act committee….” (Respondent CC)


Review of this Response: To verify Finding #4, we spoke with our legal 
advisor who stated that any committee that is created/appointed by the BOS 
(i.e., a governing body) is held to the Brown Act.


LOANS from 2015 to 2018: Summary of the Community Develop-
ment Block Grant (CDBG)/Enterprise Development Block Grant 
(EDBG) Loans:


 The grand jury looked at components of the two grant-funding organiza-
tions as reported in 2015 and at the current status of the loans in 2018. The 
following is a summary of that review: 


● 10 loans: no payments were made on 10 loans as indicated in the 2015-
16 report, these 10 were in default then. As of January 2018 zero payments 
have been made and these loans continue in default.


● 7 loans were current in 2015 and are still current today.
● 3 loans were current in 2015 and have since been paid off successfully.
● 1 EDBG loan was in default in 2015; it was sold and the loan on it was 


marked ‘Paid in Full.’
● 3 loans had ‘forced placed’ insurance added to the amount of the loan: 


one house burned down, the recipients of one of these loans are deceased, 





