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June 30, 1999

The Honorable John K. Letton
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court
PO. Box 1258

Weaverville, CA 96093

Dear Judge L etton:
We the 1998-99 Trinity County Grand Jury are honored to present to you and the citizens of Trinity
County the 1998-99 Grand Jury Final Report.

The primary function of the Grand Jury is to serve as areporting entity. Our report is based upon those
areas of county government identified by the Grand Jury to be investigated during the period of our tenure.
Allegations, complaints and suggestionsfrom citizens, together with investigationsinitiated by the Jury, culminated
in the recommendations contained in thisreport.

The Jury was able to complete our final reportsintimeto review department responses while still impan-
eled. Thisis the third year for this process and allows the Jury to evaluate the response and make additional
recommendationswhere necessary. Wefeel thiseffort hasresulted in thoughtful,, timely and completerepliesfrom
the respondents.

The 1998-99 Grand Jury isgrateful for thetime and patience of various county personnel and officialsfor
the ongoing education and information resources graciously made available. We appreciate their hard work and
dedication.

Of the nineteen jurors who authored this report, four also served on the 1997-98 Grand Jury. The jurors
collectively reside in all areas of Trinity County and | offer my deep appreciation to each juror for his or her
dedication, consistency, hours upon hours of devoted labor and for the achievements that make this report pos-
sible. We have attempted to fulfill our dutiesto the best of our abilities and want to thank you for the opportunity
of being ableto serve our county.

Respectfully submitted,

S'S

Gerald L. BOOSINGER, Foreperson
19998-99 Trinity County Grand Jury
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1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION
COMMITTEE FINAL REPORT
ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE AND
DECISION-MAKING
BOARD OF SUPERVISORSAND ALL
DEPARTMENTS

PURPOSE:

The 1997-98 Grand Jury recommended that the suc-
ceeding grand jury evaluate the administrative structure
of Trinity County government and the processes by
which decisionswere being made. Aspart of thisevalu-
ation, the Grand Jury sought an answer to two ques-
tions

Isthe position of County Administrative Officer neces-
sary in the County administrative structure and deci-
sion-making process?

How are decisions made at the administrativelevel ?
BACKGROUND:

The administrative structure of Trinity County govern-
ment is divided into two basic parts: the Board of Su-
pervisorsand itsdirect and real authority over the non-
elected department heads and employees of the county;
and the moreindependent el ected department heads such
asAuditor/Controller, County Clerk/Recorder/Assessor,
Didtrict Attorney/Coroner, Marshal, Sheriff and Trea-
surer/Tax Collector over whom the supervisors have
limited authority based primarily on budgeting decisions.
In the formal structure (see attached Trinity County
Organizational Chart) the appointed department heads
report through the County Administrative Officer (CAO)
who works directly for the Board of Supervisors and
serves as the formal and direct source of information
related to non-elected departments while, according to
the chart, elected departments formally speak on their
own behalf before the board. Informally, the appointed
department heads have free and direct access to the
board aswell.

The question of whether a CAO is necessary to the
structure and process of county government apparently
israised every coupleof years. At leastin part thisques-
tion appearsto be based on the desiresfor less govern-
ment on the part of some citizenswho believethe elected
and appointed officials could sharethetasksof aCAO.
METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:

The Grand Jury interviewed all current members of the

Board of Supervisors and most of the elected and ap-
pointed department heads. Each was asked questioned
related to the county administrative structure and deci-
sion-making process. I n addition, wewent one step fur-
ther sincethereisnot apublic evaluation process of the
CAOQ, and asked direct questions related to the role of
the current CAO in that structure and process.
FINDING #1:

It is apparent that the role of the CAO now and in the
past has been dependent, to a great measure, on both
the make-up and temperament of the Board of Supervi-
sorsand the make-up and temperament of theindividual
intheCAQOrole.

With only two exceptions, those interviewed believed
therole of CAO was essential to efficient and effective
county decision-making. The position wasseen asafun-
nel for the gathering of information to go to and from
the Board of Supervisors.

A clear mgjority felt the current CAO was effectively
performing the duties of the CAO and gave the current
CAOQ credit for team-building among elected and ap-
pointed department heads and opening up the decision
making processincluding accessto the Board of Super-
visors. Thereare regular meetings of the administrative
staff to deal with issues in genera and in setting the
agendafor meetings of the Board of Supervisors. This,
along with amore congenial Board of Supervisors, has
generally made decision-making easier, more coopera-
tiveand effective.

Most acknowledged that the role of the CAO changes
depending on who iswearing the hat and that continu-
ance of the current decision-making environment isde-
pendent on aCA O willing to share decision-making and
aBoard of Supervisors wishing to work together and
with department headsin acollegial manner.
RECOMMENDATION #1:

Other than expressing appreciation for what most de-
scribed as a positive and clear change in the decision-
making process, we have no recommendations other
than to continue on the same course.

FINDING #2:

The 1997-98 Grand Jury made recommendations re-
lated to evaluations of elected and appointed depart-
ment heads. It appearsthat evaluation of the CAOisan
informal, on-going process based on theindividual ob-
servations and interactions of each supervisor with the
CAO. Whilethe CAO essentially servesat the pleasure
of the board, and thisinformal evaluation may be com-
fortablefor the partiesinvolved, there are drawbacks.
County residents are generally not aware of the roles
the CAO playsin government nor how well thoseroles



are performed and thus do not have the necessary in-
formation to assessthe value of the CAO position.

The CAO stenurerequires pleasing fiveindividual mem-
bersrather than meeting the needs of the Board of Su-
pervisorsasaunit.

RECOMMENDATION #2:

On an annual basisthe CAO should be outlining goals
and objectives for the CAO office for the upcoming
year. Thisshould bedoneat aregular, public meeting of
the board. In this way the supervisors, as well as citi-
zens, will have a more concrete method of assessing
what the CA O should be doing and how well the CAO
isperforming.

CONCLUSION:

The Grand Jury was pleasantly surprised at how well
the county operates at the administrative level. Both
€l ected and appointed official sand administrators showed
aclear understanding of their rolesin the administrative
structure and decision-making process and presented a
fairly positive outlook for continued good will and co-
operation inthe future.

30-DAY RESPONSE REQUESTED FROM: Board
of Supervisorsand CAO

Response of the County Administrative Officer
Date: March 23, 1999
To: Honorable John K. Letton,
Superior Court Judge
From: Jeannie Nix-Temple, County
Administrative Officer
RE: Responseto 1998-99 Trinity County

Grand Jury Financeand Administration
Committee Final Report Admin-
istrative Structure and Decision
Making

| appreciate the Grand Jury’s investigation and recom-
mendationsrelating to the County’ s administration and
decision-making process. | am pleased that the Grand
Jury received such positive responses from the Board
of Supervisors and the department heads who werein-
terviewed.

Recommendation #1

The method for County decision making has followed
an evolutionary process, which is still being refined. |
am grateful that County department managersbring such
a wealth of knowledge to the table, and that County
Supervisorsregularly participate on committees. They

support and often require a team approach to decision
making.

Recommendation #2

For the past several yearsat annual budget hearings, the
CAO and department heads have provided the Board of
Supervisorswith their goalsand objectives. Progresson
these goals and objectivesis evaluated at the mid-year
budget review. The Board of Supervisors hasan oppor-
tunity at that time to request modificationsto the goals
if it wishes, or to request that new goals be added. In
addition, the Board of Supervisors regularly gives me
direction and requires that | provide regular progress
reports.

Despite these efforts, the public is not always aware of
my duties or how well | carry out my responsibilities. |
believe that the Board of Supervisorsis aware of my
accomplishments.

Response of the Board of Supervisors

June 1, 1999

Jerry Boosinger

Trinity County Grand Jury

P.O. Box 1258

Weaverville, CA 96093

RE: Finance and Administration Committee Final
Report Administrative Structure and
Decision-Making Board of Supervisorsand all
Departments

Dear Foreperson:

The Trinity County Board of Supervisors relishes the
pleasant surprise that the Grand Jury expressed in its
observation of Trinity County’sadministrativefunction.

Team building and efficiency have been, for the last
number of years, the focus of the Board direction and
efforts of our county administrative office and depart-
ment heads. .

TheBoard concurswith the findings, recommendations
and conclusion of the 1998-99 Finance and Administra-
tion Committees’ Final Report on Trinity County’s ad-
mini strative structure and decision making.

Sincerdly,

TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ROBERT REISS, Chairman



Thisreport was approved on
April 8,1999
Filed on May 3,1999

1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION
COMMITTEE FINAL REPORT
COMPLAINT ONHAYFORK FIREPROTEC-
TIONDISTRICT

PURPOSE:

The Grand Jury received atwo-fold complaint fromthe
Hayfork Fire Protection District (HFPD) aleging mis-
treatment arising out of their interest to expand their
District and their inability to receive necessary budget
information in areasonabl e and understandable format.
BACKGROUND:

The HFPD contacted the Trinity County L ocal Agency
Formation Commission(LAFCO) in 1994 expressing their
interest in expanding their current district by annexing
the area beyond the district boundaries known astheir
“Sphereof Influence.” HFPD had aready been serving
thisareavoluntarily in cooperation with the California
Department of Forestry (CDF). HFPD believed that by
expanding their district to includetheir Sphere of Influ-
ence”, they would receive acommensurate revenuein-
crease.

Subsequently, they submitted a check for $500.00 to
LAFCO asthe prescribed feefor processing the annex-
ation application.

In August of 1995 the Executive Officer of LAFCO
sent adetailed | etter outlining the proceduresfor annex-
ation. Thisincluded LAFCO’s assessment, basedon dis-
cussions with the State and with another fire district,
that no additional revenue would accrue to the district
for the area annexed.

When the HFPD realized that there would be no rev-
enueincreases, they put their annexation request on hold
while they tried to clarify the reasons for this. They
contacted two members of the County Board of Super-
visors, the County Auditor and others trying to deter-
mine why there would be no revenue increases. They
also requested arefund of the $500.00 annexation fee.

Neither LAFCO, the Auditor’s Office, nor the Planning
Department were able to explain to the HFPD's satis-
faction why an increased geographic area of service
would not result in anincreasein revenues.

METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:

The Grand Jury interviewed officials of the HFPD,
LAFCO, the County Auditor and officialsof adifferent
Specia Didtrict. Written material s submitted by the vari-
ouspartieswerereviewed aswell.

FINDING #1:

The Grand Jury compliments the Auditor’s office for
their willingnessto providetimely help and assistanceto
the Special Districts of Trinity County. However, bud-
get information provided to the Special Districtsby the
Auditor’sofficeisnot

alwaysclear and easily understood by people not famil-
iar with accounting language.

RECOMMENDATION #1:

The Grand Jury recommends that the Auditor’s office
prepare amanual for all the Special Districts that out-
lines the process and sources of funding to the Special
Didtricts. Thismanual shouldincludedefinitionsof terms
and atimeline of the annual budgetary process.

The Grand Jury requests that a draft of the manual be
prepared as soon as possible and submitted to the Grand
Jury for review and comments. A final manual would
then beforwarded by the Auditor to al Specia Districts
in Trinity County.

FINDING #2:

The Grand Jury finds that the process the Special Dis-
tricts must use to expand their districts can be compli-
cated, lengthy and not easily understood. However, the
Grand Jury finds that the Auditor’s office, Planning
Department and LAFCO all did the best they could to
explain the process and help the HFPD determine
whether or not they should go ahead with annexation.
The amount of money refunded to the HFPD from the
annexation fee appears to be proper due to the amount
of time expended by LAFCO on the annexation pro-
cess.

Because of the current method of distributing General
Fund revenue, thereisno method by which Special Dis-
tricts can increase their share of the General Fund rev-
enue through annexation. The only way for the HFPD
to obtain areliable, consistent and permanent increase
in revenue at this time would be to hold an election in
the affected areas to gain voter approval for a specia
tax district.

RECOMMENDATION #2:

We recommend that if the Hayfork Fire Protection Dis-
trict still wishes to serve their “ Sphere of Influence”,
but requires additional revenue to do so, the district go
directly to the affected voters to seek approval for a
special tax to pay for those services.

30DAY RESPONSE REQUESTED FROM: County
Auditor and LAFCO.

Response of the County Auditor-Controller

To: Trinity County Board of Supervisors



From: BrianMuir, Auditor - Controller

Datee May 14, 1999

Subject:1988/99 Grand Jury Finance & Administration
Committee Final Report -Complaint on Hayfork
Fire Protection District

The Grand Jury found that information provided to the
Special Digtricts by the Auditor’s office is not always
clear and easily understood by people not familiar with
accounting language and recommended that the Auditor’s
office prepareamanud describing the processand sources
of funding for Special Didtricts.

Unfortunately, property tax apportionment and special
district accounting is not easily understood by people
without an accounting background. Asan example, the
State Board of Equalization’s property tax manual con-
sistsof three complicated volumes.

| don’'t believethe citizens of the County would bewell
served to have the Auditor’s staff devote time in an
attempt to make an manual for non-accountants. There
is an accounting manual for Special Districts already
available from the State Controller’s office. The
Auditor’sofficewill prepare atimeline of the budgetary
and apportionment process, and, as always, the staff
will beavailableto assist with problems.

Response of Executive Officer of LAFCO

June 9, 1999

To: Board of Supervisors

FROM: John Jelicich, Planning Director

SUBJECT: 1998/1999 Grand Jury Finance & Ad-
ministration Committee Final Report re:
“Complaint on Hayfork Fire Protection
Digtrict”.

Finding#1:

Thisfinding pertains to the Auditor’s office. | have no
comment.

Recommendation # 1:

Thisrecommendation pertainsto the Auditor’soffice. |
have no comment.

Finding#2:

| agree with the finding. | again offer to work with the
Hayfork Fire Protection District, if | can be of any help
tothem. | realize that they are experiencing some diffi-
culttimes.

Recommendation #2:

| agree with the recommendation. Obtaining voter ap-
proval for funding of fire protection servicewould bean
appropriate way to serve areas which are currently not
within thedistrict. If other methods become available, |
would be pleased to discussthem with the district.

Sincerdly,
John Alan Jdicich,
Planning Director and Executive Officer for LAFCO

Response of the Board of Supervisors

July 20, 1999

Jerry Boosinger

Trinity County Grand Jury
PO. Box 1258
Weaverville, CA 96093

RE:
tee Final Report

Finance and Administration Commit-

Follow-up to 1997098 Grand Jury Re-
port re

Complaint on Hayfork Fire Protection
Didtrict

Dear Foreperson:

The Trinity County Board of Supervisors acknowledges
receipt of the above referenced report and thanks the
Grand Jury for its work. The Board's response is as
follows

Recommendation # 1 The Board concurswith the Grand
Jury on the efficient timeliness and help given by the
Auditor’sofficeto Specid Districts. However, theBoard
agrees with the opinion of the Auditor/Controller, that
special district accounting is not easily understood by
people without an accounting background and agrees
that the Auditor/Controller’s office should not be re-
quired to prepare amanual for non-accountants, when
thereisalready amanual in place and readily available.

Recommendation #2
The Board concurs.

Sincerdly,

TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ROBERT REISS, Chairman




Thisreport was approved
on December 10. 1998
Filed on May 3, 1999

1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION
COMMITTEE FINAL REPORT
TRINITY COUNTY WATERWORKS
DISTRICT #1

PURPOSE:

The Grand Jury received acitizen’scomplaint about the
decision-making process by which the Hayfork sewer
project was approved and implemented. The Grand Jury
determined the complaint and accompanying back-up
material swarranted an investigation.
BACKGROUND:

A sewer system has been seen as an essential element
of economic development for Hayfork for many years.
The closure of the mill and, therefore, the need for the
development of other economic resources, made the
sewer system apriority to any new economic develop-
ment. Using Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) planning funds, the Trinity County Waterworks
Didtrict #1 (the Water District) designed a sewer sys-
tem, sought out additional sources of revenueto pay the
majority of the costs of the system, and determined the
annual assessment that would be required of those ben-
efiting from the system. They then produced a Feasibil-
ity Study.

There were numerous public meetings specificaly re-
lated to the sewer system aswell astheregular meetings
of the Water District Board. Property ownerswho were
to be assessed had the opportunity to cast a protest or
supportivevotein aballot available only to thoseto be
assessed. A distinct majority voted to support the sewer
system and the assessment.

The complainant alleged several improprietiesby which
the project wasadministratively approved, including the
lack of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), an at-
tempt by the Water District Executive director to mis-
lead the public about the existence of an EIR, the num-
ber of projected versus actual ballots cast by affected
property owners. Based on the latter, the complainant
also thus challenged the accuracy of the assessment to
be charged.

METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:

The Grand Jury interviewed the complainant, Water
District officialsand the County Planning Director about
the sewer project process. Variousdocumentsrel ated to
the project were also reviewed.

FINDING #1:

It appearsthat good faith efforts were made to commu-
nicate the project need, costs, sources, etc., to the im-
pacted property ownersthrough specia and regular meet-
ings of the Water District Board and written communi-
cations from the Water District Executive Director to
impacted owners.

RECOMMENDATION #1:

None

FINDING #2:

The Water District contracted with the Trinity County
Planning Department to perform areview of potential
environmental impacts. Planning Department staff de-
termined that there would not be any significant disrup-
tionto the environment and aNegative Declaration was
filed. It appearsthe Negative Declaration was appropri-
ate.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

None

FINDING #3:

Therewasadifferenceinthenumber of Effective Dwell-
ing Units (EDU’s) projected inthe Feasibility Study and
the actual number of ballots cast. This was due to the
necessity to negotiate with school districtsand otherson
the number of EDU’s assigned to them. The negotia-
tions are a requirement, not an option. According to
Water District officials, thiswill not change the assess-
ment amount contained in the Feasibility Study. It will
remain at $13.52 per EDU.

However, due to limited grant money to assist lower
income owners, somewill have to bear the cost of fill-
ing their septic tanks and the cost of pumping sewageto
the sewer connection. The Water District has discussed
thiswith several local-lending institutionswho, accord-
ingtotheWater District, will bewilling toloan the needed
fundswithout requiring collateral.
RECOMMENDATION #3:

The Grand Jury would hopethat the Water District make
every effort to keep the assessment at the projected
level as a means of keeping faith with those who cast
supportive ballots for the project based on that assess-
ment.

The Grand Jury would recommend that the Water Dis-
trict attempt to obtain additional grant money targeted
to lower income persons, such as additional CDBG
funds, to assist in septic tank and pumping i ssues.
CONCLUSION:

Officials have a serious obligation to provide citizens
with as much information as needed to make informed
decisions about projects the size of the Hayfork sewer
system. It appearsthat Water District Officialsand oth-



ers took many steps to ensure that affected property
owners knew what was taking place. Thiseffort seems
sufficient in our opinion athough there may till be some
citizensdissatisfied.

30-DAY RESPONSE REQUESTED: None

Response of the Board of Supervisors

May 4, 1999

Jerry Boosinger

Trinity County Grand Jury
PO. Box 1258
Weaverville, CA 96093

RE: Financeand Administration
Committee Complaint on Hayfork
Sewer Project - Trinity
County WaterworksDistrict #1

Dear Foreperson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Grand
Jury Finance and Administration Committee' sreport on
the Hayfork Sewer Project complaint.

The Board of Supervisors agreeswith the findings and
recommendations of the report.

The Board agrees that the economic development in
Trinity County will be enhanced by infrastructure im-
provementsand that thoseimprovements should be made
with ampleinvolvement of the public.

The Board of Supervisorsthanksthe Grand Jury for its
timeand effortsin preparing thisreport.

Sincerdly,

TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Robert Reiss, Chairman



Thisreport was approved
on May 13, 1999
Filed May 25, 1999

1998-1999 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
COMMITTEE FINAL REPORT
EVALUATION OF COMPLIANCEWITH
RECOMMENDATIONSOF THE 1997-98
GRAND JURY BY CHILD PROTECTIVE
SERVICESINADMINISTRATION OF THE
TRINITY COUNTY
FOSTER CARE PROGRAM

PURPOSE:

The Child Protective Services Division of the Trinity
County Health and Human Services Department was
investigated by the 1997-98 Trinity County Grand Jury
and many deficiencieswere found in the operation and
administration of thedivision. Several recommendations
were made by the 1997-98 Grand Jury which, it was
felt, would improve the services rendered to the chil-
dren of Trinity County, in the county foster care pro-
gram, and would bring the program into compliancewith
state laws and mandates. The 1997-98 Grand Jury re-
guested the 1998-99 Grand Jury continue with the in-
vestigation of Child Protective ServicesDivisioninor-
der to eval uate these recommendeations.
BACKGROUND:

The 1997-98 Grand Jury found a genera lack of re-
sponsibility by Child Protective Services (CPS) person-
nel, in complying with their mandatesand obligationsin
the administration of the county foster care program.
Administrative and supervisory controlswerefound not
to bein place or were not effectively managed. A state
audit by the California Department of Social Services,
during May-June 1997, found that the division’srecord
keeping did not meet acceptable standards.

The 1997-98 Grand Jury received citizen complaints
(regarding CPS) subsequent to publishing the Healthand
Social ServicesFinal Report and requested the 1998-99
Grand Jury to complete the investigation of these com-
plaints.

METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:

The Health and Human Services Committeeinterviewed
each current member of the CPS staff, the acting super-
visor of CPS, the Director of Trinity County Health and
Human Services Department, and arepresentative sample
of thefoster familiesfrom all areas of Trinity County. A
representative of the Sheriff’s Department, the County
Probation Department and the Trinity High Schoolswas

also interviewed in order to ascertain whether or not
these entities of government felt that CPS was perform-
ing its mandated tasks in a proper, efficient and timely
manner.

Administrative responses to the 1997-98 Health and
Human Services Committee Final Report and to the
Oversight Report of Child Welfare Servicesby the Cali-
fornia Department of Social Services and the Correc-
tive Action Plan submitted by CPS were reviewed and
followed up asappropriate.

FINDING #1: Infor mation

The 1997-98 Grand Jury found that the level of foster
childinformation providedinitially to foster parentswas
frequently inadequate, and it recommended that CPS
provide thefoster parent(s) with the background infor-
mation necessary to effectively aid in meeting the needs
of foster children.

Foster parentsinterviewed indicated that they are now
getting availableinformation. A formisnow being used
that documents the information provided to the foster
family, and asystem for ascertaining complianceisnow
inplace.

RECOMMENDATION #1:

No further actionisrequired other than to continuewith
present practices.

FINDING #2: Complaint Processing

The 1997-98 Grand Jury found that some citizen com-
plaints were not acted upon in atimely manner. It was
recommended that CPS develop a procedure for pro-
cessing all complaintsin an expeditious manner and that
complainants be notified whether or not any actionshave
been taken with regardsto the complaint and if not why
no actions were taken. Procedures have been devel-
oped and, reportedly, are being followed.
RECOMMENDATION #2:

Continue present practice.

FINDING #3: Licensing

The 1997-98 Grand Jury determined that CPS had not
been following procedures mandated be law in the re-
licensing of foster homes. The Grand Jury strongly rec-
ommended compliancein thismatter.

CPS hasemployed a Social Worker who has completed
extensivetraining inthelicensing of foster homesandin
the administration of the foster care program. This So-
cial Worker hasmet individually with all parentsinthe
county foster care program. He has also conducted a
group meeting with the majority of the foster families.
Re-licensing of current foster homeshasbeen completed.
Foster familiesinterviewed have expressed positive com-
ments about the changesthat have been implementedin
thisarea.



RECOMMENDATION #3:

None.

FINDING #4: Telephone

The 1997-98 Grand Jury found that phone callsto CPS
were either not always being answered or were not be-
ing returned in atimely manner. It was recommend that
proceduresfor handling and responding toincoming tele-
phone calls beimplemented and adhered to.

New telephone procedures are now in place and re-
sponse time has been markedly improved. CPS now
has a paging system in place through which they can
contact case workers, in an emergency, and a 24-hour
responsetimefor all messagesispolicy. However, fos-
ter families continued to register some complaintsinthis
area aslate as January, 1999.

RECOMMENDATION #4:

M anagement should make certain that established policy
isadhered to.

FINDING #5: Clothing Allowance

The 1997-98 Grand Jury determined that the clothing
allowancefor foster childrenin Trinity County was sub-
stantially below that provided by nearby counties, and
that payment of the clothing allowance was not being
provided in a consistent or timely manner. It was rec-
ommended that the clothing allowance bereviewed im-
mediately and that the allowance be brought closer to
nearby county levels.

A revised clothing allowancefor thefoster children has
been presented to and passed by the Trinity County
Board of Supervisors. Foster families have begun to
receive the new amounts.

RECOMMENDATION #5:

The Grand Jury recommends that the clothing allow-
ance continue to be reviewed on an annual basis and
that adjustment be made accordingly.

FINDING #6: Activity Documentation

An Oversight Report on child welfare services prepared
by the CaliforniaDepartment of Social Services, in May-
June 1997, found that CPS was bel ow the 90% compli-
ance level in documenting its activities. The state re-
quired aCorrective Action Planto bring CPSinto com-
pliance with state law in regards to this matter. At the
time that the 1998-99 Grand Jury commenced its ten-
ure, no Corrective Action plan had been submitted to
the state.

The Corrective Action plan was completed by CPS and
sent to the state in September 1998. 1t should be noted,
however, that many elements outlined in the plan had
already been implemented or were in the process of
being corrected. Quarterly reviews by the CPS supervi-
sor are being doneto insure documentation isboth timely

and completed. Training to familiarize staff with the
mandates of division and staterulesand law isalso be-
ing undertaken.

RECOMMENDATION #6:

None.

FINDING #7: Timely Payment

The 1997-98 Grand Jury determined that payment for
foster carewas not being received in atimely manner. It
was recommended that procedures be implemented to
ensurethat payment would be madein atimely manner.
CPS has assigned a case worker to interface with the
eligibility divisonto make certainthat all stepsaretaken
to comply with thisrequirement.
RECOMMENDATION #7:

None.

FINDING #8: Payment Amount

The 1997-98 Grand Jury found that inequitiesexisted in
thelevel of support paymentsfor foster carewhen Trin-
ity County iscompared to other nearby counties. It was
recommended that areview of foster care payments be
made and, if allowed by law, adjustments be made.
Foster care payments have been adjusted and are now
more closely aligned with those of surrounding coun-
ties. Foster familiesare expressing their appreciation and
approval of thischange.

RECOMMENDATION #8:

Periodicreviewsof thelevel of support paymentsshould
be madeto ensurethat those provided by Trinity County
arein linewith those provided by nearby counties.
FINDING #9: Counseling

The 1997-98 Grand Jury found that requested profes-
sional counseling for foster familieswas not scheduled
in atimely manner or in some cases was denied. Rec-
ommendations were made for procedures, in this re-
gard, to bereviewed and, where necessary, upgraded.
CPS has developed amanual that details proceduresto
befollowed when counseling isrequested. Regular staff
meetings are now held to resolve any problemsthat ex-
istinthismatter.

RECOMMENDATION #9:

None

FINDING #10: Placement Procedur es

It was reported to the 1997-98 Grand Jury that juvenile
offenders had been placed in foster homes where there
weresmall children. Thisisagainst state regulations. It
was strongly recommended the CPS, the Sheriff’s de-
partment, and the Probation Department review and
upgrade the placement procedures with regard to this
matter.

It was found that this complaint was an isolated case
and that procedures to prevent such occurrences were



already in place. Better adherence to established poli-
ciesisafocusof all departmentsinvolved.
RECOMMENDATION #10:

None.

FINDING #11: Cross Training

The 1997-98 Grand Jury found that there was alack of
qualified cross-trained personnel to assume duties dur-
ing employee absences. A cross training program and
other procedures were recommended to ensure that the
daily operationsof thedivision continueinatimely and
efficient manner.

Staff changesand low staff level have madethisadiffi-
cult goal to achieve. Recruitment of anew division su-
pervisor and additional staff members has been under-
taken and isongoing.

RECOMMENDATION #11:

It isrecommended that the recruitment of anew super-
visor for the division be continued with the greatest dili-
gence. Filling of the additional staff positionsshould also
begiven high priority.

FINDING #12: Feedback System

The 1997-98 Grand Jury found that therewasno mecha-
nism built into the county foster care system that would
allow foster familiesto provide feedback asto the qual-
ity and quantity of the services provided them by CPS.
It was recommended that a formal written instrument
be devel oped and disseminated to each foster family at
least on an annual basis.

Such aninstrument has been devel oped and will be pro-
vided to the foster families by the time this report is
published.

RECOMMENDATION #12:

None.

FINDING #13: List of Homes

Last year’s Grand Jury found that the list of Licensed
Homesfor Trinity County, published by CPS, was con-
stantly out of date. It was recommended that thelist be
maintained inacurrent condition at all times. It wasalso
recommended that in-home visits to foster homes be
scheduled in atimely manner to ensure appropriate re-
licensing of the homes (see Finding #3).

Thelist of licensed foster care homes has been updated
andisnow being maintainedinacurrent condition. Timely
in-homevisits, asrequired by law, are now being made
and proper re-licensing is being accomplished.
RECOMMENDATION #13:

It is recommended that present practices be continued
and that they be monitored to ensurethat they are main-
tained.

FINDING #14: Management M eetings

The 1997-98 Grand Jury reported that administrative

personnel at all levels of the CPS foster care program
have been lax in ensuring that the program operatesin
the best interest of the children. It was recommended
that a meeting or meetings of representatives from all
cognizant departments be convened to initiate correc-
tions of the operating problems of the foster care pro-
gram. The present Grand Jury has been advised that
such meetings have been, and are being, held and that
the meetingsinclude representativesof al cognizant de-
partments.

RECOMMENDATION #14:

None.

FINDING #15: Security

During the course of the present Grand Jury’sinvestiga-
tions, it was determined that potentially serious security
issues were present in the CPS offices; i.e. , fileswere
being | eft on desk tops, there was no lock-up system to
securethefiles, fileswere misplaced, therewasno sign-
out system for files and the alarm system was ineffec-
tive.

Thefollowing changes have been madeto rectify these
concerns. lockson the CPS building have been changed;
thereis only one designated janitor; no outside groups
meet in the building at night; casefilesare now entered
into the computer system, so lesspaperwork isrequired,
and confidentiality issues have been cleared with the
state and Board of Supervisors. CPSisto be commended
for their swift and thorough action on this matter.
RECOMMENDATION #15:

A sign-out / sign-in system should be established to en-
sure the security of confidential files. And a paper trail
for tracking files should be created and implemented.
CONCLUSION:

The Grand Jury finds vast improvements over condi-
tionsrelating to the Trinity County foster care program
as they were reported in the 1997-98 Grand Jury Re-
port. For the most part, those deficiencies that were
reported have been addressed, and if not fully satisfied
are on their way to being satisfied. New personnel and
management involvement have infused the CPS Divi-
sion with a new outlook which greatly benefits its cli-
ents, children at risk. Continuing the policies and pro-
gramswhich have been newly implemented will improve
the division even more. However, future Grand Juries
are hereby alerted to past problems of the Child Protec-
tive ServicesDivision and should beaware of these prob-
lemswhen performing future reviews of thedivision.
30DAY RESPONSE REQUESTED FROM: Director
of Health and Human Services Department.

Response of the Director of Health and Human
ServicesDepartment



Date: July 1, 1999
To: Trinity County Grand Jury
Health and Human Services Commit
tee
From: LindaWright, Director
Trinity County Healthand
Human Services
Re Evaluation of Compliancewith

Recommendation of the 1997-98
Grand Jury by Child Protective
Servicesin Administration of the
Trinity County Foster Care Program

The following is my response to the 1998-99 Grand
Jury Health and Human Services Committee's Final
Report regarding Trinity County’s Health and Human
Servicesadministration of the Trinity County foster care
program.

Recommendation#:

I concur with the Grand Jury’s recommendation. We
will continuewith the present practices.

Recommendation #2:

1 agree. Child Protective Serviceswill continueto moni-
tor procedures and make additional improvements as
warranted.

Recommendation #3:
I concur with the Grand Jury’ s recommendation.
Recommendation #4:

| agree and will continue to ensure that existing proce-
dures are adhered to.

Recommendation #5:
| support the recommendation made by the Grand Jury.

Recommendation #6:

| agree with the recommendation. Ongoing training will
occur to ensure that new staff as well as “seasoned”
socia workers keep abreast of case documentation re-
quirements.

Recommendation #7:

I concur with the Grand Jury’ s recommendation.
Recommendation #8:

| agree. Trinity County staff will conduct periodic re-
views of rates provided by surrounding counties.

Recommendation #9:

I concur with this recommendation. Ongoing effortsto
through Trinity County’s Children’s Systems of Care
grant will support and enhance the proceduresthat are
presently in place.

Recommendation #10:
| agree and reference my response in #9 above.
Recommendation #11:

| agree. Thereisan ongoing recruitment for aChildren’s
Services Supervisor. | am working closely with north-
ern directorsand Cooperative Personnel Servicesto as-
sist with the ongoing need for qualified sociad workersin
the Northstate. We currently have five social workers,
an interim supervisor and a senior administrative clerk
inthe Children’s Services Section.

Recommendation #12;

I concur. The survey instrument is currently in place.
There will be ongoing evaluations of the effectiveness
of thistool and modificationswill be made as feedback
from the foster parents dictates.

Recommendation #13:

| agree. We will continue with current practices to en-
surethat our foster home listing isup to date.

Recommendation #14:

| agree. Bi-monthly meetings are being conducted with
representation from Health and Human Services, Be-
havioral Health, Probation, the Office of Education,
Human Response Network, aswell as our County Ad-
mini strative Officer and Superior Court Judge.

Recommendation #15:

| agree that a sign-in/out sheet would be beneficial to
verify who has accessed confidential files. Our auto-



mated system for Child Welfare Services does provide
a paper trail for files which will be utilized once the
systemisfully implemented.

Conclusion:

I would like to express my appreciation for the consci-
entiousreview performed by the Grand Jury Health and
Human Services Committee. We are dedicated to con-
tinued evaluation of service delivery by Child Protec-
tive Services, to ensurethat al childrenin Trinity County
are provided with a safe, secure and loving environ-
ment.

Response of the Board of Supervisors
July 12, 1999

Jerry Boosinger

Trinity County Grand Jury
PO. Box 1258
Weaverville, CA 96093

RE: Health and Human Services Committee Final
Report Evaluation of Compliancewith
Recommendations of the 1997-98

Grand Jury by Child Protective Servicesin
Administration of the Trinity County Foster

Care Program

Dear Foreperson:

Recommendation # 1: Information

The Board accepts the recommendation for no further
action required other than to continue with present prac-
tices.

Recommendation # 2: Complaint Processing

The Board accepts the Grand Jury’s recommendation
to continue and improve present practicesregarding com-
plaint processing.

Recommendation# 3: Licensing

The Board concurs with the Grand Jury’s findings on
licensing practices and acceptsthe recommendations.

Recommendation # 4: Telephone

The Board accepts the Grand Jury’s recommendation
on telephone procedures and the need for further im-

provementswhen possible.

Recommendation# 5: Clothing Allowance

The Board supports the Grand Jury’s recommendation
to continue to review the clothing allowance on an an-
nual basisand that adjustments be made accordingly.

Recommendation # 6: Activity Documentation

The Board acknowledgesthe Grand Jury’sfindingsand
that an ongoing training istaking place.

Recommendation # 7: Timely Payment
None.
Recommendation # 8: Payment Amount

The Board agrees and concurs with the Grand Jury’s
recommendation.

Recommendation # 9: Counseling

CPS needs to update and follow the manual on proce-
dures when needed. The Board concurs with the ongo-
ing efforts.

Recommendation # 10: Placement Procedures

The Board agrees and references the response as in
Recommendation#9.

Recommendation# 11: Cross Training

The Board agrees with the recommended recruitment.
We know this is now ongoing until staff positions are
filled.

Recommendation # 12: Feedback System

None.

Recommendation# 13: List of Homes

The Board accepts and concurs with the Grand Jury’s
recommendations.

Recommendation # 14: Management M eetings

The Board agrees and feels that the recommendations



are currently being followed by the Director.
Recommendation# 15: Security

The Board concurs.

Conclusion:

The Board of Supervisors express appreciation for the
hard work performed by the Grand Jury. We accept the
recommendationsand shall follow thesewhere possible.
Webelievein all aspectsof our County’s Child Protec-
tive Services and those that serve to fulfill the needs
required for compliance.

Sincerdly,
TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ROBERT REISS,Chairman




Thisreport approved
on May 13, 1999
Filed May 25, 1999
1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION
COMMITTEE FINAL REPORT
EVALUATIONOF TRINITY COUNTY
PERSONNEL
PURPOSE:
The purpose of thisreport isto follow-up on the 1997-
98 Grand Jury’ sreport on the county personnel evalua-
tion process.
BACKGROUND:
After sending out a questionnaire to asmall sample of
county employeesworking in the Courthouse building,
the 1997-98 Grand Jury found several problems with
the county personnel evaluation process that could re-
sultin certainlegal liabilitiesin case of an adverse per-
sonnel action. It also found that county personnel did
not find the eval uation process particularly constructive
or useful.
That Grand Jury requested that the succeeding jury fol-
low-up to determineif itsrecommendationswere being
followed.
METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:
The 1998-99 Grand Jury sent questionnaires to each
county department with arequest that the questionnaire
be copied and provided to each of the county’s 400+
employees. 148 questionnaireswere returned.
In addition the Grand Jury talked to the Personnel Of-
ficer to obtain her perception about any progress that
may have been obtained or problemsthat remained.
FINDING #1:
130 of the 148 respondents indicated they had been
evaluated for their last rating period which means 18
were not evaluated.
105 felt the eval uation was constructive and useful . Con-
versely, 31, including 6 who said they had not been
evauated, did not think so. Twelve chose not to answer
thisquestion.
Only 42 indicated therewas any follow-up totheevalu-
ation during the rating period. 96 say there was no fol-
low-up during that period.
75 responded that they felt the evaluation system was
adequate and 23 said they did not think it was. In the
comment section of the questionnaire, therewere some
concerns rai sed about the evaluation process that indi-
cated awide range of problems, although no particular
problem appeared to be universal.
Thisyear’ squestionnaireresults appear to confirm those
of last year where some departments are doing quite

well interms of evaluationsand acouple arenot. If one
extrapolates the numbers from our sample of 148 re-
turned questionnaires, over 12% or at least 50 county
workers have not been evaluated as they should have
been and thismight |eave the county vulnerablein terms
of employeedisciplinary or termination actions.
RECOMMENDATION #1:

We concur with the recommendations made last year
by the 97-98 Grand Jury and would ask all readers of
thisreport to re-read that report and take action to com-
ply withit.

FINDING #2:

Almost 70% of respondents said there was no follow-
up to the formal evaluation they received. Thisraisesa
concern that employeesrated as not meeting minimum
requirementsare not being provided aremediation plan,
and those meeting or exceeding those requirements may
not be receiving appropriate kudos when deserved.
RECOMMENDATION #2:

* Whereremediation isrequired, the Personnel Officer
should ensure that a plan is developed and followed
until an employee meets the requirements or is termi-
nated.

* Where empl oyees are performing above the minimum
standards, someform of recognition program should be
established to reward such performance. The county
should also consider establishing a formal system
whereby citizens, as “customers’ having contact with
county employees, can report positive or negative con-
tacts based on their perception of the service provided
or not provided. Thiswould allow superiorsto identify
thosewho might need additional training in dealing with
their public, or those who are doing asuperior job when
dealing withthe public.

30 DAY RESPONSE REQUESTED FROM: Board
of Supervisors, the Chief Administrative Officer and
County Personnel Officer.

Response of the Board of Supervisors

August 17, 1999

Jerry Boosinger

Trinity County Grand Jury
PO. Box 1258
Weaverville, CA 96093
RE: Finance and Administration Committee Final
Report Evaluation of Trinity County Personnel

Dear Foreperson:



The Trinity County Board of Supervisorsacknowledges
receipt of the above referenced report and thanks the
Grand Jury for its work. The Board's response is as
follows

Recommendations# 1 and #2:

The Board concurs with the Grand Jury’s findings and
recommendations.

Sincerdly,

TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
SS

Robert Reiss, Chairman

Responseof Trinity County County Administrative
Officer
To: Pat Hamilton, Foreperson

Trinity County Grand Jury

Date: September 20, 1999
RE: Evauation of Trinity County Personnel

| wasjust notified that | failed to provide aresponseto
this grand jury report. | apologize. | guess that what |
remembered was my response from the previous year
on this subject.

Recommendation # 1:

. Assuggested, | havereread the 97/98 report on
this subject. | feel that in the past year the issue of
performance eva uations hasrisento amuch higher level
due to the recommendation of the 97/98 grand jury.
Each department head either elected or appointed isnow
required to report to the Board of Supervisors every
other month on the progressin their department. One of
the questions each must answer is how many evalua-
tions are due, overdue or completed within the report-
ing period. This information is useful when it comes
timefor evaluations, and budget approvals. | cannot say
that we have achieved perfection but we are moving in
that direction.

Recommendation #2

. It is currently the responsibility of the depart-
ment head to develop a plan for improvement of em-
ployeeswithin their department. Either County Counsel
or | meet with department headsin need of assistancein
thisarea. Some of them requirevery little help.

. The County currently provides a method for
the public to comment on positive or negative contacts

with county employees. Forms are available at all re-
ception desks. Theforms, when completed, arereturned
to the Board of Supervisors. Department heads are re-
quired to respond to those reports.

. We currently have an incentive program. De-
partment heads have an opportunity to nominate good
employeesat regular department head meetingsfor “em-
ployee of the quarter.” Out of the 4 quarterly winners,
one is selected as “employee of the year.” The em-
ployee of theyear isgiven aplague, whichis presented
to them at a regular Board of Supervisors meeting by
the Chairman. In addition, the department heads put on
a“employeeappreciation picnic” every year. They pro-
vide and cook the food. The County also provides in-
centivesfor good ideas and safe work practices.

Again, | apologizefor failing to respond earlier.
Pleasereturn to: Board of Supervisors

Post Office Box 1258
Weaverville, California96093

County of Trinity
Please Help Us To Serve You Better

Date:

1. Name of the County Department in which you were
conducting business:

2. Name of the County employee assisting
you:

3.Wereyou greeted with, “May | help you?:
Yes No

4.How would you rate the treatment you received?:
Very good Good Fair Poor

5.Doyou feel thispersontried to be:
Helpful Didn't care

6.Was everything explained to your satisfaction?:
Yes _ Aswell aspossible Notatal

7. How would you rate your overall experience with

thisdepartment?.
Very good Good

Fair Poor

8. Comments:




Thisreport was approved
on April 8,1999
Filed May 3, 1999

1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION
COMMITTEE FINAL REPORT
PUBLICDISSEMINATION OF TRINITY
COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORTS

PURPOSE:

The Grand Jury of any County servesasawatchdog on
government to ensurethat government isfollowing the
rules, spending taxpayers money wisely and providing
citizen access to governmental services. As part of its
responsibility tothecitizensit represents, the Grand Jury
produces areport outlining the various areas of govern-
ment reviewed, its findings and any recommendations
the Grand Jury may have to improve government op-
erationsor correct problems.

BACKGROUND:

Grand Jury reportsof findingsand recommendationsgo
through a specific process before they become public
reports. They are reviewed to ensure there are no bla-
tant legal problems associated with them, and after this
review sent to rel evant department heads. Within afew
days the reports become public information. Some of
the reports are examined and reported on by the local
newspaper. Others are not. At the end of a Grand Jury
year, al thereportsare printed together in abound copy
and made availableto the public.

However, the public may or may not know about this
process and only had newspaper reports on thework of
the Grand Jury. To increase public access and review of
the Grand Jury work, the past several Trinity County
Grand Juries have opted to have their reports dissemi-
nated by having them printed in one of thelocal adver-
tising publications, “The Trade Mark.” The expense of
this has been part of the Grand Jury budget approved
by the Board of Supervisorsand has been the option of
individual Grand Juries.

Thereport of the 1997-98 Grand Jury was not available
inthe bound document, nor printedin“ The Trade Mark”
until March of 1999.

METHODOLOGY:

Discussions were held with members of the 1997-98
Grand Jury, the Clerk of the Court and the current 1998-
99 Grand Jury.

FINDING #1:

Misunderstandings between the 1997-98 Grand Jury and
respons ble County officialsresulted inthe delayed print-
ing and publishing of the 1997-98 Grand Jury report

until March of 1999, over 8 months after the end of the
Grand Jury year and at least 5 months after the latest
expected publication date. This resulted in some citi-
zens, who had issues before the 1997-98 Grand Jury,
resenting the fact that the jury apparently did not ad-
dresstheir issue. It a so resulted in some confusion among
citizens about which year was being discussed in the
report.

RECOMMENDATIONS#1:

It isour recommendation that:

The 1998-99 Grand Jury and future Grand Juries con-
tinue to publish their reports in a local newspaper to
ensurethewidest dissemination of thereport to the public.
Extra copies of the Grand Jury report should be printed
along with those inserted in the local newspaper and
made available to the public through markets, post of-
ficesand other publiclocations.

As each individual report of the Grand Jury becomes
eligiblefor public dissemination, that report be entered
into the Internet at the Trinity County Web Page mak-
ing it available to all who have computer and Internet
access.

CONCLUSION:

Each Grand Jury, in order to ensure the above takes
place, should request, in writing, actionsto betaken by
responsible county officials in writing, requesting an
acknowledgement from the responsi ble party should be
obtained.

30 DAY RESPONSE REQUESTED FROM: Board
of Supervisors, CAO and County Clerk.

Response of the Board of Supervisors

July 12, 1999
Jerry Boosinger
Trinity County Grand Jury
PO. Box 1258
Weaverville, CA 96093
Re Finance and Administration Committee Final
Report
Public Dissemination of Trinity County Grand
Jury Reports

Dear Foreperson:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Grand
Jury’s Finance and Administration Committee report
regarding Public Dissemination of Trinity County Grand
Jury Reports. The Board of Supervisors agrees that
Grand Jury reports continue to be published in alocal
newspaper, that copies be made easily available to the



public and that the reports be posted on the Trinity
County Web Page.

Sincerdly,
TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
SS

Robert Reiss, Chairman

Response of the County Administrative Officer

May 25, 1999

To: 1998-99 Trinity County Grand Jury
Trinity County Board of Supervisors

From: JeannieNix-Temple
County Administrative Officer

RE: Response to the 1998-99 Grand Jury
Finance & Administration Committee
Final Report

Re Public Dissemination of Trinity County
Grand Jury Reports

My response to the findings and recommendations of
the Grand Jury’ s Report isasfollows:

I concur with the recommendation. The Board of Su-
pervisorshavedirected

that the complete report with all responsesbe published
annudly.

Response of the County Clerk

Trinity County Board of Supervisors

May 24, 1999

Re :Public Dissemination of Trinity County Grand
Jury Reports

Recommendation#1:  Continueto publish reportsin
alocal newspaper

I concur with the recommendation and have received
direction from the Board of Supervisors to make sure
that the complete report with all the responses are pub-
lished timely each year. In addition the necessary equip-
ment and software have been acquired so asto publish
the reports and responses on the Trinity County Web
Site.

Dero Fordlund, Clerk Recorder Assessor




Thisreport was approved
On April 8,1999
Filed May 3, 1999
1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION
COMMITTEE FINAL REPORT FOLLOW-UPTO
1997-98 GRAND JURY REPORT
TRINITY COUNTY DATA PROCESSING
PURPOSE:
The 1997-98 Grand Jury recommended that its succes-
sor jury perform a follow-up review of the county’s
data processing system to ensure that progress was be-
ing made on the 97-98 recommendations.
BACKGROUND:
The 1997-98 Grand Jury investigated the county data
processing system in response to anumber of published
complaintsabout theincreasing down-time of themain-
frame computer and the failure rate and down-time of
thepersona computers (PC’s) that were being purchased
to replace the mainframe.
The jury found that county staff was working hard to
resolve these problems. The plan is to shut the main-
frame down and transition al departmentsto PC's.
Grand Jury recommendations essentially addressed three
areas: Central purchasing in order to reduceinitial and
annual maintenance costs; networking county depart-
mentsin an effort to makeintra-government communi-
cations more efficient; and, establishment of an Office
of Technology to serve as a consultant to departments
wishing to purchase equipment. The office of technol-
ogy would establish a specia fund to ensure replace-
ment of PC's and software as they break down or be-
come obsol ete.
METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:
Committee membersinterviewed data processing per-
sonnel to determine how much progress had been made
toward the recommendations.
FINDING #1:
The county isin the process of establishing a purchas-
ing department that would handle most purchases of
equipment and supplies for the various county depart-
ments.
RECOMMENDATION #1:
County decision-makers should be commended for start-
ing this purchasing consolidation process and hopefully
it will becomeareality soon.
FINDING #2:
Almost all county departments are on a intra-govern-
mental network and work is continuing to connect the
others. Inaddition, effortsare being madeto establish a
county Internet connection that would allow the public

to access certain public records by PC.
RECOMMENDATION #2:

Commendationsto county staff and hopefully thetasks
will be completed soon.

FINDING #3:

Theto-be-established purchasing department can serve
asthe Office of Technology if persons with the appro-
priate background and training staff the department.
Whilefundswereallocated thisyear to perform the net-
working and other tasks related to the computer envi-
ronment, no technol ogy fund was established for future
replacement of PCs and software.
RECOMMENDATION #3:

This year’s budget process was, according to al ac-
counts, an easier and more cooperative onethanin past
years. Thus the allocation of funds to the necessary
computer networking of intra-government departments
islaudable. A concern remainswhen alean budget and
the need to make large expenditures for software and
equipment occur simultaneoudly.

The 1998-99 Grand Jury concurs with the previous
Grand Jury in believing the establishment of atechnol-
ogy replacement contingency fund would beajudicious
act on the part or the Board of Supervisors.
CONCLUSION:

Great progress has been made to bring the county gov-
ernment up to date in the computer world but our con-
cernfor future technology acquisition remains.
30-DAY RESPONSESREQUESTED FROM: Board
of Supervisorsand County Data Processing Personnel.

Response of County Data Processing Per sonnel

Inthe 1997-98 Grand Jury Report Trinity County Data
Processing, threefinding and recommendationsaredis-
cussed. Thefollowing isaresponse and status report of
those findings and recommendations.

Finding#1: The county isin the process of estab-
lishing a purchasing department that would handle most
purchases of equipment and supplies for the various
county departments.

The Data Processing department isworking on aCom-
puter and Software purchasing policy.

Finding#2: Almost all county departments are on
an infra-governmental network and work iscontinuing
to connect the others. In addition efforts are being made
to establish acounty Internet connection that would al-
low the public to access certain public records by PC.



The Data Processing Department has been extremely
busy with the main projects that the Board of Supervi-
sorsrecommended astop priority during 1998/99. Those
projects Year 2000 testing, upgrades, and replacements,
and integration of a criminal justice system (Sustain)
remain top priority and will continue until completion.
Following these prioritiesisthat of “Use of the Internet
to disseminate public recordsviathe Internet. An Internet
connection has been set up with all users on the net-
work able to access Internet and E-mail services, as
seen fit by department heads. A web server isthe next
stepin creating accessto public records. We have start-
ing configuring this server and have created some of a
test web site.

Finding#3: The to-be-established purchasing de-
partment can serve as the Office of Technology if per-
sonswith the appropriate background and training staff
thedepartment. Whilefunds  were allocated this
year to perform the networking and other tasks related
to the computer environment, no technology fund was
established for future replacement of PCsand software.

The Data Processing Department hasworked very hard
to stay informed with all the county systems. We are
working on creating an understanding of computer, soft-
ware, and network inventory. We believe it is the re-
sponsibility of the department to advise and recommend
systems, networks, computers and peripherals. We be-
lieveit isthe responsibility of the departments to plan
for obsolescence of their equipment with our recom-
mendations. Data Processing should have afund to re-
place defective equipment. DataProcessing isworking
on policiesthat cover hardware and software, so that all
users can communicate more effectively.

A technol ogy replacement contingency fund has not been
created, yet.

From: George Reynolds
Chief Programmer, Data Processing

Response of Trinity County Board of Supervisors

July 20, 1999

Jerry Boosinger

PO. Box 1258
Weaverville, CA 96093
RE: Finance and Administration Committee Fina
Report Follow-up to 1997098 Grand Jury Re-

port re Trinity County Data Processing
Dear Foreperson:

The Trinity County Board of Supervisorsacknowledges
receipt of the above referenced report and thanks the
Grand Jury for its work. The Board's response is as
follows

Recommendation # 1

The Board concurs with the Grand Jury recommenda-
tion and commends the Data Processing Department
for their diligent work on the Computer and Software
purchasing policy.

Recommendation #2

TheBoard concurs and understandsthetime constraints
the Data Processing Department has been under. Their
commitment to acounty | nternet connection isappreci-
ated.

Recommendation #3 The Board will take the Grand
Jury and Data Processing recommendations concerning
technology replacement contingency fund, under con-
sideration during thisyear’ sbudget hearings.

Sincerdly,
TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

S'S
ROBERT REISS, Chairman




Thisreport was approved
on May 13, 1999.
Filed on May 25, 1999

1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION
COMMITTEE FINAL REPORT
TRINITY COUNTY HIRING PRACTICES

PURPOSE:

Inthe process of reviewing other information, the Grand
Jury became concerned about certain hiring practices
by county government.

BACKGROUND:

One of the concerns often expressed by thosein Trinity
County outside the Weaverville areais that job open-
ings and consulting opportunities with Trinity County
government are not adequately publicized throughout
the county, creating abiasthat resultsin hiring Weaverville
area residents, or even residents outside the county,
rather than persons from other parts of Trinity County.
Two examples of this came to our attention this year.
Oneinvolved thewriting of job requirementswhich ap-
peared to ensure that a specific person would be hired
in the position, and the other involved the hiring of a
person based on that person knowing key personsin-
volved in the process and being in theright place at the
righttime.

METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:

The committee discussed the first instance with the
County Personnel Officer and the second with ahighly
placed official and theindividual involved.

FINDING #1: Position Announcements
Theperceptionisthat Trinity County makeslittle effort
to announce certain employment opportunitiesthrough-
out the county, with the result that in those with ties to
the power structure obtain positions that others may
have been qualified to performif they had known of the
openings.

RECOMMENDATION #1:

The County should make a good faith effort to ensure
that county residents are aware of all employment op-
portunities, whether permanent, part-time or consult-
ing, by announcing open positions county-wideusing al
available mediaand outlets, including post offices, gen-
eral stores, clubs and other known community gather-
ing places. There arefew county jobsthat are so urgent
that a hardship would be created by taking a week or
two to ensure that qualified Trinity County residents
know about the position and have an opportunity to
submit an application.

FINDING #2: Perceived Impropriety

It isthe perception created by the two instances above
that County government

should be concerned about. It is perceived that these
jobswere created or advertised specifically withthein-
tention of hiring two particular individuals.
RECOMMENDATION #2:

All job descriptions must be written in such a manner
that every knowledge and skill requirement can be di-
rectly and convincingly related to performing the spe-
cific job being advertised, and not designed to ensure
the employment of adesired person.

Because the 98-99 Grand Jury does not have adequate
timeto investigate county hiring processesin-depth, itis
recommended that the 99-00 Grand Jury undertake a
thorough investigation of the process.

CONCLUSION:

By following Grand Jury recommendations Trinity
County can avoid the appearance of nepotism and other
improper hiring practices.

30DAY RESPONSE REQUESTED FROM: County
Chief Administrative Officer, County Personnel Officer
and Board of Supervisors.

Response of the County Administrative Officer

June 28, 1999

To: John K. Letton, Superior Court Judge

From: Jeannie Nix-Temple, County
Administrative Officer

Re Response to 1998/99 Trinity County

Grand Jury Financeand Administration
Committee Fina Report-Trinity County
Hiring Practices

My response to the findings and recommendations of
the Grand Jury’s Report isasfollows:

Recommendation # 1:

I am not sure exactly which County positions have been
identified as potentially having the appearance of im-
propriety. There are actually several ways of recruiting
that may seem improper to the outside viewer. They are
however perfectly legal. One of theseisthe“in depart-
ment” promotional exam and another isthe“in county”
recruitment. Either one of these situations affords cur-
rent employees an opportunity that the general public
does not have. Either of these situations does provide
for a competitive process. These positions are usually
set up this way because the required experience could
most likely be attained working for Trinity County gov-



ernment and being familiar with the department and the
system.

Recommendation # 2:

Trinity County has upwards of 470 employees at any
one time. We recruit for and hire on average 140 em-
ployeesin ayear. | regret that anyone would think that
weemploy any kind of biased recruiting practices. How-
ever, | anrelieved that there are only two examples of
perceived impropriety. | will welcomethe 99/2000 Grand
Jury’s investigation into our department. | feel confi-
dent that afull investigation will assuage any suspicions
of unfair practices.

| have enclosed a copy of our General Hiring Practices
for your review. The only exceptionsto thisrule would
be the above.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide aresponse.

Enclosure
TRINITY COUNTY - HIRING PRACTICES

Trinity County advertisesall of its position openingsin
thelocal newspaper, the Trinity Journal, for two weeks.
Copiesof jobflyersaregivento al departmentsto post
and also sent to various agencies including TOT and
EDD. EDD placesal flyersontheinternet. Depending
onthe position, it may belisted in other publications as
well.

ELIGIBILITY REGISTERS - Various positions that
havefregquent openingsare

offered as dligibility list openings. This means that if
you see an

eligibility list advertised in the Trinity Journal for which
you are

qualified, you should file an application at that time.
The County will then

follow appropriate proceduresto compilethedigibility
register. Normally,

theregister isgood for one year.

EXTRA-HELP - Thisterm means aposition is tempo-
rary. It can be a part-time or full-time schedule.

APPLICATION DEADLINE - Check theflyer or news-
paper listing for the deadline, the last date applications
will be accepted for aposition. In some cases an appli-
cation that ismailed on the deadline date and postmarked

onthat datewill be accepted, but you should check with
the Personnel Officeif you are unableto meet the appli-
cation deadline.

JOB INTEREST CARD - If there are no current open-
ings in the job you are interested in applying for, you
may submit a job interest card. In this event we will
notify you if thereisrecruitment conducted in your area
of interest. Please consult the directory of county posi-
tionsfor the correct positiontitle.

INTEREVIEW EXPENSES - Candidates invited for
aninterview must provide their own lodging, food and
transportation.

If you are selected for County employment you must
first passamedical examination and adrug and alcohol
screening. Thisisaregular part of the selection process
and ispaid for by the County.

If you have any questions regarding any of the above,
they should bedirected to:

Trinity County
Administration & Personnel
PO. Box 1613
Weaverville, CA 96093-1613
(530) 623-1325

Trinity County isan equal opportunity/affirmative
action employer.

Response of the Board of Supervisors

July 15, 1999

Jerry Boosinger

Trinity County Grand Jury
PO. Box 1258
Weaverville, CA 96093

RE: Trinity County Grand Jury 1998-99
Finance and Administration Committee Final
Report Trinity County Hiring Practices
Dear Foreperson:

The Trinity County Board of Supervisors acknowledges
receipt of the above-referenced report and thanks the
Grand Jury for its work. The Board's response is as
follows



Recommendation # 1:

The County should make a good faith effort to ensure
that County residents are aware of al employment op-
portunities, whether permanent, part-time or consult-
ing, by announcing open positions county-wideusing al
available mediaand outlets, including post offices, gen-
eral stores, clubs and other known community gather-
ing places.

The Board of Supervisors agree with the comments of
the County Administrative Officer. Be assured, that the
Board considers it to be extremely important that the
best person for each job is the one hired. Government
isn't composed of buildingsand roads, but iscomposed
of people. It isthe Board’'s goal that the best qualified
applicant be selected for each job. Department heads
are evaluated on many things, including their ability to
attract and maintain quality employeeswho have an at-
titude of serviceto the public.

Recommendeation # 2:

All job descriptions must be written in such a manner
that every knowledge and skill requirement can be di-
rectly and convincingly related to performing the spe-
cific job being advertised and not designed to ensurethe
employment of adesired person.

The Board of Supervisors agree. We are proud of our
employees and recognize that if County standards are
going to continue to improve, we must be diligent in
seeking the best qualified applicant for each position.
The Board of Supervisors acknowledges the finework
of the Grand Jury and appreciates that many positive
outcomes are encouraged by the Jury’s attention to
County procedures. We thank you for your collective
efforts.

Sincerdly,

TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Robert Reiss, Chairman




This Report was approved
On May 13, 1999
Filed on June 1, 1999

1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION
COMMITTEE FINAL REPORT
THUNDER ROCK SHALE MINE

PURPOSE:

The 1998-99 Grand Jury investigated acomplaint alleg-
ing that the County Planning Department, County Trans-
portation Department and the Planning Commission
compromised the health, safety and welfare of citizens
inthe Tucker Hill area.

BACKGROUND:

In 1976 a Use Permit was obtained to mine shale for
approximately one year to facilitate the building of a
residence and shop on a property located on Highway
299, north of Union Hill Rd, approximately six miles
south of Weaverville. The property is on the eastern
slopeof therelatively narrow canyon created by Weaver
Creek and is zoned Rural Residential. The mine came
to be known as the Thunder Rock shale Mine.

Over time, the Trinity County road Department used
some shale product from thismine.

There were restrictions on the permit as to days and
hours of operation. As ownership changed, operating
times increased until mining was being performed as
early as 5 am. in the morning and as late as 11 p.m.,
evenon holidays. Arearesidentscomplainedto the Plan-
ning Department, Road Department, Sheriff s Depart-
ment and the State Office of Mines about the noise and
dust penetrating their homes: no action was taken that
mitigated these complaints.

At aDecember 1995 meeting of the Planning commis-
sion, the Planning Director had determined that the per-
mit did not support ongoing mining activity. The Plan-
ning Commission, based oninformation it received from
the County Road Department that the mine had beenin
continuous use since 1982, decided to give the owner/
operator aoneyear trial period for continued operation
after new use permit conditionswere added and a Rec-
lamation Plan approved. The mine continued to oper-
ate, although to this date the owner/operator has not
submitted a Reclamation Plan nor complied with the
new use conditions.

Area residents have continued to complain to county
officials to no avail. (There is a serious concern about
the County Road Department’s use of this shale prod-
uct during periodswhen there were no permitsfor min-

ing at thisspecific site.)

The North Coast Air Quality Management Board
(AQMD), after testing the shale material, found serpen-
tine rock containing higher than allowable amounts of
asbestos and required airborne toxic control measures
for asbestos containing serpentine, including stringent
testing of every 1,000 tons sold, supplied or used. After
the owner failed to pay required fees and produce re-
quired tracking documents, the permit was revoked.
METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:

The Grand Jury reviewed the minutes of meetings of
various county agencies, correspondence, agreements,
county work records and other county and homeowner
documents. Key county staff members and a home-
owner wereinterviewed.

FINDING #1: Violations

It appearsthat the Thunder Rock mine operated at times
without the proper permits. Even when therewasaper-
mit in effect, the operation violated the conditions of the
permit in terms of hours and days of operation. The
mine created a health hazard to neighborhood residents
through dispersal of dust containing asbestos and be-
came anuisance in terms of noise. No county office or
employee monitored the mine operation for permit com-
pliance even after residents complained.
RECOMMENDATION #1:

Planning Department staff should be directed by the
Board of Supervisorsto monitor mining operations on
an on-going basis to ensure they have been, and con-
tinueto be, in compliance with the proper permits.
FINDING #2: Tracking

The building and use permit, which was issued for an
“approximate” one-year period, was allowed to linger
for twenty yearswith no review to ensure code compli-
ance. (Thisfailure to “final” the permit also deprived
the county of tax revenuefor property improvements.)
RECOMMENDATION #2:

The Planning Director should track limited term Use
Permits in a manner, which reflects the intent of the
permitting process. The Building Department should “fi-
nal” each stage of construction and complete the pro-
cessin atimely manner in order to ensure code compli-
ance. (Permit’s should also be tracked to ensure appro-
priate tax revenueisreceived by the county.)
FINDING #3: Agencies

According to July 31, 1996 Planning Commission Min-
utes, the Planning Director presented the Planning Com-
mission with thefollowing information:

The mine operator is obligated to comply with various
local, state and federal agency regulations and permit
reguirements when conducting surface mining opera-



tions. These agencies include, but are not limited to:
CdliforniaDepartment of Conservation-Office of Mine
Reclamation, State Mining and Geology Bd., Federal
Mine Safety and hedlth Adminigtration, Cal-OSHA Min-
ing Unit, North Coast Unified Air Quality Management
District, North Coast Region Water Quality Control
Board, and the Calif Dept of Transportation. Full com-
pliance with each agency’s requirements is critical to
address and mitigate undesirable effects from mining
and to ensure that public safety’ health, and general
welfare objectivesare met.

The Planning Department and/or Commission neglected
to ensure that the Thunder Rock Shale Mine was in
compliance with the requirements of the several agen-
ciesmentioned.

RECOMMENDATION #3:

The County Planning Commission and the Board of
Supervisors need to be more diligent in monitoring and
managing compliance with the compl ete permitting pro-
cess.

FINDING #4:

The Planning Commission’sdecision on Dec. 14, 1995
to validate the original Use Permit was based partially
on aletter from the Director of the Roads Department
that indicated this shale mine had been supplying mate-
rial to the county on ayearly basis since 1982.

To datethe Road Department hasfailed to provide docu-
mentation that would satisfactorily verify the accuracy
of that statement. What has been provided to date indi-
cates that there have been yearsin which the mine did
not provide material to the county.
RECOMMENDATION #4:

It would be desirable if the Director of the Road De-
partment could provide documentation that the Depart-
ment indeed used the mine each and every year be-
tween 1982 and 1995. If this documentation cannot be
supplied, the Planning Commission should be notified
that their December 1995 decision was based on inac-
curate information and that this should be taken into
consideration during future deliberationsinvolving the
shalemine.

Additionally we recommend that the 1000-2000 Grand
Jury review this matter and taken appropriate action.
FINDING #5: Fee

The Road Department’s policy is to charge a fee for
document searches that involve significant staff time,
and to have requesting parties sign acontract acknowl-
edging that they will be charged a fee for the search.
The purpose of thefeeisto offset the costs of staff time
pulling documentsthat takesthem away from their regu-
lar duties.

The Tucker Hill residentsrequested backup documents
from the Road Department that would verify the accu-
racy of the letter referred to above and the Road De-
partment charged them a $210. 00 fee for the search
and reproduction of the documents. The homeowners
had not signed a contract and protested the charge. The
Road department has not turned those documents over
to the homeowners.
RECOMMENDATION #5:
In this case, since no contract was signed, the docu-
ments were never provided and in the name of good
will, we recommend the $210.00 charge be dropped.
FINDING #6: Coordination
The Director of Transportation/Road Department
claimed to have been unaware of any restrictions that
would preclude the department from purchasing mate-
rial fromthismine before Nov. 1995. It appearsthat the
Planning Director may not have informed him that the
Thunder Rock Mine was not in compliance with the
original use permit.
RECOMMENDATION #6:
There should be acounty processthat ensures commu-
nication of important health and safety information be-
tween departmentswith aneed to know, including those
responsiblefor enforcing use permit conditions.
FINDING #7:
The homeowners report that several of them have sold
their homesin order to escape the extreme noise and to
protect their health. Theseresidentsattempted to allevi-
ate the noise and health problems by presenting a peti-
tion, signed by all 27 Tucker Hill residents, to the Plan-
ning Commission against further mine operations, even
though they say they were advised in advance, by a
member of that body, that “Petitions don’'t carry much
weightin Trinity County.”
RECOMMENDATION #7:
When an area is zoned Rural Residential this zoning
should be upheld unlesswell publicized public hearings
are held to make a change. Also, legitimate petitions
signed by alarge number of involved citizens, to protect
their rights, should be taken seriously by county staff
and commissions.
FINDING #8: Complaint Processing
There appears to be no enforcement arm that will re-
spond to residents’ complaints about violations of per-
mit conditions. The District Attorney, Sheriff and Plan-
ning Department apparently have no system for moni-
toring and enforcing use permit conditions.
RECOMMENDATION #8:
When acomplaint is received by the Planning Depart-
ment regarding noncompliance with conditionsof aper-



mit, there should be aprocessin placefor acting on that
complaint and informing the complainant of theresults
of that action. In the case of health and safety these
complaints should havethe highest priority.

FINDING #9a: Hearing
The homeownersallegethat the Planning Director told
them they cannot appeal the Planning Commission’s
1995 validation of the Use Permit until the Reclamation
Plan is approved, thus opening the door to the possible
restart of the mining activities. It has been three years
since the Reclamation Plan requirement was imposed,
so homeowners are being forced to sit and wait.
FINDING #9b:
The Planning Director has apparently told the
homeownersthat the Planning Commission would hold
three separate hearings on noise mitigation, zoning and
the Use Permit after the Reclamation Plan wasfinished,
which would cost the homeowners $280.00 per hear-
ing.

RECOMMENDATION #9:

If theletter referred to in Finding #4 isinaccurate, there
should be no fees charged to the homeowners for ap-
pealing a decision based on inaccurate information. 1f
the information is accurate, the Planning Commission
should hold one hearing on al theissuesreducing appel -
late fees to a one time $280.00.

However, given what has gone on with this issue, we
strongly recommend that the Board of Supervisors ap-
pointsamediator to review appropriate documents and
meet with complainantsand appropriate county officers
to clarify and resolvethislong standing dispute. Wefur-
ther recommend that this takes place as soon as pos-
sible, and that the 1999-2000 Grand Jury review this
matter.

FINDING #10: Contamination
The Thunder Rock Mine sells shalethat contains asbes-
tos, a known carcinogen. When Trinity County buys
thisshaleand spreadsit on roads and parking areas, the
County iscontributing to the poor health of itscitizens.
Between 1982 and 1996, 20,050 cubic yards of this
shale was purchased by Trinity County. Fifteen streets
and areas are listed where this shale was used.
RECOMM ENDATION #10:

Areas where this shale was used should be tested for
asbestos. If asbestos is found in excess of state stan-
dards(CaliforniaHealth and Safety Code District Regu-
lation 3 -Section 6 Airborne Toxic Control Measurefor
Asbhestos-Containing Serpentine Rock) in these surfaces,
the areas should be properly capped.

SUMMARY:

Thecitizensof Trinity County depend upontheir county

officiasto protect their health, safety, and welfare. When
local agencies compromise, or appear to compromise,
this process they jeopardize the citizens that they are
employed to protect. Citizen complaintsabout violations
of use permits should be respondedto in aprofessiona
manner and, regardless of result, explanations of ac-
tions or non-actions should be provided to the com-
plainants. In addition, county departments should only
purchase goods and servicesfrom businessesthat com-
ply with federal, state and county permits.

30-DAY RESPONSE REQUESTED FROM: Road
Department, Planning Commission and Department,
Chief Administrative Officer and Board of Supervisors.

Response of the Trinity County Road Department
RE:  1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRANT JURY
FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATIVE

COMMITTEE FINAL REPORT —-THUNDER
ROCK SHALE MINE

Finding #4 (first paragraph): | was not at the Planning
Commission Meeting on December 14, 1995, and | do
not have first hand knowledge of what the Planning
Commission based its decision to validate the original
Use Permit. In addition, | did not attend the Board of
Supervisors meeting when they approved to allow the
mineto operate on aone-year trial basiswith new con-
ditions. Therefore, | cannot substantiate or speculateto
the accuracy of the first paragraph under this Finding.
Also, | would like to emphasize the words * based par-
tially” on aletter from the Director of the Road
Department. It should be noted that the Department of
Transportation was one of Many customers who Pur-
chased materialsfrom Thunder Rock Mine.

Finding # 4 (second paragraph): The first sentence of
the second paragraph is technically correct in that the
Road Department has not provided documentation veri-
fying that the Road Department has utilized materials
from the Thunder Rock Mine on an annual basis. The
option to obtain that information was offered to the
Tucker Hill Homeowners, however, they chose not to
undertake the endeavor. As| explained to the Commit-
tee, my Department does not have the staff time to
retrieve archived files and manually review them. The
Department has fee rates established by ordinance for
serviceswhichincludes staff time and materials. These
rates apply to researching records for nonroad related
benefits. The Department usually keepsfilesfor tenyears
for grant audits, and we periodically purge older files.
Thereisagood probability that our archive records cur-



rently only go back to themid-1980's.

Last Sentence: | do not agree with the conclusion for-
mulated by the Committeein their last sentence, which
states “What has been provided to date indicates that
there have been yearsin which theminedid not provide
material to the County.”

| sensed afew biased jury members during my meeting
with the Grand Jury, and this statement gives credence
tomy feelings. | provided apartia list of specific projects
where | identified fifteen specific projectsthat utilized
significant volumes of materials from Thunder Rock
Mine. Thirteen of these projects were undertaken by
the Weaverville Crew. Generally only one of theselarge
projects could be undertaken in a single construction
season in addition to their normal maintenance activi-
ties. Approximate dateswere given because recordsre-
search was necessary for actual dates. Also, shale and
other materialswere used for general maintenance work
that can only be identified by athorough search of the
crews daily time sheets, purchase orders, claims, etc. |
feel it isbecause of my unwillingnessto donate County
time and resourcesthat the Committee formulated their
unfounded conclusion. An unbiased Committee would
not haveincluded this sentence.

RECOMMENDATION #4: | agree it would be desir-
able to provide the documentation of use by the Road
Department of materials purchased from Thunder Rock
Mine. As| testified to the Committee, theinformationis
in archive files, most of which are not stored in the
Department of Transportation buildings. Also, as| men-
tioned previously, we may have already purged filesthat
are beyond (10) ten years. In my letter dated June 21,
1996, | offered to allow David Wallace and the Tucker
Hill Homeownersaprocedureto research thefiles, how-
ever, they chose not to accept my offer. It would take
approximately three weeksfor astaff person to recover
the files and research the individual documents. My
Department cannot spare a staff person for thisactivity.
Thisactivity isspecifically for aprivateinterest and has
no Road Department benefit. Therefore, any expendi-
tures by the Road Department must be reimbursed.

Finding #5: | concur with the Statements made by the
Grand Jury regarding Road Department charges for
document searches and the facts that the homeowners
did not and have not signed a contract for document
search. | want to emphasi zethat the Department’spolicy
of having therequested partiessign acontract for records
searchiswhen therewill be“significant’ ‘ staff timein-

volved. | would like to add that it is my Department’s
policy to charge arequesting party for any activity that
isfor other than Road Department use. These charges
include staff time, materials, administration and over-
head costs and are authorized by County Ordinance. In
thisinstance, the original request by David Wallace and
the Tucker Hill Homeowners Association was not of a
significant nature and would not have required awritten
contract. A oral or written request is sufficient. In this
instance, we received both oral and a written request,
wherein David Wallace states in his letter dated June
22,1996, “ Please be advised that we will again visit
your office on July 8, 1996 to pur chase copies of all
the above records dating from January 1, 1991 up
until July 7, 1996” . | understood Mr. Wallace's letter
to be acommitment on his behalf to pay for Road De-
partment services, otherwise| would not have had staff
undertake the task.

RECOMMENDATION #5: The Grand Jury is recom-
mending that the charge of $210.00 for records search
be dropped since David Wallace and the Tucker Hill
Homeowners did not sign a contract for the records
search. As| stated above, the amount of work requested
was not significant and the Department would not have
requested a written contract. However, | feel a letter
reguesting thework and agreeing to pay for thework is
aform of “agreement”. The Department has no inten-
tion of demanding payment for documents that have
not been delivered to the requesting party. Aslong as
the documents remain the property of this Department,
no formal action for payment will be undertaken. Inthe
same nature, any request for copies of aportion or aset
of the documents in question will require payment for
the task, which is $210.00.

Finding #6 and RECOMMENDATION #6 - Coordina-
tion: | concur with the Grand Jury in their findings and
recommendations regarding coordination between de-
partments. My Department was unaware of any restric-
tionsthat precluded usfrom purchasing materialsfrom
this mine before November 1995.

Finding #10 - Contamination: Standard testing proce-
dures have proven that the Thunder Rock Mine con-
tains asbestos. My Department received a copy of the
test along with acopy of aletter from North Coast Uni-
fied Air Quality Management District (NCUAQMD) to
Ron Adams of the Planning Department. The
NCUAQMD statesin thefourth paragraph, “ Sampling
and analysisfor ashestos content of the quarry ma-



terial conducted by Lawrence and Associates and
theCaliforniaAir ResourcesBoard in 1993, r esulted
in asbestos content that averaged less than the al-
lowable 1%.” | realize that this test sample does not
represent all the material used by Trinity County, but it
should be somewhat of a gauge. If thistest was repre-
sentative of the entire pit and previous material used,
then the phrase made by the Grand Jury of “the County
is contributing to the poor health of its citizens” is bi-
ased and unfounded.

RECOMMENDATION # 10: The Grand Jury is rec-
ommending testing all the areas where Thunder Rock
shale was used and if found to be in excess of State
standards, then these areas should be properly capped.
Generdly, weutilized shalefrom the Thunder Rock Mine
when we were reconstructing and improving County
roads in our endeavor to get them surfaced “capped”.
All of these roads, with the exception of two parking
areas (which arein addition to thelist of fifteen streets
provided the Grand Jury) and three very short segments
of road are all that remain unsurfaced. One of the park-
ing areas is planned for surfacing in 2000, one of the
short County road segmentsis aresource road with no
residents, and the other two are also on very low vol-
ume roads not adjacent to residents.

Response of County Administrative Officer

Date:  June 18, 1999

To: John K. Letton, Superior Court Judge

From: JeannieNix-Temple, County Administrative
Officer

Re Responseto 1998/99 Trinity County Grand Jury

Finance and Administration Committee
Final Report — Thunder Rock Shale Mine

My response to the findings and recommendations of
the Grand Jury’ s Report isasfollows:
Recommendation # 1:

The County Administrative Officer isgenerally not in-
volved intheissuance of use permitsor monitoring min-
ing operations. The office would however investigate
complaints about agency performance. This office has
not received any specific complaints about this subject.
Recommendeation # 2:

| agree that atracking system should bein place. | am
not aware that oneisnot in place.

Recommendeation # 3:

The CAO does not generally becomeinvolved in Plan-
ning Commissionissues.

Recommendeation #4:

The CAO'sofficewould not have kept any records about
whether the Road Department used the materials from
the Thunder Rock Minein any year.

Recommendation #5:

As | understand it, the $210.00 fee was never actually
paid. However, it isnot uncommon to charge the public
for additional research or copies.

Recommendeation # 6:

A Nuisance Response Team, composed of representa-
tivesfrom several County departmentsand other County
agencies has been formed to address problemsthat cross
departmental boundaries.

Recommendation#7:

Petitions presented to the Board of Supervisorsare gen-
erally used to alert the Board to the feelings of (heir
constituents on aparticular issue. The Board considers
the content very serioudly. Petitions by citizensto local
departments would not change the procedures of that
department. The procedures are set up to address the
rightsof all citizens.

Recommendation # 8:

1lagree.

Recommendation #9:

It is my understanding that the Thunder Rock Mineis
not operating at this time and will not be allowed to
operate until all conditions of the use permit have been
met.

Recommendeation # 10:

The asbestoslevel identified in test samples of material
used by the Transportation Department averaged less
than the allowabl e one percent.

Conclusion:

| appreciatethe Grand Jury’sinterestinthisvery heated
issue. | am aware that the citizens in the area are con-
cerned for their health. It wasfor this reason that addi-
tional conditions were placed on the use permit by the
Planning Commission and later by the Board of Super-
visorsin December of 1996. Based on information pro-
vided by the staff at the Transportation and Planning
departments, | believe that the portrayal of the County
contributing to the poor health of itscitizensisunfair.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide aresponse.

Response of the Planning Director

To: Board of Supervisors
From: John Jelicich, Planning Director
Subject: 1998/99 Grand Jury Finance &

Administration Committee Final Report



Re:” Thunder Rock Mine”.
Background:

The background section of the report contains state-
mentswhich are misleading and incorrect. These state-
ments are discussed in the body of thisresponse asthey
relate to the findings and recommendations.

In addition, the Grand Jury’s* Background” sectionin-
cludes statements of conclusion such as, “no action was
taken that mitigated these complaints’ and “areclama-
tion plan was approved” which is inaccurate and mis-
leading. The background is a distortion of the record
and appearsto be asummary of the complaint received
from an arearesident rather than an objective summary
of events.

Finding #1:

“It appears that the Thunder Rock mine operated at
timeswithout the proper permits.”

Thisfindingisnot correct and isnot supported by infor-
mation in the record previously provided to the Grand
Jury.

During a public hearing held on December 14, 1995,
the Planning Commission determined that “the use per-
mit isvalid and referred the use permit back to the Plan-
ning Director to make a determination for the need to
modify conditions, and if so, scheduleit for public hear-
ing.” (Minutes of Planning Commission, 12/14/95) (A
public hearing was later scheduled to modify the use
permit conditions by the Planning Commission on Au-
gust 8, 1996 and, on appeal, by the Board of Supervi-
sors on December 3, 1996.)

“Even when there was a permit in effect, the operation
violated the conditions of the permit in terms of hours
and days or operation”

Thisfindingisnot correct and isnot supported by infor-
mation in the record previously provided to the Grand
Jury.

Prior to purchase and operation of the subject mine,
then commonly referred to as “ Shale-for-Sale”, Mr.
Brookins, the current property owner and mine opera-
tor, obtained acopy of the use permit for themine (I am
uncertainif thiswasfrom the Planning Department file
or from apreviousowner). The permit he had when the

Planning Department questioned its validity had one
condition which read: * Compliance with Chapter 70 of
the Uniform Building Code”. It wasthe only condition
on the permit in the Planning Department file (Frazier,
UO-269). After. receiving complaints from area resi-
dents regarding the mine operation and in order to de-
termine compliance, the Planning Department reviewed
the record. In doing so, we learned-that a copy of the
Planning Commission minutes pertaining to theissuance
of the permit was not in thefile. We retrieved them off
of microfiche records. At that time we became aware
that the Planning Commissionin 1976 included thefol-
lowing two additional conditionsas part of itsmotionto
approvethe mineoperation: “ Operate only on week days
and During normal working hours’. Therefore, based
on hisknowledge of the use permit conditions, themine
operator was in compliance with the use permit. The
Planning Department challenged the validity of theuse
permit. On December 14, 1995 the Planning Commis-
sion determined that the use permit was valid and re-
ferred the matter to the Planning Director to determine
if the permit should be modified. The permit was later
modified toincorporate 13 conditionsof approval. This
information has been previously provided to the Grand
Jury.

“No county office or employee monitored the mine op-
eration for permit compliance even after residents com-
plained.”

This assertion is not correct and is not supported by
informationintherecord previously discussed with the
Grand Jury.

The Planning Department received complaintsfrom resi-
dents and acted as quickly as possible to act on them.
Frequently, the person receiving the call would immedi-
ately driveto thesite, although thiswas not always pos-
sible. Dust and blasting were a problem prior to taking
the matter to the Planning Commission; however, com-
plaintsreceived after noticewasgiven to the operator to
cease operationswerefound to be unsupported. At times
it was clear that no activity was taking place: for ex-
ample, there would be no dust on the highway or inthe
air, the road leading from the highway to the mine had
not been used by heavy equipment (this was most ap-
parent for complaintsreceived during the winter months
when the road was damp), at times we would observe
other activitiesin the area, such asthe burning of brush
pile which created smoke and haze. It should also be
pointed out that the roads in the Tucker Hill area are



surfaced with this same shale material and contributeto
the dust problem experienced by arearesidents. Again,
this is not to suggest that there was never a problem
with the mine, there was dust and noise prior to the
notice to cease activities for non-compliance with the
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act and prior to the
Planning Commission hearing. These activitiesmay have
been aviolation of lawsand regulationsunder thejuris-
diction of other agencies, but at that time was not a
violation of the use permit.’

Recommendation #1:

The recommendation, for the Board of Supervisorsto
direct planning staff to monitor mining operationson an
on-going basis’ is unnecessary. When verifiable com-
plaints are received they are acted upon.

Finding #2:

“The building and use permit, which wasissued for an
“approximate” one-year period, was allowed to linger
for twenty yearswith no review to ensure code compli-
ance. (Thisfailure to “final” the permit also deprived
the county of tax revenuefor property improvements.)

Thisfindingismideading and isnot supported by infor-
mation in the record of either the Planning or Building
Departments.

That portion of the finding pertaining to the use permit
conditions has been discussed under finding #. Asser-
tions made that the permit was valid for one-year were
discussed during apublic hearing and the Planning Com-
mission made its determination based on information
presented during itsreview of the matter. Astherecord
indicates, on December 14, 1995 the Planning Com-
mission found that the use permit wasvalid.

The second portion regarding theissuance of abuilding
permit is best addressed by the Building Department. |
discussed this matter with the building technician at the
Building Department (at the timethe Grand Jury report
was submitted the building department was experienc-
ing amgjor staffing change). Apparently the issue re-
garding the issuance of a building permit was not re-
searched by the Grand Jury. The phrase “to linger for
twenty years with no review to ensure code compli-
ance” isan unsupported assertion.

The third issue, that “failure to “fina’ the permit also

deprived the county of tax revenue for property im-
provements’ isalso an unsupported assertion. Property
tax assessments, particularly in 1976, are not based on
the“fina” of building permits.

Recommendation #2;

The Planning Department has for many years used a
tickler system for tracking limited term entitlements. The
Building and Planning Departmentswill be modifying
our tracking systems, changing from a manual tickler
system to a coordinated, computerized permit tracking
system. Thereisinsufficient funding at thistimeto en-
ter permits issued in the past, but the CAO and Board
of Supervisorshave recognized and supported the need
to modernize our procedures. Efforts are currently un-
der way to enter early building permit records, we an-
ticipate Board support to enter planning department en-
tittlementsfrom prior yearsalso. It isimportant to point
out, however, that permit tracking would have no effect
regarding the “ Thunder Rock” use permit. Thereisno
information on the permit to indicate that it was of lim-
ited duration. Asdiscussed previoudy, in December 1995
the Planning Commission found that the permit was till
valid for mine operations.

The tracking system being implemented at thistimeis
coordinated with other county agencies having alegiti-
mate need to accessinformation. Confidential fileswill
not be shared. Again, it appearsthat the Grand Jury did
not investigate thisissue.

Finding #3:

“The Planning Department and/or Commission neglected
to ensure that the Thunder Rock Shale Mine was in
compliance with the requirements of the several agen-
cies mentioned.” This finding is both inaccurate and
misleading. It isbased on a statement in the staff report
for the August 8, 1996 Planning Commission meeting
(the Commission did not meet on July 31, 1996) which
is taken out of context. There is no connection
what-so-ever between the quoted statement from the
staff report and the Grand Jury’s finding. The County
does not enforce the regulations of state agencies. The
Planning Department does coordinate with other agen-
ciesinthereview and monitoring of projects. Therecord
for the Thunder Rock mine project clearly indicates con-
tact with various state agencies. The staff report for the
August 8, 1996 meeting was prepared to modify the
conditions of the use permit previously determined by



the Planning Commission to bevalid. The added condi-
tions, 13 of them, included many which directly relate
to compliance with other agencies. While the county
does not enforce state agency standardsfor mine opera-
tions, failureto comply with them could not only result
in citationsor other actions by the affected state agency,
but also |ead to revocation of the use permit.

Reconunendation #3:

Whilethefindingisinaccurate asit relatesto the Thun-
der Rock permit, the recommendation does have some
merit. Code enforcement could be improved. Gener-
ally, this activity lacks funding. The Planning Depart-
ment hastaken actionto improvetraining for its person-
nel to ensure that code enforcement activities are car-
ried out inaprofessiona and legal manner. Those county
agencies with code enforcement responsibilities have
been meeting regularly to discuss proceduresand to de-
velop acoordinated complaint tracking system. There-
fore, thisrecommendation isnot necessary since county
agenciesare already taking necessary actioninthisarea

Finding #4:

Thisfinding statesthat the Planning Commission deci-
sion on December 14, 1995 to validate the Thunder
Rock use permit was based partially oninformationfrom
the county Department of Transportation. It further states
that the Director of the Department of Transportation
has not provided satisfactory documentation to support
astatement made that it has obtained material from the
subject mine on a yearly basis since 1982. | was not
interviewed regarding thisissue. The Director of Trans-
portation isresponding to thisfinding. | can state, how-
ever, that there is amajor misconception on the part of
the Grand Jury regarding the Department of
Transportation’srole in determining the validity of the
use permit.

Upon notification by the Planning Department that the
use permit may not be valid because, based on state-
ments from area residents, it appeared that the mine
had been inactivefor many years, the permittee, Dwayne
Brookins, made contact with previous owners of the
property and attempted to obtain records from them to
demonstrate that the mine had continued to operate over
the years. The primary issue was whether the mine
ceased to operate for a year or more. Mr. Brookins
learned that previous owners had not maintained records
of their activity. In an attempt to prove that the mine

had continued to operate, Mr. Brookins contacted the
Department of Transportation. The Department of
Transportation provided aletter, dated August 11, 1995,
to Mr. Brookins for the Planning Commission hearing
on December 14, 1996 advising that the department
had “on a yearly basis, at least as far back as 1982,
utilized shale rock from the shale pit you now own.” It
was not necessary for the Department of Transporta-
tionto provethat it had obtained material without inter-
ruption. The Planning Commission and Planning De-
partment staff used thisinformation as one piece of in-
formation to demonstrate that the mine continued to
operate. It is unreasonable to assume that the county
Department of Transportation was the sole purchaser
of shale product from the mine. It was the Planning
Commission’sjudgement, based on their assessment of
theinformation provided during the December 14, 1995
hearing, that the permit wasvalid. At that point the de-
cision had been made. Planning Staff accepted the deci-
sion. The Planning Department then proceeded to take
action to modify the conditions of the use permit to
meet current standards and to address the need for a
reclamation plan before the mine could operate.

Recommendation #4:

| disagree with this recommendation. It assumes that
the only criteria used for the validity of the permit was
information supplied by the Department of Transporta-
tion. Thisis not true. Even if an exhaustive review of
the Department of Transportation records were made
and agap of time occurs during which the Department
did not purchase material, | would not recommend re-
vocation of the permit or afinding that it wasinvalid. As
stated above, it is unreasonable to assume that other
parties did not purchase material from the mine. While
previous owners did not maintain accurate records, the
information provided by the Department of Transporta
tionwas, inthejudgement of the Planning Commission,
sufficient to demonstrate that the mine continued to op-
erate.

Finding #5:

Thisfinding pertainsto fee chargesfor information from
the Department of Transportation. | wasnot interviewed
regarding thisissue.

Recommendation #5:

Thisissue does not pertain to the Planning Department.



Finding #6:

Thisissue pertainsto coordination between departments.
| agree that the Department of Transportation was not
aware“Shalefor Sale” (now Thunder Rock mine) was
not on the State list of approved mines. (Thisisalist of
minesin compliancewith the California Surface Mining
and Reclamation Act.) While the State maintains this
list, wewill advisethe Department of Transportation of
mines in Trinity County with approved reclamation
plans.

Recommendation #6.

County agenciesregularly coordinate with one another
on avariety of issues. The Planning Department was
not aware that Department of Transportation did not
have the State list. Each permit condition statesthe re-
sponsible agency for enforcement. If an agency is not
listed, then the Planning Department woul d enforcethe
condition. Any use permit condition which is not fol-
lowed could lead to revocation or modification of the
use permit. It is important to point out, however, that
Thunder Rock mine has not been found to bein viola-
tion of their use permit. They have not, to my knowl-
edge, operated since December 1995, with the excep-
tion of the declared emergency dueto flooding. Activi-
ties under the emergency were authorized under the
Governor’'s declaration and by action of the Board of
Supervisors. Thisinformation has been previoudly pro-
vided to the Grand Jury.

Finding #7:

| was not i nterviewed regarding these statements, which
appear to be from arearesidents.

Recommendation #7:

This recommendation does not appear to follow from
thefinding. Areaszoned Rura Residential do alow min-
ing upon obtaining a use permit. Thunder Rock mine
has a valid use permit. All actions to obtain the use
permit in 1976 and modify the permit in 1996 were
conducted during advertised and properly noticed pub-
lichearings.

Finding #8:

| disagree with this finding. | was not interviewed re-

garding this matter. It is not a correct statement. As
discussed above, the county hasamulti-agency, coordi-
nated system of handling complaints.

Recommendation #8:

| agree with the recommendation. Such a process ex-
ists. Regarding the complaints concerning Thunder Rock
mine, complainants regularly called to learn the status
of their complaints. Priority isgiven to mattersaffecting
health and safety.

Finding #9a:

| do not recall being questioned by the Grand Jury re-
garding any advise concerning an appeal of the Planning
Commission’s determination that the use permit was
valid. | deny making this statement. Further, following
the Planning Commission’s determination that the origi-
nal 1976 permit wasvalid, asubsequent public hearing
was conducted by the Planning Commission on August
8, 1996 to determine if the permit should be modified.
The Commission’s modification of the permit was ap-
pealed to the Board of Supervisors by both the permit-
teeand residents of Tucker Hill. Thetimeto appeal any
of the actions concerning the validity of the permit has
passed. Our department has not received an acceptable
reclamation plan from the mine operator. If the Plan-
ning Commission approves a reclamation plan for the
mine, then interested persons have the opportunity to
appeal that decision to the Board of Supervisors. If the
mineisnot operated in compliance with the use permit
then action could be considered by the Planning Com-
mission to revoke the use permit.

Finding #9b:

| did not discuss this matter with the Grand Jury. It is
not atrue statement. The only fee | am aware of which
costs $280 is the appeal fee to the Board of Supervi-
sors. This finding appears to be a statement from the
complainant and not a matter researched by the Grand
Jury.

Recommendation #9:

| do not agree with the recommendation, because the
findings in #4 and #9 are not correct as aready dis-
cussed above. The use of amediator isclearly inappro-
priate. These matters must be discussed during apublic
hearing. Public hearings have already been held and de-



cisions made regarding the use permit. If areclamation
plan is submitted, then a public hearing will be held on
that matter. The mineis not allowed to operate until it
has met the conditions of the use permit.

Finding #10:

I was not interviewed regarding the use of the shale
material from the mine. It is more appropriate for the
Department of Transportation to respond to this matter.

Recommendation #10:

This matter should be addressed by the Department of
Transportation. | can, however, statethat “ Thunder Rock
Quarry” wasissued a“Permit to Operate NM-074" and
“Authority to Construct NAC- on January 17, 1996 by
the North Coast Unified Air Quality Management Dis-
trict. A complete copy of these permits were provided
to the Grand Jury.

| hope that my responses to the Grand Jury’s report
have helped to clarify issuesrelating the Thunder Rock
mine.

| respectfully request that this response and that of the
Department of Transportation be made part of thefinal
report.

Response of the Board of Supervisors

August 17, 1999

Trinity County Grand Jury
PO. Box 1258
Weaverville, CA 96093

Re Finance and Administration Committee Final
Report Thunder Rock Shale Mine

Dear Foreperson:

The Finance and Administration Committee of the
1998-99 Trinity County Grand Jury issued areport re-
garding the Thunder Rock Shale Mine. The Trinity
County Board of Supervisorsrespondsasfollows.

Both the county Planning Department and county Trans-
portation Department have responded to the specifics
of the report, as it relates to their operations, and the
Board of Supervisors supportsthose responses.

Mining has occurred on Weaver Creek for a century
and ashalf and rock quarrieshave operated inthe Union
Hill and what is now known as Tucker Hill area, on
both sides of Weaver Creek, for several decades. Rurd
residential and natural resource uses of land can some-
times conflict and this report exposes an example of
that. Tucker Hill residents have taken their complaints
about the now idle Thunder Rock mineto both the Trin-
ity County Planning Commission and Board of Super-
visors on a number of occasions and the county has
tried to respond to their concerns by requiring adher-
ence to all State and Federal laws with additional re-
quirements regarding times of operation and dust abate-
ment.

TheTrinity County Board of Supervisorshasevery con-
cern about the health, safety, peace and comfort of county
residents and does not disregard their collective voice,
by petition or otherwise. With a geologist now on the
staff of the county Planning Department, Trinity County
iseven better equipped to monitor and enforcethe pro-
visions of the California Surface Mining and Reclama-
tion Act and use permit requirements of our County
Planning Commission.

The Board appreciates the hard work the Grand Jury
put into this report and thanks the Grand Jury for the
opportunity to respond.

Sincerdly,
TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

S'S
ROBERT REISS, Chairman




TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY

1998-1999
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COMMITTEE
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1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
COMMITTEE FINAL REPORT
INVESTIGATIONOF TRINITY COUNTY
HEALTH ANDHUMAN
SERVICESDEPARTMENT
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICESDIVISION

PURPOSE:

To report on the reviews of the operations of emer-
gency response procedures of the Child Protective Ser-
vicesDivision of the Trinity County Health and Human
Services Department.

BACKGROUND:

An investigation was undertaken into the adequacy of
the emergency response procedures of CPSrelative to
children at risk. The Grand Jury received reports that
reports about children at risk were not being handled
properly by CPS personnel.

METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:

Aninvestigation wasundertaken into the complaintsthat
the Child Protective Services Division was not respond-
ing properly to allegations of child endangerment.
FINDING #1:

The Grand Jury investigated public complaintsthat CPS
did not respond to allegations of child endangerment in
atimely and proper manner. In interviewing the com-
plainants, CPS management, the acting supervisor and
case workers, the Grand Jury found that the CPS per-
sonnel named in the complaints were either no longer
employed by the department or had been transferred.
RECOMMENDATION #1:

The Grand Jury recommends that, in spite of the emo-
tionally laden nature of thework, CPS must continueto
follow and abide by established |aws and mandated pro-
ceduresin responding to allegations of child endanger-
ment.

FINDING #2:

As aresult of the reorganization of the CPS Division,
the morale and personnel problemswhich had been re-
ported by the 1997-98 Grand Jury have been greatly
ameliorated. A number of former staff members have
either been reassigned to non-CPS positions or have
been otherwisereplaced. Sincethe reorganization of the
division, there have been no new complaints submitted
by members of the public regarding the actions or pro-
ceduresof thedivision or of itspersonnel asit relatesto
child health and safety.



RECOMMENDATION #2:

The Grand Jury recommends that continued recruiting
efforts be undertaken in order to bring thedivision up to
full staff. Thiswill enable the work load to be distrib-
uted over a broader base, insuring that the improved
and improving moral e will be sustained to the benefit of
the children who make up thedivision’sclientele.
CONCLUSION:

The Grand Jury commends the management, supervi-
sion and staff of the CPS Division for the efforts that
have been made to improve difficult situations. They
have made great progress in meeting the needs of the
public and mandates of State and Federal regulations
that arein a state of flux.

30DAY RESPONSE REQUESTED FROM: Director
of Health and Human Services Department.

Response of the Board of Supervisors

July 20, 1999

Jerry Boosinger

Trinity County Grand Jury
PO. Box 1258
Weaverville, CA 96093

RE: Health and Human Services Committee
Final Report Investigation of
Trinity County Health and Human Services
Department Child Protective Services Division

Dear Foreperson:

Thefollowing is the Board of Supervisors response to
the 1998-99 Grand Jury Health and Human Services
Committee Final Report regarding Trinity County Hedlth
and Human Services Child Protective Services Division:
Recommendation # 1

We agree with the Grand Jury.

Recommendation #2

We agree with the needs and demandsfor effortsto be
undertaken to bring the division to full staff, and arein
full support of recommendations and efforts by Direc-
tor LindaWright in meeting these requests.

Conclusion:

The Board of Supervisors appreciates the work the
Grand Jury hasdonein providing thisreport.

Sincerdly,

TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ROBERT REISS, Chairman




Thisreport was approved
on April 8,1999
Filed on May 3, 1999

1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICESCOMMIT-
TEE
FINAL REPORT
INVESTIGATIONOF TRINITY COUNTY
HEALTH
AND HUMAN SERVICESDEPARTMENT
ELIGIBILITY DIVISION

PURPOSE:

To report on the reviews of the operations of the Eligi-
bility Division of the Trinity County Health and Human
Services Department.

BACKGROUND:

Some complaintswerereceived lateinthe 1997-98 Trin-
ity Grand Jury indicating that prompt or timely pay-
ments were not received by foster care familiesfor the
services that they rendered. A review of the eligibility
department and its operation was, therefore, undertaken
by the Grand Jury.

METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:

With regard to the Eligibility Division, interviewswere
conducted with the Supervisor of the Eligibility Division
and with Eligibility Division staff members.

FINDING #1:

Aninvestigation was madeinto the operation of theIn-
come Maintenance Program of the Health and Human
Services Department. I nterviews were conducted with
the Supervisor of the Eligibility Division and staff mem-
bers. The supervisor answered questions concerning the
impact of welfare reform on the division's programs.
She also advised us as to her interface with CPS, Cal-
Works, Health and Human Services Administration and
other interdepartmental units. Theeligibility staff isex-
perienced and rather stable in itswork force. The only
complaint by both the supervisor and by members of
her staff isthat they feel that their compensation is not
on alevel with that of surrounding counties.
RECOMMENDATION #1:

The Grand Jury recommends that a survey of similar
positionsand salary structures of Eligibility workersin
surrounding counties be made and, if appropriate, that
the pay rates of the Trinity County employees be ad-
justed accordingly.

CONCLUSION:

The Grand Jury commends the management, supervi-
sion and staff of the Eligibility Division for the efforts
that have been madeto improvedifficult situations.

30DAY RESPONSE REQUESTED FROM: Director
of Health and Human Services Department.

Response of the Director of Trinity County

Health and Human Services

Date: June 9, 1999

To: Trinity County Grand Jury
Health and Human Services

From: LindaWright, Director

Trinity County Healthand

Human Services
Investigation of Trinity County
Health and Human Services
Department Eligibility Divison

Re

Thefollowing ismy responseto the 1998-99 Grand
Jury Health and Human Services Committee’sFinal
Report regarding Trinity County’s Health and Human
ServicesEligibility Divison:

Recommendation #:

I concur with the Grand Jury’s recommendation. Rec-
ognizing that our eligibility workers were under com-
pensated, | requested a 10% increase for them in De-
cember of 1998. Asaresult of the Board approving this
reguest, salariesfor our eligibility workers are compa-
rable, if not higher than counties of similar sizein north-
ern California

Conclusion:

| would liketo expressmy appreciation for thethorough
and conscientiousreview performed by the Grand Jury
Health and Human Services Committee, aswell astheir
commitment to ensuring that servicesto the citizens of
Trinity County are not compromised by a lack dedi-
cated, capabledigibility staff.

Response of theBoard of Supervisors

July 20, 1999

Jerry Boosinger

Trinity County Grand Jury
Weaverville, CA 96093
RE: Health and Human Services Committee
Final Report Investigation of Trinity



County Health and Human Services
Department Eligibility Divison

Dear Foreperson:

The Trinity County Board of Supervisorshavereviewed
the above referenced report and offer the following re-

sponse:

Recommendation # 1

We concur with the Grand Jury’s recommendation and
are pleased with Director Linda Wright's prompt re-
sponse and action.

Conclusion:

Wewould like to express our appreciation for the thor-
ough and conscientious review by the Grand Jury and
Health and Human Services Department. We appreci-
ate your efforts.

Sincerdly,

TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ROBERT REISS, Chairman

TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY

1998-1999

FINAL REPORT

JUDICIAL COMMITTEE



Thisreport was approved
On April 8,1999
Filed on March 16,1999

1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
JUDICIAL COMMITTEE FINAL REPORT
COLLECTIONSOF TRIAL COURT
ACCOUNTSRECEIVABLE

PURPOSE:

A verbal complaint to the Grand Jury alleged that col-
lection of Trial Court accountsreceivablewasbeing pre-
cipitately turned over to an out-of-county collection
agency, at considerable cost to the county.
BACKGROUND:

Accountsreceivable— money owed the courtsby people
found guilty of traffic offenses, some misdemeanorsand
some felonies— until four years ago were not aggres-
sively managed. No tracking system existed. Debts of -
ten went for yearsuncollected. Collection of court fines
and other assessmentswas haphazard. Estimates of how
much was owed Trinity County ranged from $1,000,000
to $2,000,000.

Some collection responsibilities were assigned to the
Marsha’sOffice. Withafull-timeclerk (aposition funded
by the State), and, later, another half-time clerk, the
Marshal began collectionsand built to approx. $100,000
of collectionsin 1997-98. In mid-1998 the full-time po-
sition was coming open because of aretirement.
Probation and other Departments also had collection
respongbilities.

In spring of 1998 the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO)
and the Clerk/Recorder/Assessor (CRA) decided that
collections needed improvement, and that a method of
collection could be found which would have a lower
overhead than the 25% ratethey computed the Marshal’s
operationto run. After areview of available options, the
CAO determined that the California Service Bureau
(CSB), based in Napa, offered the best service for our
needs. The CAO aso explained that since CSB islisted
in the California Registry the County was not required
to go to bid for the work.

With Board of Supervisors approval, and without se-
curing a contract, CAO and CRA in late July turned
collectionsover to CSB. Trinity County became the sec-
ond county (after Napa) to have accounts handled by
CSB. On August 1 collection notices went out from
CSB full of errors and mis-statements, bringing numer-
ous complaintsto the Marshall’sand Probation offices.
The contract was being negotiated while collectionswent
on: arisky practice but not strictly illegal.

The Grand Jury set out to investigate the procedure that

led to thisdecision and the rel ationship between Trinity
County and CSB written into the contract when it be-
camefinal.

METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:

The Judicial Committee met with the Marshal, the Chi ef
Probation Officer, the CAO, the CRA and the County
Counsd.

FINDING #1: Cost Basis Disputed

The claim that the Marshal’s office overhead ran 25%
is disputed. The numbers used in this computation are
not agreed upon asright by all partiesinvolved.
RECOMMENDATION #1:

Control must be established over amounts owed Trinity
County and the costs of collecting them; only then can
an accurate rate of overhead be computed.

FINDING #2: ObjectivesUndefined.

Exactly what servicesthe county required of CSB were
not spelled out before entering contract negotiations or
turning account information over to them. That is to
say, CSB become a solution in search of aproblem.
The causefor thisfuzzinessisrooted in Finding #3.
RECOMMENDATION #2:

Itisessential for Department Headsto define objectives
before asearch for solution islaunched.

FINDING #3: MeetingsNot Held.

No planning meetings were held that included County
Counsel, Marshall, Probation and other participants.
Due to changes in staffing and funding, some of them
connected with implementation of AB233 The Trid
Court Funding Act (see Finding #6), CAO and CRA felt
the need and saw the opportunity to move quickly. They
took the chance when it came and felt they could deal
with the consequences | ater.

RECOMMENDATION #3:

Departments charged with responsibilities must be con-
sulted in making major decisions. A coordinated attack
onmajor problemsisessential.

FINDING #4: Praobation Department Responsibili-
ties.

Probation Officers were shocked and embarrassed by
the August 1 collection notice going out from CSB.
Confidentiality wasviolated in somejuvenilecases. Such
information should not have beenreleased to CSB. This
problem has since been resolved.

Confusion was bred in many misdemeanor and felony
cases because collectionswhich had regularly been made
by the Probation Department were suddenly announced
to be the business of CSB in Napa. This problem has
since been resolved.

RECOMMENDATION #4:

Professional standards of behavior must be maintained



at all times.

FINDING #5: Legalities

A contract between the County and CSB was negoti-
ated and signed. CSB hastwo yearsto raise collections
significantly or the contract will not berenewed. Trinity
County can withdraw from the contract at any time for
cause (30 days notice) or for any reason at al (60 days
notice).

CSB knowsthelaws pertinent to collections, aswell as
how to collect. Local personnel cannot duplicate these
ills.

Thedecision of CAO and CRA violatesno laws.
Demandsof confidentiality are being met.
RECOMMENDATION #5:

The County Counsel isto be commended for straight-
ening this situation out before it got completely out of
control.

FINDING #6: ABB233 TheTrial Court Funding Act
Great changes in the Marshal’s Office responsibilities
have been produced by a new law, AB233 The Trial
Court Funding Act. AB233 wasanew law for 1998 but
it applied retroactively to thefiscal year beginning July
1,1997. Asaresult, departmentsfound themselvesin a
scrambleto implement AB233 for the old year and plan
for the new year at the sametime.

The Marshal’s salary historically came mostly from
County funds, but the new law indicated that the salary
should come from Court accounts. Thus many respon-
sibilities of the Marshall’s Office had to be redefined,
and aMemorandum of Understanding had to be negoti-
ated between the County and the Court.

Negotiations on that Memorandum of Understanding
arenearly complete, andit isexpected that theMarshall’s
Office responsibilities will be clearly spelled out and
agreed upon before fiscal year 2000 beginson July 1,
1999.

RECOMMENDATION #6:

Implementation of AB233 was probably not a direct
cause of the changein collection procedures. However,
the 1998-99 Grand Jury recommends that the 1999-
2000 Grand Jury follow up on this matter and monitor
the progress of AB233 implementation.
CONCLUSION:

Transfer of collectionsto the CaliforniaService Bureau
is smoothing out. We expect collectionsto be made le-
gally and conscientiously, and we expect collectionsto
increase. Participating partiesbelievethe systemisgo-
ing to work. The decision process, however, was fla-
grantly dictatorial.

30-DAY RESPONSES REQUESTED FROM: the

Board of Supervisors, the Chief Administrative Officer,
the Clerk/Recorder/Assessor, the Marshal, the County
Counsel, the Chief of the Probation Department.

Responseof Trinity County Counsel

Date: April 20, 1999

To: John K. Letton, Superior Court Judge

From: David R. Hammer, Trinity County
Counsd

Re Response to 1998/99 Trinity County

Grand Jury Judicial Committee
Final Report—Collectionsof Tria Court
Accounts Receivable

My response to the findings and recommendations of
the Grand Jury’ s Report isasfollows:

Finding#1:

| am aware that the deputy clerk who was assigned to
collections and the Marshal disagree with the figures
presented to the Board of Supervisors by the County
Clerk and CAO. | have not made any independent in-
vestigation of the actual amount collected or the cost of
collections.

Recommendation #1:;

| agree. Some accounts have been assigned to Califor-
nia Service Bureau for collections. There are accounts
receivablewhich have not been assigned. An evaluation
of the effectiveness of CSB isin progress. A protocol
for the processing of al traffic tickets and coll ection of
fines and assessmentsisbeing devel oped.

Finding#2:

i agree that the exact servicesthat the County required
of CSB were not defined prior to entering into the con-
tract. The County knew that the problem was that the
cost of collections was too high relative to the amount
being collected.

Recommendation #2:
| agree. However, | believe that the County Clerk and

the CAO did have a defined objective of reducing the
cost of collections and increasing the amount collected.



Finding#3:

| agree with the first sentence. CSB commenced per-
forming services before a contract was negotiated or
signed.

Recommendation #3:
| agree.
Finding#4:

There were numerous errors and problems regarding
the collection notices sent by CSB in August 1998. |
believe those problems have been resolved.

Recommendation #4:
| agree.
Finding#5:

The contract with CSB sets specific performance goals
for collecting both new installment accountsand delin-
guent accounts. An evaluation of the perfon-nance is
now in progress. The contract providesthat either party
may terminate the contract by giving the other party 30
days notice upon the other party defaulting under the
termsof the contract. Thereare provisionsfor resolving
differences by ameet and confer process.

| agree that the decisions and action of the CAO and
County Clerk did not violate any laws.

Although CSB knowsthe collection business, the evalu-
ation of whether it isbetter to use CSB or local person-
nel isnot yet complete.

Recommendation #5:
Thank you for the commendation.
Finding#6:

AB 233, the Trial Court Funding Act of 1997, and Cali-
fornia Rules of Court, Rule 810, define the Marshal’s
duties in providing security to the courts as a “court
operation” to be funded by the Trial Court Operations
Fund. By law, the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court,
and not the County, has control and authority over that
fund. A Memorandum of Understanding has now been

negotiated between the Courtsand the County that deals
with these issues. It isthe responsibility of the Courts,
and not of the County, to define the security functions
and duties of the Marshal.

Recommendation #6:
| agree.
Conclusion:

The transfer of collections to CSB could have been
smoother. To my knowledge, no one was attempting to
dictate the manner in which collection actionsweretaken.
Problems arose because CSB commenced providing
services before ameeting of the responsi ble department
heads and before the contract was not negotiated and
signed.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide aresponse.

Theresponse of the Trinity County Administrative
Officer

Date: April 20, 1999

To: John K. Letton, Superior Court Judge

From: Jeannie Nix-Temple, County
Administrative Officer

RE: Response to 1998/99 Trinity County

Grand Jury Judicial Committee
Final Report - Collectionsof Trial
Court Accounts Receivable

My response to the findings and recommendations of
the Grand Jury’ s Report isasfollows:

The Callections Department was devel oped severd years
agoto increaserevenueto the General Fund by collect-
ing civil assessmentsand other debt owed to the County.
The reasons for reorganizing the Collections Depart-
ment were twofold: (a) each year the cost of the De-
partment increased as much as the amount collected,
and having a safety employee provide collection ser-
vices appeared too costly when coupled with the con-
stant need for increased staff; and (b) the Courts and
the County had begun negotiations to implement AB
233 (Tria Court Funding Act) and we were aware of
the need for security for the Courts and the problem of
collectionsbeing directly connected to the Courts.

Finding#1:



| redlizethat the Marshal disputes our overhead calcula-
tions; however, | stand by the calcul ations made by the
County Clerk/Recorder and myself.

Recommendation #1.;

| agree. Establishing control over the amounts owed to
the County was the purpose for making the change in
themethod of collection.

Recommendation #2:

| agree. Scrutiny of the Collections Department began
at least a year before changes were implemented. Our
objectiveswereclearly defined: to reduce overhead and
increase collections. Our solution was to turn all col-
lectibles over to California Service Bureau (CSB) and
establish arelationship that would be profitablefor CSB
and efficient for the County. We were aware that the
changewould bea“work inprogress’ because our own
collections system had not been efficiently defined and
implemented after several yearsof operation.

Recommendation #3:

Aswith al major County decisions, regular meetings
were held regarding reorganization of the Collections
Department. Because AB 233 negotiations between the
Courts and the County were

In progress, we already knew that the employeesin the
Collections Department would bereassigned. Therefore,
wedid not consider it necessary to include them in our
discussions.

Recommendation #4-

| agree. While both CSB and the County made errors, |
feel that the professional standards of behavior were
maintained at all times.

Finding#5:

| agree that the County Clerk/Recorder and | did not
violate any laws. Wewere carrying out the duties of our
officeswith regular input from the County Counsel.

Recommendation #5:

| agree.

Recommendation #6:
| agree.
Conclusion:

Thetransfer of collectionsto CSB isworkingwell. The
collections have already increased from last year. | be-
lievetransferring more departments’ collectionsto CSB
inthe upcoming year will increase collections and effi-
ciency withinthe County structure. | do not believeour
actionswere “flagrantly dictatorial.” As stated above,
reorganization of the Collections Department was nec-
essary. | am awarethat there aretimeswhen not every-
one agreeswith changesmade, but it ismy responsibil-
ity to seethat the County operates as efficiently as pos-
shle.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide aresponse.

Response of the Chief Probation Officer

To: John K. Letton, Judge of the Superior
Court

Board of Supervisors
From: Terry D. Lee, Chief Probation Officer
Date: April 23,1999
Re Responseto Grand Jury Collections of

Trial Court Accounts Receivable

| have reviewed the finding of the Grand Jury in con-
nection with Trial Courts collection of accountsreceiv-
able and agree in part of with many of the findings. |
would liketo comment specifically on thosefindings.

Finding #1: Cost Based Dispute

Itismy opinion that the cost basisfor which
the decision to abandon the County collection process
was not accurately computed. Too much of the over-
head for the Marshal’s Office and clerk time was ttrib-
uted to the collection process when in fact they were
performing other duties for the Court. Had more time
been involved in accurately computing how much of
their time was actually spent in the collection process,
everyone would have had a clearer picture of the costs
of collecting the County’s money. Employees should
have been time studying their time before a decision
was made.

| fully agreethat control must be estab-
lished over the accounts receivable and only then can
accurate figures be computed to establish overhead.



Finding #2:Objectives Undefined

| support thisfinding in that affected Depart-
ment Heads were not “on board” when the decision to
hire California Service Bureau was made. In their ab-
sence no clearly defined objectiveswere formulated be-
cause California Service Bureau wasworking without a
contract. No one knew what they were expected to col-
lect and several weeks went by before everyone had a
clear vision of their responsibilities.

Finding #3: Mesetingsnot held

To my knowledge no meetings were held
prior to collections being handed over to a collections
bureau. | was informed the County was looking at the
possihility of having aprivatefirmtake over collections.
Affected departmentswere not given the opportunity to
giveinput until after the data had been transferred. This
caused mass confusion for clientsand caught everyone
off guard.

Again| agreefully that affected departments
must be brought into the loop prior to decisions of this
magnitude being made and implemented. Good deci-
sions are always the product of prior planning , and
being prepared.

Finding #4: Prabation Department Responsibilities

| fully agree with this finding. Confidential
juvenilerecordswerereleased to California Service Bu-
reau and collection noticeswent out to familieswithout
the Probation Department’s knowledge. | found this
objectionable and the problem has since been corrected.
This problem could have been easily corrected if the
Probation Department has been included in the process
of turning collectionsover to aprivatefirm.

Finding#5: Legdities

| fully agree that the decision to have the
CdliforniaService Bureau collect the County’ srevenue
violatesno laws, and iswell within the County’s power
to assignitscollectionsto acollection agency. Although
unintentional, confidentiality lawswere breached by the
release of juvenilefinancial records.

| do not agree that local personnel cannot
duplicate the skills of the California Service Bureau in
that the Service Bureau hired and existing County em-
ployee to run their office located in the Court House.
Thereisnothing “magical” about collecting delinquent
accounts other than an aggressive approach and con-

stant billing and contact with the client.

I also commend County Counsel for enter-
ing the picture and strai ghtening out the contract before
thingsgot out of control.

Finding #6: Trial Court Funding Act

The Tria Court Funding Act will change the relation-
ship between Trial Courts and the County for years to
come. It appears to be an appropriate time to redefine
how the county collects revenues assessed by the Court
process and who should collect them. Hopefully there-
lationship between the County and California Service
Bureau will be successful and positivefor both parties.
Hopefully we haveall learned alesson on how not to do
things.

Response of the Trinity County Clerk

Trinity County Board of Supervisors
April 5,1999

RE: Responseto 1998/99 Grand Jury Judicial Com-
mittee Final Report
Collectionsof Trial Court Accounts Receivable

Dear Board Members:
Finding #1: TheMarshal’soffice disputes overhead costs

When the collections department was set up asa part of
the Marshal’s office several costs were not included
within the Marshal’s budget. The administrative assis-
tant to the Clerk Recorder was assigned to the collec-
tion department while her salary remained in the Clerk/
Recorder and Courts budget. In addition the Marshal
hired an additional unbudgeted staff member. When these
costs are added in the costs were over 25%.

Recommendation# 1: Control must be established over
amounts owed Trinity County and the costs of collec-
tionthem.

Thereisan accurate accounting of theamounts owed to
the County. The only question is whether or not all of
the amounts are collectable. In addition, there is and
always has been an accurate control of the costs of col-
lections monies owed the county. All the costswere not
in one budget, which may have, mislead somepeopleas
to what the costs were.



Finding #2: Objectives Undefined

The services required by California Service Bureau
(CSB) where not different than those used when the
collection department was setup. While the collection
department had done a good job of determining what
was owed the County, they had concentrated on local
people and people who frequented the courts and did
not provide any traditional collection methods on people
who owed the county money but did not live in the
area. CSB could provide local contact as well as the
ability to collect from people outside the area.

Recommendation #2: The objective was in mind and
was the reason for the change to CSB

Finding #3: Meetingsnot held

While no planning meeting were held with the parties
mentioned there were many discussionswith the CAO
and the Superior Court Judge as well as visitsto Napa
County where CSB was running asimilar program. In
addition | made contact with 2 other collection bureaus
that specialize in collecting court fines before recom-
mending that we use CSB.

With the passage of AB233 the costs of collectionscould
no longer be born by the courts so a new method of
collecting fines owed the County was necessary. In ad-
dition the County is now responsible to pay the state
$137,000 annually whether collections of fines occurs
or not. It wasimportant that collectionsbe continued an
if possibleimproved. CSB seemsto bethe best way for
that to happen.

Another important reason to change collection methods
goes to the Civil Assessment Fee. If afineis past due
and in default a Civil Assessment of up to $250 can be
assessed against the party. Thiswasan important source
of revenue for the collection department but has the
effect inincreasing the fine on someonewho isaready
having trouble paying. The experiencein Napawasthat
CSB was doing a better job of keeping the people cur-
rent on their payments. Their Civil Assessmentswhere
going down while their fine payments were going up.
Thisisamuch better situation for the people who have
to pay the fine payments.

| believe the reasons for making the change to CSB
werereasonable and appropriate

Finding #4: Probation Department Responsibilities

The accounts transferred to CSB where the same ones
being collected by the Marshall’s office. These collec-
tions were being handled in part by someone who had
been working as a community service worker and not
even a county employee. The issue of who should be
collecting payments for the Probation Office was not
brought up because no one was sending out payment
noticesto the people who owe the County money. The
confidentially issue wasthere but no one knew it. | be-
lievethiswasanissuethat wasresolved by the contract
with CSB and not caused by the contract.

Recommendation #4: Professional standards of behav-
ior must be maintained at all times.

I concur with the recommendation.
Finding#5: Legdlities

I concur with thefindings.
Recommendation #5: County Counsel

County Counsels assistance has been helpful in this
matter. When we started it we did not have afull time
County Counsel on staff. The Board should be com-
mended for providing afull time County Counsel.

Finding #6: AB233 The Trial Court Funding Act

Thefinding address some of the reason for making the
changesinthe collection process.

Recommendation #6:

AB233 was amajor contributing cause for the change
in collection procedures. We are till working on the
Memorandum of Understanding between the County
and the Courts. Additional collection proceduresare be-
ing dealt withinthe MOU.

Conclusion:

There is still work to be done on the transfer of ac-
counts to CSB. We are working on these procedures
now and expect them to continueto increase collection
of past due accounts. | believe we were working on a
problem that did exist. The collection department was
not meeting expectations, the costs were higher than
expected and results not much better than before they



started. With the advent of AB233 change awas neces-
sary. | do not believe we were dictatorial but simply
made a decision, with board approval, that was neces-
sary at the time. Usually, county government is criti-
cized for not being able to make a decision now weare
criticized for making one.

Dero Fordund
Response of the Board of Supervisors

May 16, 1999

Mr. Jerry Boosinger, Foreperson
1998/1999 Trinity County Grand Jury
PO. Box 2455

Weaverville, CA 96093

RE: Judicial Committee Final Report
Collectionsof Trial Court Accounts Receiv
able

The Trinity County Board of Supervisors acknowledges
receipt of the above referenced report and thanks the
Grand Jury for its work. The Board's response is as
follows:

Recommendation #1. Control must be established over
amounts owed Trinity County and the costs of collect-
ing them.

The Board of Supervisors agree.

Recommendation#2. It isessentia for Department Heads
to define objectives before a search for solution is
launched.

The Board of Supervisors agree and think that thisis
good advisefor al of us.

Recommendation #3. Departments charged with respon-
sibilitiesmust be consulted in making major decisions.
A coordinated attack on major problemsisessential .

TheBoard of Supervisorsisproud of our inclusivestyle
of management. There are monthly meetings with De-
partment Heads where they all can participate in the
decision process so that none are excluded from issue
discussions. There is also a meeting the Thursday be-
fore each Board meeting where the Board agenda is
reviewed so that each department isaware of al actions
pending beforethe Board.

Recommendation #4. Professional standards of
behavior must be maintained at all times.

The Board of Supervisors agree.

Recommendation #5. The County Counsel isto be
commended for straightening thissituation out before
it got completely out of control.

The Board of Supervisors agree.

Recommendation #6. | mplementation of AB233 was
probably not adirect cause of the changein collection
procedures. However, the 1998-1999 Grand Jury
recommends that the 1999-2000 Grand Jury follow up
on this matter and monitor the progress of AB233
implementation.

The Board of Supervisors agree.

Conclusion. Transfer of collectionstothe Californiaser-
vice Bureau is smoothing out. We expect collectionsto
be madelegally and conscientioudly, and we expect col-
lectionstoincrease. Participating partiesbelievethe sys-
tem is going to work. The decision process, however,
wasflagrantly dictatorial.

The Board of Supervisors agree that the new system
seems to be working well. All parties had an adequate
opportunity for input, but may not be equally pleased
with the outcome. The Board believesthat the present
system will capture more money for the County with
lessoverhead per dollar collected. Therefore, the people
of Trinity County are being better served by their gov-
ernment.

The Board of Supervisors acknowledge the fine work
of the Grand Jury and appreciate that many positive
outcomes are encouraged by the Jury’ s attention to mat-
tersin change. Asin this case, the Jury’s impact often
occurs prior to the publishing of the report. We thank
you for your collective efforts.

TRINTY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
By Robert Reiss, Chairman




Thisreport was approved
on December 10, 1998
Filed on February 24, 1999

1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
JUDICIAL COMMITTEE
FINAL REPORT
FAMILY SUPPORT DEPARTMENT

PURPOSE:

The Grand Jury isrequired to conduct periodic reviews
of county government. The purpose of this investiga-
tion was to follow up on the 1996-97 Grand Jury re-
view of the Family Support Department. Their report
found that staff trying to collect court-mandated child
support paymentswere struggling against numerous ob-
stacles, most of them not local in origin.

BACKGROUND:

During the four years prior to 1998 Family Support in-
creased annual collection of support dollars from
$540,740 to over $1,000,000.

From 1996 to 1998 the Department attempted to use
the Statewide Automated Child Support System
(SACSS), but could never get it to work.

MEDTHOD OF INVESTIGATION:
The Judicial Committee met with the Head of Family
Support.

FINDING #1: Softwareand Staff.
SACSSwasadisaster. It could never be madeto work,
and the State abandoned it. Workers continually had to
do by hand what the software originally claimed it could
do automatically. Error rateswere high. Excessresources
were committed to corrections. Collections suffered.
Moraedeclined.

The Head of Family Support went in search of better
software, learned of a new system originating out of
San Francisco County called CASES, compared it with
other available products and determined that it was best.
They installed it and it works as well as they hoped it
would.

Collectionssoared.
The new software brought them in compliancewith fed-

eral requirements for incentive moneys. Incentive in-
come of 13.6¢ per dollar now fundsthe Family Support

Department entirely.
The Head of Family Support reportsthat staff levelsare
adequate and moraleismuch improved.

RECOMMENDATION #1:
The entire Family Support Department is to be com-
mended for its success.

CONCLUSION:

The Family Support Department has gone from near
the bottom in statewide rankingsto very near thetopin
fiveyears. The evidenceindicatesthey are highly moti-
vated people doing an outstanding job.

The Department Head advised the Judicial Committee,
however, that the state still pursues a centralized soft-
ware system. If Family Support should have to convert
all filedata, mgjor disruption could result.

30-DAY RESPONSES REQUESTED FROM: the
Family Support Department Head, the District Attor-

ney.

Response of the District Attorney

To: John K. Letton, Superior Court Judge
From: David L. Cross
Date: March 19, 1999
Subject: Response to 1998/99 Grand Jury Judi

cia Committee Final Report

Family Support
We certainly agree with the Grand Jury Report. The
Family Support Unit has worked hard to make the im-
provements necessary to create a successful program.
They do indeed need to be commended for a job well
done.
David L. Cross

Response of the Board of Supervisors

April 16, 1999

Gerald L. Boosinger
Trinity County Grand Jury
PO. Box 2455
Weaverville, CA 96093

RE: 1998-99 Grand Jury Judicial Committee Final

Report Family Support Department
Dear Foreperson:

The Trinity County Board of Supervisors concurswith



the Judicial Committee’sfindingsand isin total agree-
ment on the recommendations due the department for
their successfulness. | have personally relayed thesefind-
ingsto the California State A ssociation of Counties Ju-
dicial Committeein Sacramento on April 8, 1999.

Conclusion: The Grand Jury conclusion regarding pos-
sible major disruption due to a state centralized soft-
ware system is so noted and we believe this should be
monitored to prevent abreakdown of collection dollars.

The Board of Supervisors appreciatesthe Grand Jury’s
effortsin the preparation of thisreport.
Sincerdly,

TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Robert Reiss, Chairman




Thisreport was approved
on January 14, 1999
Filed on February 24, 1999
1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
JUDICIAL COMMITTEE
FINAL REPORT
JUVENILE ASSESSMENT CENTER

PURPOSE:

The Grand Jury isrequired to conduct periodic reviews
of county government. Findings and recommendations
inthe1997-98 Grand Jury report regarding juvenilecrime,
juveniledetention and supervision of juvenile offenders
merited follow-up by the current Grand Jury.

BACKGROUND:

Juvenile crime has escalated dramatically in the 1990s.
Probation officia sreport that they are seeing moreyoung
people who are angry, violent and out of control. Such
‘acting out’ is associated with domestic violence and
alcohol and drug abuse, especialy methamphetamine.

Thechallengesof detaining, supervising and treating ju-
venile offenders press Probati on Department personnel
and facilitiesasfar asthey canreach. The Juvenile As-
sessment Center, the hub of their operation, is inad-
equate for present needs.

Needs are expected to keep growing in the foreseeable
future.

The Juvenile Assessment Center is housed in a con-
verted residence. It isanon-securefacility licensed for
an occupancy of eight. Juveniles can be held at the fa-
cility for amaximum of ninety-six hours. Probationary
juveniles completing required hours of public service
spend weekends at the facility, reporting Friday after-
noon and leaving Sunday night or Monday morning.
Juvenile Counsel orsrun the weekend program.

Over their weekendsthese juvenileswork in teams per-
forming community service projectssuch asgraffiti eradi-
cation, trash clean up, school grounds maintenance, gar-
dening/landscaping, firewood cutting, splitting and stack-
ing.

Juveniles freshly arrested and booked are sometimes
detained in the Center until they can appear in court for
aninitial hearing of their case.

The garage area of the residence has been converted to
a classroom for the Community School conducted on-

ste,
METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:

The Judicial Committee met with the Trinity County
Chief Probation Officer, the Manager of the Juvenile
Assessment Program and the Community School teacher.
Committee membersalso inspected the Juvenile Assess-
ment Center.

FINDING #1:

When ajuvenilejust arrested and booked is detained at
the Center, a staff member of the Probation Depart-
ment must be on duty at al times because the Center is
non-secure. Such staff people are called away fromtheir
regular dutiesor calledin after hours.

Occasionally offenders on weekend community service
duties prove intractable and have to beincarcerated; in
every such case Probation Officers haveto send young
people to secure facilities outside the county, far from
family and friends.

RECOMMENDATION #1:

Trinity County needsasecure Juvenile Detention Facil-
ity. In the context of a comprehensive care program,
lockdown represents the ultimate sanction. The Grand
Jury recommends that this project be pushed forward
with all reasonable speed.

FINDING #2:

By contract, weekend mealsare prepared in kitchens at
the Jail and Hospital. A Duty Officer must go for the
meals and bring them back. The arrangement works
fine, according to staff.

It is reasonable to believe, however, that the arrange-
ment will not work well for full-time residentsin need
of meals every day of the year.

RECOMMENDATION #2:

Full time, year round meal servicewill need to be pro-
vided in the near future. A portion of the proposed Ju-
venile Detention Facility might be designed for and
funded to serve asakitchen of thiskind. Or the Facility
could be sited in close proximity to an existing kitchen
sufficient to satisfy these new needs.

FINDING #3:

Before joining the weekend work team, probationary
juveniles are prescreened for lack of respect, for vio-
lence and for tobacco, drug and alcohol use.



Youngsters who show such destructive tendencies are
started into treatment programs right away, and week-
end work assignments are integrated with such treat-
ment.

All probationers' performance is evaluated. Staff can
reduce their sentences for good behavior or send them
to securefacilities outside the county for bad.

RECOMMENDATION #3:

The Probation Department should be commended for
itsstrenuous effortsto intervene early and forcefully in
young offenders’ lives, to break the patterns of losing
control and acting criminally before they become ha-
bitual.

Moreover, aportion of the proposed Juvenile Detention
Facility should be designed for diagnosisand treatment
of such social pathologies. Likewise, additional funding
asnecessary should be provided tointerveneinthelives
of Trinity County’s at-risk young people before they
have a chance of becoming career criminals.

FINDING #4:

Probationary juvenilesare also diagnosed for educational
deficits. These and other educational problems can be
addressed in the Community School runin conjunction
with the Juvenile Assessment Center. The School was
commended by the 1997-98 Grand Jury. We agree with
their action.

Students at the school who are not juvenile offenders
are children who have been expelled from county
schools. In and around the classroom, while they con-
tinuetheir education, they can be diagnosed and treated
for those same patterns of lack of respect, violence and
substance abuse that got them into trouble in the first
place.

The Community School teacher and aide do a great
deal of good with barely adequate resources.

RECOMMENDATION #4:

A portion of the proposed Juvenile Detention Facility
should be designed, equipped and funded for the educa-
tional component of an integrated and comprehensive
treatment program for Trinity County’s young offend-
ers.

CONCLUSION:
The Probation Department and Juvenile Counselorsare

doing an outstanding job administering a comprehen-
sive program of diagnosis and treatment, overseeing
thesejuvenilesand fighting recidivism. The County can
make no better investment than in its at-risk children:
turning them around before they can become career
criminasnot only saves usthe tremendous costs of con-
victing them and jailing them repeatedly; we also ben-
efit from the contributions to be made by good citizens
such as these young people can become. The progress
that has been made towards a new Juvenile Detention
Facility islaudable, and we encourage everyoneinvolved
to continuewith all deliberate speed.

30-DAY RESPONSESREQUESTED FROM: Board
of Supervisors, Trial Court Judges, Chief Probation Of -
ficer.

Response of the Chief Probation Officer

To: Board of Supervisors

From: Terry Lee, Chief Probation Officer
March 29, 1999

Re 1998/99 Grand Jury Final Report —Ju

venile Assessment Center

| havereviewed and considered thefindings of the Grand
Jury intheir final report. | find that they are thoughtful
andinsightful in regardsto the Juvenile Assessment Cen-
ter. This Department continues to make every effort to
ensure the safety of the community in association with
the rehabilitation and punishment of juvenile criminal
offenders. | concur with the findings of the Grand Jury
and it is my intention to try and co-locate our facility
with a department that can and will contract food and
medical servicesto our Juvenile Hall. Every effort has
been and will continue to be made to consolidate ser-
vicesin collaborating agencies.

This department is actively seeking federal and state
grant moniesto build afull-time, full JuvenileHall. The
Board of Supervisorshasendorsed this project by unani-
mously passing aresolution in support of building and
maintaining aJuvenileHall. You are correct in your as-
sessment that present services to juveniles in Trinity
County are limited by secure detention optionsfor mi-
nors. To date my department has expended in excess of
$85,000.00 for secure detention beds outside Trinity
County. With your continued support and a successful
grant application we hopeto open afull-service Juvenile
Hall in Trinity County in the fall of 2001. Thank you
again for your continued commitment to quality gov-



ernment and support for Juvenile programs in Trinity
County.

Response of the Board of Supervisors

Mr. Jerry Boosinger, Foreperson
1998/99 Trinity County Grand Jury
PO. Box 2455

Weaverville, CA 96093

Re Judicial Committee Final Report
Juvenile Assessment Center

The Trinity County Board of Supervisors acknowledges
receipt of the above referenced report and thanks the
Grand Jury for its work. The Board's response is as
follows

Recommendation #1.Trinity County needs a secure Ju-
venile Detention Facility.

The Board of Supervisors has endorsed the Probation
Department’ srequest to apply for grant fundsto build a
new 24 bed facility. County land has been identified and
we hope to be able to commence construction within a
year. On April 8, 1999, three of the Supervisorsjoined
with the Probation Department to appear before the
California Department of Corrections to press our re-
quest for funding.

Recommendation #2. The new facility should haveits
own kitchen.

The proposed facility will have its own kitchen facili-
ties.

Recommendation #3. The Probation Department should
be commended for itsstrenuouseffortstointervene early
and forcefully inyoung offenders’ lives.

We are also proud of the performance of our Probation
Department. The Board believesthat early intervention
iskey to changing behavior patterns.

Recommendation #4. A portion of the Juvenile Deten-
tion Facility should be designed, equipped and funded
for the educational component of the treatment pro-
gram.

The preliminary plans include this area as required by
State of Californiadirectives. We concur that not only is

thisrequired, but it isaso avery important component
of changing behavior.

We thank the Grand Jury for highlighting an area of
mutual concern.

TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Robert E. Reiss, Chairman

Response of Judge of the Superior Court

To: Trinity County Board of Supervisors
From: John K. Letton, Judge of the Superior
Court

Date: April 5,1999

RE: 1998-99 Grand Jury Judicial Commit-

tee Final Report Juvenile Assessment
Center

| agreewith all aspects of the Judicial Committeereport
onthe Juvenile Assessment Center. The“JAC” haspro-
vided a much needed service in Trinity County and it
has saved Trinity County enormous amounts of money
that otherwise would have been spent on out-of-county
juvenile hall costs. However, the JAC has been only a
temporary solution to the need for cost-effective deten-
tion of juveniles.

| am not in a position to judge the fiscal aspects of the
proposed Juvenile Detention Facility, but asajuvenile
court judge | will certainly be pleased to have it avail-
able.




Thisreport was approved
on May 13, 1999
Filed on May 25, 1999

1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
JUDICIAL COMMITTEE
FINAL REPORT
SOUTHERNTRINITY LAW ENFORCEMENT

PURPOSE:

In response to multiple complaints from organizations
and citizensin the area, the Judicial Committeelooked
into the law enforcement situation in southern Trinity
County.

BACKGROUND:

During the 1990s Trinity County has had a Resident
Deputy stationed inthe Southern Trinity areawho could
maintain law enforcement presence and visibility, and
respond to citizen calls. The Resident Deputy is some-
times exposed to danger when answering acall alone:
backup is more than an hour away in Hayfork or
Humboldt County.

The complaintsidentified numerous problems devel op-
ing sincetheloss of their Resident Deputy morethan a
year before. Law enforcement presence on and around
Ruth Lake during the summer season was felt to be
insufficient. Deputieswere not available or it took them
too long to respond to emergency situationsin Southern
Trinity County. Somefelt that the sheriff was unrespon-
sive to their letters and not committed to working ac-
tively at solving their problems. It 1ooked like the Sher-
iff had the Resident Deputy position available but was
doing nothing tofill it. Therewasgrowing fear that indi-
vidua residentswould takethelaw into their own hands,
or therewould bevigilante action; many felt frustration
so great they wouldn't call the sheriff when they needed
help.

Sincethe County and the Sheriff’s Department are man-
dated to provide law enforcement everywhere within
the County, no matter how thin the population may be
in some areas, the possibility that a large geographic
portion of the County could revert to ‘lawlessness' is
aarming.

The Sheriff’s Department runs asub-station in Hayfork
staffed by a sergeant and three deputies. They arefirst
responders to calls from Southern Trinity, and if none
of them is available a deputy must respond from
Weaverville.

METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:

The Judicial Committeeinterviewed aboard member of
the Ruth Lake Community Service district; the County

Supervisor for Southern Trinity; the Sheriff; a deputy
who had been Resident Deputy in Southern Trinity; a
reserve deputy; and the Chief Administrative Officer.
FINDING #1: Lack of Service

The Southern Trinity areaand its citizens are not being
served: there is, in effect, no law enforcement in the
Southern Trinity area.

RECOMMENDATION #1:

To carry out its mandate the County needs to provide
law enforcement services to the Southern Trinity area
without delay.

The Grand Jury recommendsasanidea solutionaresi-
dent Deputy intheareaplustwo level onereserve Depu-
tieswho can provide quicker backup than Hayfork can.
A resident Deputy who can be visibly on patrol during
daytime hours and available at all times is necessary,
but unlessbackup isavailablemore quickly than Hayfork
can provide it, such a solitary law enforcement pres-
encewill not always be sufficient.

Until aresident Deputy can befound for Southern Trin-
ity, areserve Deputy level one might beasolutiontothe
problem.

The Grand Jury recommends, as an absol ute minimum
law enforcement serviceto southern Trinity, adaily pa-
trol out of Hayfork.

Starting April 1, 1999, the Sheriff’s Department hasre-
sumed daily patrol, out of Hayfork, in the South County
area: they are to be commended for their appropriate
response.

FINDING #2: Deputy Positions

In 1993 the Sheriff’s Department had seven deputy po-
sitions funded (down from a high of 21 in 1990/91).
Conseguently the Resident Deputy in Southern Trinity
relocated to Weaverville for duty there. Twelve posi-
tions are currently funded, and the Sheriff estimates a
full cadrewould comprise fourteen county-funded posi-
tions. Additional positionsare funded out of special (es-
pecially federal) projects.

RECOMMENDATION #2:

The County needsto fund the full fourteen deputy posi-
tions.

FINDING #3: Recruiting

The Sheriff reports ongoing difficulties recruiting and
retaining quality deputies because of the County’s non-
competitive pay rates. New recruitsaretypically young
males fresh out of academy who complete their field
training with the Trinity County Sheriff’s Department.
When they complete their training, in about a year's
time, they look to move out and up to better paying
positionswith other counties.

Recruits of thistype have no interest in becoming Resi-



dent Deputy for Southern Trinity and therefore do not
seek to move there.

Older, more experienced officerscould find lifeand duty
in Southern Trinity attractive, but the huge cut in pay
they would haveto takeisdistinctly unattractive.
RECOMMENDATION #3:

Toimproveits chancesof recruiting and retaining qual-
ity deputiesthe County needsto offer more competitive
pay rates. Additionally the county may need to fund a
special bonus for a qualified officer who accepts the
Southern Trinity Resident Deputy position.

Separately, the Personnel Department should concen-
trate on finding amore experienced officer, with family,
torelocate to Southern Trinity.

FINDING #4: Coordination

The Ruth Lake CSD expressed dissatisfaction that | et-
tersto the Sheriff were unanswered and meetings with
the Sheriff were unproductive. They hadn’t seen any
progresstowards meeting their needs.

Meetingsin the spring of 1999, however, haveresulted
inacoordinated plan for law enforcement at Ruth Lake
over the Memorial Day weekend, a major local con-
cern.

Ruth Lake CSD feels it can aso contribute to the re-
cruiting effort — for example, they say they can pro-
vide afree mobile home pad with hookups— and they
wish to participatein the search.

The Personnel Department has primary responsibility
for describing available positions, advertising them and
receiving responsesfrom applicants. The Southern Trin-
ity Resident Deputy position, however, is unique and
requiresaspecial effort.

The Sheriff is clearly an interested party, and so is the
Supervisor for the district. There may be others not
mentioned here.

RECOMMENDATION #4:

The Grand Jury recommends that a special team be
assembled for the purpose of defining unmet law en-
forcement needsfor the Southern Trinity area, devising
aplan to meet those needs and implementingit.

The 1998-99 Grand Jury recommends that the 1999-
2000 Grand Jury returntothisissue next year and monitor
progress towards a solution that satisfies everyone in-
volved.

FINDING #5: Reserve Deputies

Thereserve Deputy corpsismoribund, in part because
the State of California has increased training require-
ments and thereby increased the number of hurdlesvol-
unteers must clear before they can take places on the
|aw enforcement team. All the same, wedo haveasmall
number of enthusiastic volunteers completing thetrain-

ing requirementsand filling useful roleswith the Sheriff’s
Department.

Thereserve Deputy corps seemsto be an under-utilized
resource, and there is some evidence suggesting that
reserve Deputies are not alwayswel comed and encour-
aged by the Sheriff’s Department.
RECOMMENDATION #5:

Creative and energetic recruitment is required. High
School seniorsand other career seekers can benefit from
information on jobs in law enforcement, including the
part-time position of reserve Deputy. Educational op-
portunities can beincreased, financial assistancecanbe
found. Enthusiastic volunteers can boost morale in an
organization like the Sheriff’s Department. They can
also be very effective good will ambassadorsfor an or-
ganization likethe Sheriff’s Department.

The 1998-99 Grand Jury recommends that the 1999-
2000 Grand Jury return to this question for a progress
report.

CONCLUSION:

Thissituation was allowed to drift perilously closeto a
seriousincident, but steps are being taken and responses
are taking effect. Trinity County citizens can continue
to expect what they deserve: timely, targeted and effec-
tive action to protect their lives, property and fortunes.
30 DAY RESPONSESREQUESTED FROM: Ruth
Lake CSD, Sheriff, Personnel Department, CAO, Board
of Supervisors.

Response of Ruth Lake Community Services
District

June 10, 1999

Trinity County Board of Supervisors
PO Drawer 1613
Weaverville Ca. 96093

re: 1998-1999 Grand Jury Judicial Committee Final Re-
port - Southern Trinity Law Enforcement

Gentlemen:

The Board of Directors of the Ruth Lake Community
Services Disgtrict offer the following commentsin re-
sponse to the report of the Grand Jury:

Genera: The Sheriffs Department isto be commended
for their planning, communication and service provided
over the 1999 Memorial Day weekend. The Sheriff and
his team attended several of our Board Mestings, re-



mained in contact with the District and presented a co-
ordinated plan which addressed our concerns. Law en-
forcement was visible for the entire weekend with the
result that there were no major incidents, and a good
time was had by all visitors and local residents. It was
one the most peaceful holiday weekends in memory.
We sincerely hope this kind of cooperation can con-
tinue.

Recommendation # 1: The Sheriff has commenced a
fiveday aweek (Thursday through Monday) patrol out
of the Hayfork office. Thishas been noticed and appre-
ciated by the community members we have been in
contact with. Hopefully, thiswill remain apriority and
not continueto bethefirst to be sacrificed for vacations
and other needs.

Recommendation #4: Asnoted above, the SheriffsDe-
partment has increased its visibility to the community
and its communi cations with our District, both of these
effortsare appreciated. The District isvery much inter-
ested in participating in the special team suggested to
identify and meet the needs of the area. We strongly
recommend that any such team meet in the Southern
Trinity Area, and theDistrict will makeitsfacilitiesavail-
ablefor them.

Conclusion: The Sheriff has taken the beginning steps
to rectify the lack of law enforcement in the Southern
Trinity County Area. Thiseffort needsto be continued
and monitored. Themain problem identified inthe Grand
Jury report seems to be lack of funding to attract and
keep qualified personnel. However, no solution was of -
fered. The Sheriff has recommended anew tax to ben-
efit law enforcement staffing in the county. If this new
tax isto be effective, it needsto be specifically for that
purpose, with positive commitment from the Board of
Supervisors that it will not effectively redirect the tax
increase by reducing the contribution from the general
fund.

We encourage the Grand Jury to not only to continueto
monitor the Sheriffs efforts, but the Board of Supervi-
sorsactionsaswell to support thisbasic serviceaswell
over the next several years.

Sincerely yours,

A. Michadl Gladding

Administrator

Response of the County Administrative Officer

Date: June 24, 1999

To: John K. Letton, Superior Court Judge

From:  JeannieNix-Temple, County Administrative
Officer

RE: Response to 1998/99 Trinity County Grand

Jury Judicial Committee Final Report -
Southern Trinity Law Enforcement

My response to the findings and recommendations of
the Grand Jury’ s Report isasfollows:

Recommendation # 1:

| agree that it has been very difficult to recruit for a
deputy in the Southern Trinity Area. | . was pleased to
hear that the Sheriff has resumed daily patrol to South-
ern Trinity from Hayfork.

Recommendation # 2:

The County is unable to fund the full 14 deputy posi-
tions.

Recommendation # 3:

The Southern Trinity deputy position isunique and cer-
tainly may require extraordinary recruitment efforts.
Supervisor Reiss has been making an extraeffortinthis
area. The County Administrative office would be will-
ing to evaluate any proposal s submitted that might pro-
vide someincentivefor adeputy to apply and bewilling
to relocate to the area.

Recommendeation #4:

| agree that a special team should be assembled to de-
viseaplan. | would think it appropriate that the Sheriff
call that group together. | would be happy to participate.
Recommendation #5:

| concur.

Conclusion:

| appreciate the Grand Jury’sinvestigation of this seri-
ous problem of law enforcement recruitment in South-
ern Trinity County. | would be willing to assist in any

way that | can to solve the problem.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide aresponse.



Response of the Trinity County Sheriff

To: Trinity County Board of Supervisors
From: Paul Schmidt, Sheriff
Subject: Responseto 1998-99 Judicial Com

mittee Final Report — Southern Trinity
Law Enforcement

Answer to Finding No. 1:

Although the resident position remains un-
filled dl callsin Southern Trinity are handled by adeputy
if the call warrants one. Recruitment for the Southern
Trinity resident position actually began before the last
resident deputy |eft. We have not been able to recruit a
qualified Deputy Sheriff candidatewillingto movetoa
resident post in Southern Trinity. Regular patrol cover-
age out of Hayfork began April 1, 1999. This service
would have been provided earlier but new recruitswere
still involved in astate mandated field training program
and we had no one to send. However, all calls for ser-
vicewere answered.

Answer to Finding No. 2:

Thelast Southern Trinity resident deputy was
not relocated to work in Weaverville. He left County
servicefor abetter paying law enforcement positionwith
the United States Forest Service. The previous South-
ern Trinity resident deputy was transferred to
Weaverville. The reasoning behind that moveinvolved
an ongoing need for training and supervision for the
individual inquestion.

Answer to Finding No. 3:

Recruitment for the Southern Trinity resident
position has been ongoing since the post was vacated.
We have not been ableto find asuitable qualified candi-
date willing to move to Southern Trinity. Older more
mature candidates have been sought with negative re-
sults.

Answer to Finding No. 4:

The Sheriffs Officeiscurrently workingon a
ballot initiative for the November ballot that would,
among other things, provide a10% pay increaseimme-
diately with another 10% in salary stepsin hopesthat a
pay increase would provide the necessary incentivefor
hiring and retention.

| am as frustrated with the situation as the
Southern Trinity residentsare. | thought | had commu-
nicated my ongoing recruitment effortsto severa South-
ern Trinity residents and to the Ruth L ake Community
ServicesDistrict by phoneandin person,; evidently not,

my apologies.

| am morethanwilling to work with any group
assembl ed to brainstorm and come up with ideasto miti-
gatethisproblem.

Answer to Finding No. 5:

| use our meager reserve deputy pool asmuch
as| can. Some of our reserves are limited in what they
cando by their level of training and expertise. At present
| have only two Level Onereserves.

| am aways looking for qualified reserves
and will use them asmuch aspossible.

The filling of the Southern Trinity resident
deputy position is not a problem of lack of funds, or a
desireonmy part tofill the position.

It isaproblem of finding a qualified candi-
date willing to moveto Southern Trinity.

| cannot lower our standardsfor hiring Deputy
Sheriff candidates. To do so would be perilous for the
Sheriffs Office and the people of Trinity County.

Response of the Board of Supervisors

August 17, 1999

Jerry Boosinger

Trinity County Grand Jury

PO. Box 1258

Weaverville, CA 96093

RE: Judicia Committee Final Report
Southern Trinity Law Enforcement

Dear Foreperson:

The Trinity County Board of Supervisorsacknowledges
receipt of the above referenced report and thanks the
Grand Jury for its work. The Board's response is as
follows



Recommendation # 1
The Board concurswith the Grand Jury’s concerns and
notesthat regular patrol coverage began April 1, 1999.

Recommendation #2
The budget does not allow for the funding of fourteen
deputy positions.

Recommendation #3

The County Administrative officeisaware of the changes
required in evaluating proposals and are continuing to
work onfinding recruitsthat havealong terminterestin
the Southern Trinity area.

Recommendation #4

The Board concurs with the Grand Jury’s recommen-
dation to form a special team to define unmet law en-
forcement needs for the Southern Trinity area and be-
lievesthat the monitoring of theteam’s progresswould
bevery beneficial.

Recommendation #5
The Board concurs.
Sincerdly,

TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ROBERT REISS, Chairman




Thisreport was approved

on February 11, 1999

Filed on February 24, 1999

1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
JUDICIAL COMMITTEE
FINAL REPORT
TRINITY COUNTY SHERIFF' SDETENTION
FACILITY

PURPOSE:

Per mandate of Penal Code Section 919(b), the Grand
Jury will annually inquireinto the conditions and man-
agement of all public prisons within the county. The
Trinity County Jail is our only facility of the kind. In
addition, findings made by the 1997-98 Grand Jury mer-
ited follow-up.

BACKGROUND:

The Trinity County Jail is used to detain persons who
areawaiting or undergoing trial, convicted persons sen-
tenced to serve time there (up to one year), and mini-
mum-security state parolees back in custody dueto pa-
roleviolations.

The maximum capacity of thejail is 53. The 1997-98
Grand Jury found that occupancy often averaged “in
the range of 45-47, . . . an increase over the prior year
when theinmate population averaged 20-25.” Accord-
ingtojail staff, occupancy levelsremain near the maxi-
mum thisyear. Inmate numberson peak weekendsreach
and even exceed the maximum. At other times, though,
numbers declineto thelow thirties or below.

The 1997-98 Grand Jury also found jail “ staffing levels
which just meet the minimum requirements” set by the
CdliforniaBoard of Corrections. At present fourteen of
fifteen positionsrequired for jail management arefunded
by the county.

METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:

The Judicial Committee toured thejail with thejail su-
pervisor and interviewed the Sheriff.

FINDING #1: 911 System

The Sheriff dispatch room at thefront of thejail wingis
the hub of the 911 alert network for the county. The
absence of uniform county wide addressing has ham-
pered prompt and accurate responseto emergency calls
for law enforcement, fire and medical assistance.

The current county wide addressing project using the
Global Positioning system (GPS) will resolve many ex-
isting problems. The project is very nearly ready for
implementation.

RECOMMENDATION #1:

The Grand Jury recommends that the addressing sys-
tem beimplemented asquickly aspossible.

FINDING #2: Staffing

Because one position continues unfunded, operations
during the graveyard shift sometimes violate Sheriff’s
Department policy and risk compromising officer safe-
guards. Two officers are on duty but one handles 911/
dispatch: if a situation arises within the cell area, the
second officer may have to respond alone.
RECOMMENDATION #2:

The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Super-
visorsfund thefifteenth jail position before anincident
oCCurs.

FINDING #3: Useand Space

Some spaces inside the jail are not used in ways they
weredesigned for: arear oversight station (described by
the Sheriff as“redundant™) isused for storage, an exer-
cise yard is unused and a dining room is not used for
dining (thoughitisused for other activities)

At the same time booking, oversight and the 911/dis-
patch communications center are all clotted together in
the confined front space of thejail wing, raising stress
levelsfor all personnel.

RECOMMENDATION #3:

The 911/dispatch communications center has outgrown
itsspace at thefront of thejail wing and needsto move.
Then jail booking and oversight can expand into the
space.

FINDING #4: In-House Oper ations

Thejail continuesto efficiently handlefood service, laun-
dry and health care in-house. The whole facility is at-
tractively clean, neat and squared away.

Moreover, the Sheriff’s Department has been innova-
tive in generating income from thejail facility by such
means as inmate crews working for Cal Trans and
County Buildingsand Grounds, reimbursement fromthe
statefor costs of housing state parol ees, and reimburse-
ment of jail costs by inmates who can afford it.
RECOMMENDATION #4:

See Conclusion.

CONCLUSION:

Thejail staff should be commended for maintaining pro-
fessional standardsin the Trinity County Detention Fa-
cility against considerable odds. These people deserve
support and relief from atask that stresses them all to
thelimits of human endurance.

30DAY RESPONSE REQUESTED FROM: Trinity
County Sheriff, Board Of Supervisors.

Responsefrom the Trinity County Sheriff

April 6,1999
To: The Trinity County Grand Jury



From:  Sheriff Paul Schmidt
Re Grand Jury report Sheriff’s Detention Facility

I would first like to thank the members of the Judicial
Committeefor their hard work and dedi cation. Consid-
erable time and effort went into their review of the op-
erationsat the Detention Facility and preparation of this
report.

RECOMMENDATION NUMBER11:

The Grand Jury recommends that the addressing sys-
tem beimplemented asquickly aspossible.

RESPONSE:

I concur. Addressing will beintegrated into our system
asquickly aspossible, when completed.

RECOMMENDATION NUMBER2:

The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Super-
visorsfund thefifteenth jail position before anincident
oCCurs.

RESPONSE:

| concur. Over thelast two (2) years, we have been able
to fund two (2) of the three (3) positions that were cut
by the Board, three (3) years ago, with innovative jail
programs such as Sheriffs Work Alternative Programs,
Cal Trans, and housing state parolees. We are also charg-
ing inmates for a portion of the cost of their incarcera-
tion. | would hope that next year the Board could see
it'sway clear to fund the last of the three (3) positions,
that had been cut.

RECOMMENDATION NUMBER 3:

The 911/dispatch communications center has outgrown
itsspace at thefront of thejail wing and needsto move.
Then jail and booking can expand into the space.

RESPONSE:

I concur. | had planned to move the 911 center and
dispatch into the redundant jail dispatch facility. How-
ever, wearein the process of researching the separation
of correctional dutiesand dispatch and moving thedis-
patch center to a different location. If the plan is not
feasiblewewill again look into theinhouse move.

Concerning jail spaces not being used for the purpose
which they are designed for. The excercise yard not
being used.

The areain question was never intended to be used as

an exercise area. It was designed for pickup and deliv-
ery of items to the kitchen and is used by inmates on
trustee status working in the kitchen, for their break
area.

Thedining areaisprimarily used for meetingsand train-
ing. We havefound delivery of mealstoindividual cell
blocks to be a more secure method of serving inmates
and does not require feeding in shifts and movement of
largegroupsof inmates. If thejail dining areawereto be
used for maximum security or non sentenced inmates,
the doors would need to be locked and a sprinkler sys-
teminstalled. At thistime, thedoors have crash barsfor
emergency exitsin case of fire.

CONCLUSION:

I would like to thank the Grand Jury for their in-depth
report and recognition of the challenges faced by our
employees and commend our staff for the tremendous
job that they do.

Response of the Board of Supervisors

May 4, 1999

Jerry Boosinger

Trinity County Grand Jury

PO. Box 1258

Weaverville, CA 96093

RE: Jury Judicial Committee Final Report
Trinity County Sheriff’s Detention Facility

Dear Foreperson:

The Trinity County Board of Supervisorsacknowledges
receipt of the abovereferenced report and findsthefol-
lowing:

Finding and Recommendation # 1.

The Board agrees. Even without our countywide ad-
dressing system being totally in place at present, our
911 emergency personnel are doing an outstanding job.

Finding and Recommendation #2:
The Board agrees there is a need for one more correc-
tional officer. Itisour suggestion that the Sheriff train at



least one of his reserve officersto assist in jail opera
tion. The Board recommendsthat the Sheriff stop using
the Board asan excusefor not using his personnel inan
efficient manner.

Finding and Recommendation #3:
The Board agreeswith both the finding and recommen-
dation.

Finding and Recommendation #4-
The Board agrees with the Grand Jury conclusion.

The Board of Supervisorsthanksthe Grand Jury for its
time and effortsin preparing thisreport.

Sincerdly,

TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Robert Reiss, Chairman




Thisreport was approved
on December 10, 1998
Filed on February 24, 1999

1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
JUDICIAL COMMITTEE
FINAL REPORT
VIDEO ARRAIGNMENT SYSTEM

PURPOSE:

The Grand Jury report of 1997-98 commended Judges,
Marshal, Sheriff’s staff, Public Defenders and District
Attorney’s staff for making the video arraignment sys-
tem a reality in early 1998. It also recommended “a
follow-up meeting three months from implementation
to review the experience with video arraignments.” This
document isafollow-up and progressreport.
BACKGROUND:

Arraignment by video instead of transporting inmates
from jail to court was called great progress and a suc-
cess by all associated with the arraignment process. It
was hailed as an effective use of resources and an im-
provement in courtroom security.

By late summer of 1998 word reached the Grand Jury
that the video arraignment system was not working.
METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:

The Judicid Committee met with theMarshal, the County
Counsel, the Chief of General Services, the County
Auditor and the Deputy in Charge of the Jail.
FINDING #1: Sear ch for Replacement Parts

Power outages in June burnt out a receiver, so neither
thearraignment nor the court security system werework-
ing.

The company that originaly supplied the system was
no longer in business, so asearch for replacement parts
was conducted.

A sourcewas|ocated and replacement cost was quoted
asin the neighborhood of $4000. Insurance coverageis
$500 deductible. Trial Court and Sheriff agreed to pay
$250 each. Claims forms are being submitted to the
insurers.

Judge and Sheriff are consulting on paying thefull price
if insurance does not cover.

RECOMMENDATION #1:

The Video Arraignment System should be repaired as
soon aspossible. If insurance does not cover, interested
partiesshould includein their discussions acost-benefit
analysisof upgrading to anew system.

FINDING #2: SurgeProtection.

Electronic components get “fried” in power outages or
surges because they are unprotected. Surge protectors

cheaply and effectively prevent such problems. Itisrea
sonable to suppose that a surge protector could have
prevented this problem.

RECOMMENDATION #2:

Install protection with new components.

FINDING #3: System Obsolescence.

If the system isrepaired thistime, the next time it goes
down it will likely be unrepairable. Thereisno way to
predict how soon thiswill happen, but it inevitably will.
Assuggested in Recommendation #1, upgrade will be-
come necessary. The cost of an all-new, full-function
systemisestimated to be $25,000, and it isin theinter-
ests of both Court and County to negotiate that up-
grade.

RECOMMENDATION #3:

Now that the video arraignment system has proven its
value, Court and County should commence early plan-
ning towards expeditiousreplacement of the syslemwhen
nextitfails.

CONCLUSION:

Judges, Marshal, Sheriff’s staff, Public Defenders and
Didtrict Attorney’s staffs are to be commended again
for integrating a novel element into their procedures.
What is next in importance is that the system be kept
operational.

30-DAY RESPONSESREQUESTED FROM: Supe-
rior Court Judges, the Marshal, the Chief of General
Services, the County Auditor, the Deputy in Charge of
the Jail.

Response of Deputy in Charge of the Jail

To: The Trinity County Grand Jury
From: Sgt. Bob Angulo
Re Grand Jury report Video Arraigment

| would like to thank the Grand Jury for their time and
effort in putting thisreport together.

RECOMMENDATION NUMBER 1:

The video arraignment system should be repaired as
soon as possible. If insurance does not cover, interested
partiesshould includein their discussions acost-benefit
anaylsisof upgrading new system.

RESPONSE:
Thevideo arraignment system has been repaired and is
now in service.

RECOMMENDATION NUMBER 2:
Install electrical protection with new video arraignment



components.

RESPONSE:
A surge protecter hasbeeninstalled at thejail facility.

RECOMMENDATION NUMBER 3:

Now that the video arraignment system has proven its
value, Court and County should commence early plan-
ning towards expeditiousreplacement of the syslemwhen
nextitfails.

RESPONSE:
Thiswill be initiated in future budget packages to the
board for their consideration.

CONCLUSION:
I would like to thank the Grand Jury for their in-depth
report and recognition of the challenges faced by our
employees and commend the staff for the tremendous
job that they do.

Response of the Superior Court Judge

To: Trinity County Board of Supervisors
1998-99 Trinity County Grand Jury

From: John K. Letton, Judge of the Superior Court

Date.  April 5,1999

Re 1998-99 Grand Jury Judicial Committee Final
Report Video Arraignment System

| agree with the Judicial Committee Final Re-
port on the video arraignment system.
| propose that future mai ntenance/repl acement costs of
the video arraignment/security
camera system be born 50% by the county and 50% by
the courts.

Response of the Trinity County Auditor

To: Trinity County Board of Supervisors
From: Brian Muir, Auditor —Controller
Date: September 22, 1999

Subject: 1998/99 Grand Jury Judicial Commit

tee Final Report- VVideo Arraignment
System

Recommendation #1 Repair of System
| agree.

Recommendation #2 Surge Protection
| agree.

Recommendation #3 System Obsolescence

The Auditor’s office will assist County departmentsin
finding sources of funds to finance the County’s share
of anew system, should the current video arraignment
equipment prove unrepairable.

Responses of the Director of General Services

October 5, 1999

Trinity County Grand Jury

Attn: DonnaRegnani, Court Administrator

RE: ADDENDUM TO RESPONSE TO THE 1998-99
GRAND JURY REPORT -VIDEO ARRAIGNMENT
SYSTEM

| just attended a meeting for the construction sequenc-
ing processfor the Juvenile Detention Facility. Our con-
sultant is looking into the latest in video consultation
technology for consideration for the Juvenilefacility. |
believetheissues addressed by the Grand Jury for video
arraignment can beresolved, provided we agreeto have
the consultant speak to the principal sinvolved for amini-
mum charge.

| will do whatever | canto assist in thiseffort.
Sincerdly

John Whitaker
Director

October 1, 1999

Trinity County Grand Jury
Attn: DonnaRegnani, Court Administrator

RE: RESPONSE TO THE 1998-99 GRAND
JURY REPORT - VIDEO ARRAIGNMENT
SYSTEM

When | meet with the Grand Jury last year, | told
them we were not consulted when the system was
installed, but that we would be happy to assist the
Sheriff, Marshal, and Judgeif asked. Sincethat
time| have had many conversationswith the
Marshal, Judge, and Sheriff, and have never been
asked for any assistance. However, as aways,
Genera Servicesis hereto helpin any way.



Sincerely,
John Whitaker Jr.
Generd ServicesDirector

Response of the Board of Supervisors

May 4, 1999

Jerry Boosinger

Trinity County Grand Jury
PO. Box 1258
Weaverville, CA 96093

RE:  Judicid Committee Fina Report
Video Arraignment System

Dear Foreperson:

The Trinity County Board of Supervisors acknowledges
receipt of the above referenced report and commends
the parties involved in making the video arraignment

System a success.

The Board agrees that upgrading the equipment isvital
in keeping the video arraignment system operational and
encourages the Court and County to begin researching
and establishing their future needs for the purchase of

new equipment.

The Board of Supervisorsthanksthe Grand Jury for its

time and effortsin preparing thisreport.

Sincerdly,

TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

ROBERT REISS, Chairman
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1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
SUB-COMMITTEE ON GENERAL ELECTION
FINAL REPORT
TRINITY COUNTY GENERAL ELECTION
HELD NOVEMBER 3, 1998

PURPOSE:

Membersof the Trinity County Grand Jury arerequested
by the Trinity County Clerk Recorder (Election Office)
to observe the el ection process for the counting of bal-
lotsduring various electionsheld in Trinity County.
BACKGROUND:

The Election Office hasformed an “ observation panel”
made up of members of political parties, members of
the press and members of the Grand Jury. Thispanel is
to be present during the preparation of absentee ballots
for counting, and to observethe el ection process during
the counting of ballots after el ections precincts close on
election day. For the last two General Elections, four
Grand Jury members have been requested to be present
during this process.

METHOD OF INVESTIGTION:

Four members of the Grand Jury were present to ob-
servethe processing and counting of ballotsfor the No-
vember 3, 1998, General Election.

FINDING #1:

Instructionsto the observation panel, asto their respon-
sibilitiesas observersof the el ection process, wereinad-
equate. No advanceinstructionsor directionswere pro-
vided. A quick summary of duties was provided at the
doorway of the room where the counting process be-
gan. However, questions asked were promptly and com-
pletely answered or investigated by electionsworkers.
RECOMMENDATION #1:

The Election Office should prepare a publication which
stateswhat is expected of el ection observers. Thispub-
lication should be made available to observersin ad-
vance. Thiswould help in reducing the number of ques-
tions during the actual observation of the election pro-
cess.

FINDING #2:

The Grand Jury also noted that during the counting of
ballots some members of the various observation groups
did not stay until the counting processwas completed.
RECOMMENDATION #2:

If observers are required to observe the process until
formally rel eased by the Election Office, thisfact should

be emphasized. Perhapsall observers should berequired
tosignan“ObserversRegistration” list beforebeing re-
leased.

FINDING #3:

Asrecommended by the 1997-98 Grand Jury, the Elec-
tion Office has added additional security for the han-
dling of absentee ballots. For example, two designated
members of the election Office now pick up absentee
ballots at the Post Office. As added security, the mail
bag containing the ballots is padlocked before leaving
the Post Office.

RECOMMENDATION #3:

The Election Office is commended for strengthening
the security measuresfor collecting and handling absen-
teeballots.

CONCLUSION:

The Grand Jury commends the election Office for the
efficient manner in which the ballot counting process
was handled. Ballots from outlying precincts were de-
livered to the Court House in a timely manner. The
results of the election were available to interested par-
tiesearly inthe evening.

30DAY RESPONSE REQUESTED FROM: County
Clerk (Election Office)

Response of the County Clerk

Trinity County Board of Supervisors
May 24, 1999

Re: Response to General Election Final Report dated
May 3, 1999

Recommendation#1:  TheElection Officeshould pre-
pare apublication, which stateswhat is
expected of election observers. This publication should
be made available to observersin advance. Thiswould
help in reducing the number of questionsduring the ac-
tual observation of the el ection process.

While we concur with the recommendation in general,
wedo not want to limit the observation panel asto what
they think should be observed. Over the years many
good suggestions have come form these observation
panels. Perhaps a good compromise would be to pro-
vide the panel with a written description of the vote
counting process so they know what to expect and can
decidewhich areasthey would like to observe. The ob-
servation panel isan important part of the election pro-
cess and we want to do what is necessary to make it
effective.



Recommendation#2:  If observers are required to
observethe processuntil formally rel eased by the Elec-
tion Office, thisfact should be emphasized. Perhapsall
observers should be required to sign an “Observation
Registration” list before being released.

Weareworking onwaysto complete the election counting
process earlier in the evening. This should help make
sure the observation panel will stay in place until the
end of the process.

Recommendation#3:  The Election Office is com-
mended for strengthening the security measuresfor col-
lecting and handling absenteeballots.

We expect to keep these measuresin placein thefuture.
The security measuresare aresult of recommendations
from the Grand Jury and the observation panels. We
appreciate the work done by these groups in the past
and look forward to working with themin the future
S'S

Dero Fordund

Clerk Recorder Assessor

Response of the Board of Supervisors

July 30, 1999

Mr. Jerry Boosinger, Foreperson
1998/99 Trinity County Grand Jury
PO. Box 2455

Weaverville, CA 96093

Re Generd Election Final Report

Trinity County General Election Held No-
vember 3, 1998

The Trinity County Board of Supervisor acknowledges
receipt of the above referenced report and thanks the
Grand Jury for its work. The Board's response is as
follows:

Recommendation #1: The Elections office should pre-
pare apublication which stateswhat isexpected of elec-
tion observers.

The Board of Supervisors agree with the response of
Dero Forslund, County Clerk/Recorder Assessor. If the
County Clerk providesthe Grand Jury membersawrit-
ten description of the election process, in advance of

the election, then they can be better prepared to per-
formtheir function.

Recommendation #2: If observers are required to ob-
serve the process until formally released by the Elec-
tions office, thisfact should be emphasized.

The Board of Supervisors agree. The early count of
votesduring the November election wasgreat. The can-
didates and observershad the resultswithin afew hours
of the polls closing. The election process in Trinity
County isfast, efficient, and transparent. The staff and
observers are to be commended for their efforts.

Recommendation #3: The Elections officeiscom-
mended for strengthening the security measur esfor
collecting and handling absentee ball ots.

The Board of Supervisors concur.

TheBoard of Supervisorsisproud of our electionsteam,
including the Grand Jury observers.

TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

By ROBERT A. REISS, Chairman
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1998-99 TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
ADHOCEDUCATION COMMITTEE
FINAL REPORT
COMPLAINT AGAINST TRINITY COUNTY
AIDSTASK FORCE

PURPOSE:

The Grand Jury received two complaintsfrom the same
individual, containing alegationsregarding theadminis-
tration of the HIV/AIDS Education and Prevention
Project in Trinity County. Thefirst complaint contained
allegationsthat included misuse of funds, refusal to dis-
closepublicrecords, violation of conflict of interest, fail-
ureto meet goa's, obstruction of HIV/AIDS prevention,
and numerous Brown Act violations. The second com-
plaint alleged failure of asuperior to intervene after an
allegation of misuse of funds.

BACKGROUND:

In December of 1995, Trinity County received a re-
newable grant from the Department of Health Services,
Office of AIDS, for $56,000. $50,000 was designated
for the Trinity County Health Service’'sHIV Education
and Prevention Project, $2,800 was received for the
HIV Testing Program and $2,800 for surveillance. The
allegationswere only against the HIV/AIDS Education
and Prevention Project. This grant has been renewed
each year since 1995 and is currently funded through
June 30, 1999.

InTrinity County the HIV/AIDS E& P Project money is
used to educate targeted populations about AIDS and
HIV and to teach how to prevent HIV. This is done
through outreach efforts to schools, medical care pro-
viders, thejail, substance abusersand their partnersand
personswith HIV/AIDS and their partners. These out-
reach efforts are carried out by the Coordinator of the
HIV/AIDS E&P Project, public health nurses, educa-
tors, sub-contractors and volunteers. Sub-contractors
include Trinity County Life Support, Six Rivers Planned
Parenthood (PPH), the Trinity County Sheriff’s De-
partment, Southern Trinity Health Services and indi-
viduals skilled in outreach to men having sex with men
(MSM).

During the course of the investigation the Grand Jury
learned that, immediately prior to submitting the com-
plaint and backup material to the Grand Jury, the com-
plainant sent acopy of the sameinformation tothe Ad-
ministrator of the California State Department of AIDS,
who then sent acopy to the Trinity County Superinten-



dent of Schools. As aresult the normal Grand Jury in-
vestigative processwas seriously compromised. Almost
everyoneinterviewed knew who had filed the complaint,
and all of itsalegations, thusaltering confidentiality and
raising questions about the possibility of advance prepa
rationsto possible Grand Jury questions.

METHOD OF INVESTIGATION:

A committee of Grand Jury membersreviewed thealle-
gationsand interviewed the complainant, County Coun-
sdl, the Director of Health and Human Services(H& HS),
the Trinity County Superintendent of Schools, the Co-
ordinator of the HIV/AIDS E&P Project, the Public
Health Nursing Supervisor and a Public Health Nurse.
They attended one Local Implementation Group (L1G)
meeting. And they examined budget information, sup-
portive documentation of expenses, quarterly expense
and progress reports submitted to the State, and LI1G
meeting minutes.

FINDING #1: Misuse of Funds

The Misuse of Funds complaint itemized four charges:
failureto disclosebudget records, aninappropriate Project
Coordinator’s salary, improper reimbursement for at-
tending a conference and possible theft of a fax ma-
chine.

* The allegations of failure to disclose public records
appear to be unfounded.

The Committee found the LI G budget/expendituresin-
formation to be readily available and accurately docu-
mented. Quarterly reports of expendituresare prepared
by the Project Coordinator and approved by the Direc-
tor of H&HS. They are then forwarded to the State
Office of AIDS. The recordsin question are available
through Trinity County Office of Education (TCOE)
upon request. While the complainant stated ‘ obstruc-
tion of public information,” he did not approach the
TCOE when he was not satisfied with the information
from the Coordinator. Documentation exists of an at-
tempt, by the Coordinator and the State Consultant, to
explaintheflow and disbursement of State grant money.
The State Office of AIDS, the Superintendent of Schools
and the Director of H& HS appear satisfied that the grant
standards are being met. However, the State Office of
AIDSisnow exploring the allegations and recommends
that the LIG membershave moreinput into budget plan-
ning.

* TheHIV/AIDS E& P Project Coordinator’ssalary was
found to be appropriately determined using the TCOE

sdary

schedule. Her salary also meetsthe guidelines set forth
by the grant.

* The complainant alleged that the Coordinator improp-
erly charged attendance at a conference. The Grand
Jury investigated and found the all egation was without
merit.

» The whereabouts of a FAX machine, reportedly pur-
chased with $900.00 allocated from the original grant
money in 1995, was questioned by the complainant.
After investigating, the Grand Jury was unableto locate
this specific Fax machine. The machine was ordered
and then no longer needed when the HIV/AIDS Project
was moved from H& HSto TCOE. It is“reportedly” in
the Hayfork Community Center.
RECOMMENDATION #1:
The Grand Jury encourages the County to continue to
updateits accounting and equi pment tracking systems.
FINDING #2: Conflict of Interest
The Coordinator of the HIV/AIDS E&P Project has
served as a member of the Board of Directors for Six
Rivers Planned Parenthood for severa years. Allega-
tions of conflict of interest were raised because PPH is
a subcontractor for the Project. No conflict of interest
was found by the Grand Jury, nor by County Counsel.
However, the State Office of AIDS saw apossible per-
ception of conflict of interest by the genera public. Be-
cause of the State's concerns, the Coordinator was re-
guested to remove her name from the PPH letterhead.
Inorder to preserve“ appearances’ the Coordinator has
sinceresigned her position on the PPH board. The Grand
Jury wishesto makeit clear, that they found no conflict,
either infact or appearance.
RECOMMENDATION #2:
While it is important for al our public officias to be
sensitive to the appearance of conflict of interest, the
Grand Jury recommendsthat County officialsnot allow
themselvesto be coerced into taking unjustified actions.
FINDING #3: Failure To Meet The Goals Of HIV
Prevention
The Grand Jury found that some of the goals of the
program, asset forthinthe HIV/AIDS Prevention plan,
are so broad that a charge such as this could easily be
made, i.e., “ All peoplewill...”. However, the Grand Jury
found the Coordinator kept acceptable recordsindicat-
ing that the goals were indeed being met. Quarterly re-
ports submitted to the State show progress toward, or
activitiesto support, stated goals. Activities supporting
goalsappear appropriate.
The Grand Jury found one exception to adequate



progress toward goals. One Activity states “continue
outreach to all geographic regions of the county through
schools, medical care providers, associations, bars and
stores by June 30, 1999.” Visits to Partnersin Preven-
tion sites to replenish condoms and other supplies ap-
pear to be occurring only in Hayfork and Weaverville.
Furthermore, the current Second Quarter Progress re-
port statesthat condoms have been placed in most bars,
but does not cite specific names, except in Hayfork and
Weaverville.

RECOMMENDATION #3:

The Trinity County HIV/AIDS E& P Project Coordina-
tor andthe L1G shouldrevisit their goals, andif they are
written to include all of Trinity County, then steps to
meet that requirement should be taken.

FINDING #4: Obstruction Of HIV/AIDS/STD Pre-
vention

Blocking Access To Condoms: One of the allegations
wasthat condom distribution was not adequate and that
thevolunteer distributor has been blocked from obtain-
ing condoms purchased with grant money. The Coordi-
nator agrees that condom distribution has not been ad-
equate and istaking stepsto remedy that situation. Be-
cause of liability concerns, County Counsel feels that
until certain protocols are in place, volunteers should
not be used to distribute condoms. The Grand Jury con-
curswith County Counsel.

RECOMMENDATION #4:

The Grand Jury believes that the use of volunteersin
many capacitiesisboth cost effective and often the source
of valuable experience. Therefore, it is recommended
that the HIV/AIDS E& P Project Coordinator, in con-
junction with the County, develop volunteer protocols
that protect both the volunteers and the county.
FINDING #5: Brown Act

Anallegationthat the LIG wasviolating the Brown Act
was made. Upon consulting with County Counsdl, it
was found that the L1G does not fall under the Brown
Act. The Grand Jury concurs and finds this allegation
without merit.

RECOMMENDATION #5:

None.

FINDING #6: FailureToIntervene

A second complaint was filed against the Director of
H&HS, alleging that the Director failed to intervene af -
ter an allegation of misuse of funds was made against
the HIV Coordinator. Because TCOE and not H& HSis
the HIV Coordinator’s immediate superior, the Grand
Jury findsthat this complaint iswithout merit.
RECOMMENDATION #6:

None.

CONCLUSION:

Whilethe complainant obvioudly felt that he had legiti-
mate concerns, he had not done his homework well.
For example, the complaint against the superior who
failed to intervene wasfiled against the wrong agency.
County and State proceduresfor complaints against per-
sonnel were not followed and a general “shotgun” ap-
proach was utilized. With the exception of the condom
distribution goal not being met, the Grand Jury has con-
cludedthat overall, theHIVV/AIDS E& P Program Coor-
dinator isadministering the program well andismeeting
grant standards.

30-DAY RESPONSESREQUESTED FROM: TCOE
Superintendent of Schools, Project Coordinator and
County Counsd.

In addition, copies of this report should be sent to the
Director of Health and Human Services.

Response of Trinity County Superintendent of
Schools

RESPONSE TO TRINITY COUNTY GRAND JURY
REPORT

COMPLAINT AGAINST TRINITY COUNTY AIDS
TASK FORCE

ASREQUIRED BY PENAL CODE 933

6-2-1999

I would like to commend the Grand Jury for their thor-
ough andprofessional investigation of these allegations.
I concur with al of the Grand Jury findings. In regards
tofinding #3, our co-ordinator will make every effort to
distribute condoms to all areas of the county for the
duration of our contract asrecommended. Thereissome
consolation in your conclusion that states and | quote
“..overal theHIV/AIDS E& P Co-ordinator isadminis-
tering the program well and ismeeting grant standards.”
My office remains committed to the prevention of HIV
among our young people and protecting the rights of
afflicted youth.

Respectfully submitted,

SS

James B. French

Trinity County Supt. Of Schools

Response of Trinity County Counsel

Date:
To:

June 10, 1999
John K. Letton, Presiding Judge, Su-



perior Court
From: David R. Hammer, Trinity County
Counsd
RE: Responseto 1998/99 Trinity County Grand Jury
AdHoc

Committee on Education Final Report - Com-
plaint Against Trinity

County AIDS Task Force

My response to the findings and recommendations of
the Grand Jury’s Report isasfollows:

Finding#1:

| agree.

Recommendation #1:

| agree.

Finding#2:

| agree.

Finding#2:

| agree.

Recommendation #2:

| agree.

Finding#3:

| agree with the first paragraph. |1 do not know the ex-
tent to which all of the goals have been met.
Recommendation #3:

| agree.

Finding#4:

| agree. A protocol has been developed for al County
volunteers.

Recommendation #4:

| agree. A countywide volunteer protocol has been de-

veloped. Therewas an allegation that the protocol was
intended to permit discrimination against vol unteersbased
on their sexual orientation. The omission of the sexual
orientation classification from the nondiscrimination
clause was inadvertent by me. | have submitted to the
Supervisors, and they haveintroduced, an ordinanceto
amend the Trinity County Code to comply with Labor
Code Section 1102.1, which prohibits discrimination
based on sexual orientation. The protocol will also be
amended accordingly.

On April 20, 1999, the Board of Supervisors adopted
Resolution No. 29-99, which recognizesthat volunteers
provide needed assistance to the County, schools, spe-
cial districts, and other local agenciesin awide variety
of activities and that the County and other local agen-
cies encourage volunteerism to provide programs and
servicesto the public. The protocol that was devel oped
and approved by the Board of Supervisors recognizes
that volunteers are not employees and serve at the plea-
sure of the agency that accepts their services. Some
volunteer positions, such asfirefighters, requireamini-
mum standard for physical strength and agility. Most
volunteer positionsrequirethe applicantsto work under
the supervision and direction of the agency that accepts
their services. Because they are volunteers, the laws
and regulations regarding the employer-employeerela-
tionship do not apply. As an example, if the volunteer
does not perform the task for which he or she volun-
teered, the only recourse of the agency isto terminate
the services of the volunteer. The County has no right
to compel avolunteer to continue services, and thevol-
unteer likewise has no right to compel the County to
retain the services of the volunteer. Thisdoes not mean
that the services of the volunteer are not highly regarded,
but merely recognizesthelegal rel ationship between the
parties.

There are many reason why it may not be appropriate
to use volunteers for certain positions, and that some
individualsmay not be appropriatefor certain volunteer
positions. Each County agency must eval uate the ben-
efits and risksto the taxpayers and public in using vol-
unteersto perform certain tasksand eval uate whether a
specific individual is appropriate to provide volunteer
servicesfor aparticular task.

Volunteerismisextremely strongin Trinity County, asit
isin most rural areas. As County Counsel during the
past 14 monthsand asacitizen and volunteer in Trinity
County since 1974, it has been my observation that the



County and its agenciesencourage, utilize, and givedue
recognition to volunteers.

Finding#5:

| agree.

Recommendation #5:

| agree.

Finding #6:

| agree.

Recommendation #6:

| agree.

Conclusion:

| agree.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide aresponse. |
reguest that this response be published with the Final
Report.

Response of the HI'VV Education Coordinator
DATE: June 21, 1999

TO:  JohnK. Letton, Presiding Judge, Superior Court
FROM: Sdlly Aldinger, HIV Education Coordinator

RE: Response to 1998-1999 Trinity County Grand
Jury
AdHoc Committee on Education Final Report
Complaint Against Trinity County AIDS Task
Force

My response to the findings and recommendations of
the Grand Jury’ s Report isasfollows:

Finding#1:
| agree.

Recommendation #1.;
| agree.

Finding#2:
| agree.

Recommendation #2,
| agree.

Finding#3:

| agree, with the addition of thefollowing clarification:
Free condoms are currently available through the Part-
ners in Prevention Program (started as a part of the
HIV Education and Prevention Program in 1996) inthe
following communities. Zenia, Mad River, Hayfork,
Weaverville, Lewiston, Junction City, and Burnt Ranch.

Inding #4:

1 agree, with thefollowing clarification: The HIV Edu-
cation Coordinator (myself) and Public Health nurses
have distributed approximately 6000 condomsthrough-
out Trinity County during FY 98-99, which | believeto
be adequate. Condomsfor personal useareavailableto
any Trinity County citizen upon request. The complain-
ant resigned from a subcontract to do HIV outreach on
September 23, 1998.

Recommendation #4:

| agree. The Volunteer Protocol was developed by
County Counsel and approved by the Board of Super-
visors Resolution No. 29-99 on April 20, 1999. | be-
lievethat thiscaseisan excellent example of thereason
such aprotocol in now necessary.

Finding#5:
| agree.

Recommendation #5:
| agree.

Finding #6:
| agree.

Recommendation #6:
| agree.

Conclusion:

| agree.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide aresponse
S'S

Saly L. Aldinger



Response of the Board of Supervisors

Jerry Boosinger

Trinity County Grand Jury
PO. Box 1258
Weaverville, CA96093

RE: Ad Hoc Education Committee Final Report
Complaint Against Trinity County Aids Task
Force

Dear Foreperson:

Inits final 1998-99 report, the Trinity County Grand
Jury’s Ad Hoc Education Committee reviewed a com-
plaint against the Trinity County Aids Task Force.

The Board of Supervisors concurs with both the find-
ingsand recommendations of the committeereview.
The Trinity County Board of Supervisors thanks the
Grand Jury for itswork.

Sincerdly,

TRINITY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
S'S

ROBERT REISS, Chairman
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