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THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AND THE PLUMAS — SIERRA COUNTY FAIR

Reason for Investigation

In addition to the annual Plumas/Sierra County Fair, the fairgrounds provide a
year-round event center adapted to the needs of the community while providing a
venue for interested parties from out of the area that wish to stage their events here.
The fair grounds and facilities are owned by Plumas County. As with all county
departments, the Grand Jury is obligated to review the overall operation of this
facility from time to time. The last Grand Jury review was in 2001-2. This
obligation coupled with apparent managerial confusion and difficulties that have
come into the public view prompted our investigation of the overall operation of
the fair, its facilities and its management scheme.

Procedure

In the course of this investigation, the Grand Jury utilized observation, interview,
and research in combination to ensure the accuracy of its findings. Members of the
Grand Jury interviewed a variety of persons connected with the management,
operations, oversight, and use of the fair and its associated facilities. In addition,
members of the Jury toured the fairgrounds in an attempt to gain first-hand
knowledge of the physical condition of the facilities. The following is a list of
persons interviewed in connection with the investigation:

The Chairperson of the Plumas County Board of Supervisors (BOS).

A member of the Plumas County Board of Supervisors.

The Chairman of the Plumas/Sierra County Fair Board.

A past member of the Plumas/Sierra County Fair Board.

The Fair Manager/CEO.

The fairgrounds Maintenance Supervisor.

The Plumas County Chief Administrative Officer.

Plumas County Counsel.

Four separate user groups of fairgrounds facilities.

CoNOORLDE

Members of the Grand Jury attended multiple sessions of the Board Of Supervisors
and the Fair Board meetings. Research was conducted concerning the legislation
that governs the operation of county fairs in California and the recent financial
history of the Plumas-Sierra County Fair as reported in the Plumas County Budget
Book. The findings contained in this report are a direct result of the correlation of
evidence obtained through the interviews, research and first-hand observations by
members of the Grand Jury.
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Background

In California, the governance of county fairs is controlled by various sections of
the Government Code, the Food and Agricultural Code and the Business and
Professions Code. The Government Code establishes the County Board of
Supervisors as the primary body of authority and responsibility for the
development, maintenance and operation of the fairgrounds and the fair. The Code
further states that the Board of Supervisors may contract with a nonprofit
corporation or association for the conducting of an agricultural fair, as agent of the
county. In Plumas County, the Board of Supervisors has contracted with the
Plumas-Sierra County Fair Board and its predecessors for many years.

The most recent document available that established the Fair Board was Resolution
No. 97-01, adopted July 16, 1997 by the Board of Supervisors. This resolution
adopted new bylaws for the Fair Board that repealed any prior bylaws or
resolutions or policies that were inconsistent with the new bylaws set forth in
Resolution No. 97-01.

The only operational agreement between the Board of Supervisors and the Fair
Board is a Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU) adopted in 2001. This
agreement contracted with the Fair Board for the purpose of managing and
directing the Fair. This was accomplished by an “Agreement Between Plumas
County and The Plumas — Sierra County Fair Board™ on April 10, 2001. Section
4 of said agreement states:

The County appoints the Association (Fair Board) as an agent of the County
for the following limited purpose: managing and directing the Fair for each
of the years between 2001 through 2006, on the dates to be selected by the
Association of the Plumas — Sierra County Fair. Thereafter, this Agreement
Is automatically reviewed annually unless one party serves the other with a
written notice of non-renewal at least ninety (90) days prior to the end of the
initial 5-year or subsequent term.

Basically, the Memorandum of Understanding assigns the day-to-day operation of
the fair to the Fair Board but gives the ultimate power to the County Board of
Supervisors. However, the Board of Supervisors, by virtue of this agreement,
assumes no responsibility in connection with the Fair (Section 7 of the MOU). In
addition, Section 11 of the agreement states that the Fair Board has the right to
execute contracts in association with the operation of the fairgrounds as long as
they are approved by a quorum of the Fair Board and posted in the meeting
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minutes. However, the Board of Supervisors interpretation of the Memorandum of
Understanding tends to limit the Fair Board’s ability to negotiate and execute
contracts. The Board of Supervisors now requires all contracts to be approved by
themselves.

The adequacy of the Memorandum of Understanding was not brought into question
until control over the High Sierra Music Festival became an issue. Until this time
communications between the two boards had not been an issue. Historically, the
Board of Supervisors allowed the Fair Board to operate the fairgrounds as well as
conduct supervision of the Fair Manager. Once the Board of Supervisors began to
exert control over the operation of the Fairgrounds, communications began to
falter. Issues of control over the execution of contracts and who was allowed to
negotiate said contracts became a wedge between the two boards. County Counsel
was asked by the Chairman of the Board of Directors of the Plumas/Sierra County
Fair to render an opinion regarding the roles of the boards as defined by the
Memorandum Of Understanding. On August 31, 2007 County Counsel sent a
response letter to the Fair Board. County Counsel’s opinion did not favor the
views of the Fair Board, which only increased the amount of tension.

Financing for the fair and fairgrounds comes from a number of sources. Over the
past three fiscal years, total financing sources have averaged $605,000 dollars per
year. The annual Plumas/Sierra County Fair itself has generated an average of
$165,000 per year over the past three years. This represents approximately 27% of
the financing sources of the annual budget in recent years.

The largest portion of governmental funding is provided by the State of California
through the Department of Agriculture. The Plumas/Sierra County Fair is
classified as a Level Il exhibition as defined by the State Department of
Agriculture. The current base funding allocation for Level 11 is $150,000 per year.
This amount represents approximately 25% of the average total financing sources
of the Plumas/Sierra County Fair. The State Department of Agriculture funds are
derived totally from gambling revenues associated with horse racing events at
tracks around the state. The horse racing industry has seen a decline in revenues
over the past several years. There is an uncertain future for this State revenue
source.

Plumas County has contributed $90,000 dollars from the General Fund, which
represents approximately 15% of the yearly financing sources of the Fair. This
amount remained constant in each of the previous two years and is budgeted at that
level again in 2007-2008.
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All other funds are generated through fees for use of the fair facilities and grounds
during periods other than during the Fair, for example: the American Valley
Speedway, The High Sierra Music Festival, County Picnic and storage facilities.
Periodically there are grant funds available for specific projects.

Three Year Average Financing Sources

Plumas County

Events and Usery 159,
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Clearly, with budget constraints at the State and County level for the foreseeable
future, it will be imperative for all of the parties involved in and responsible for the
Plumas/Sierra County Fair to work closely together to develop new revenue
sources and to control expenditures, while maintaining it as an important resource
for the citizens of Plumas County.
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Findings and Recommendations

Finding #1 — The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)

The Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU) dated April 10, 2001 is poorly drawn
and is a primary cause of the disagreements and tensions that currently exist
between the Plumas-Sierra Fair Board and the Plumas County Board of
Supervisors. There are concerns with the following:

» There is no clear chain of command with regard to the operation of the
facilities or the supervision of the Fair Manager.

» Confusion exists with regard to who is responsible for personnel issues at
the fairgrounds. This is particularly evident in association with personnel
policies involving the Fair Manager. This confusion also affects the fair
users, who stated in interviews that they did not know who was in charge of
the decision making processes associated with the management of facilities.

» The authority to negotiate and execute contracts is not clearly defined.

» There is confusion as to the relationship between the two boards. At times
the Fair Board has operated as a managerial body and at other times they
have functioned as an advisory body to the Board of Supervisors.

» The Board of Supervisors, by virtue of Section 7 of the current
Memorandum of Understanding, ““assumes no responsibility in connection
with the fair’”” while at the same time they claim control over most, if not all
aspects of the operation of the fairgrounds.

> The Policy and Procedures Manual being used by the Fair has never been
approved and accepted by the Board of Supervisors.

Recommendations #1
Form a committee made up of 2 members of the Board of Supervisors, 2

members of the Fair Board, and the Fair manager to draft a new Memorandum
of Understanding and Policies and Procedures Manual.
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The following issues should be clarified:
» Define contract authority and monetary limits associated with the Fair
Board’s event coordination.
» Establish a clear chain of command.
> Responsibilities associated with personnel issues.

Finding #2 — Communication

Consistent and reliable communication among the Fair Board, the Fair Manager
and the Board of Supervisors is lacking.

» Consistent and reliable communications are the cornerstone of good
management practice. Il feelings among some members of The Board of
Supervisors, The Fair Board, and the Fair Manager exist. A culture of
mistrust has developed that tends to exacerbate an existing communications
gap between them. This has had an adverse effect on the operation of the
fairgrounds.

» The Fair Manager has not communicated effectively with the Fair Board and
the Board of Supervisors. All significant information should be equally
shared among all parties. Several members of the Fair Board complained of
learning about significant Fair issues in the local newspaper, not from the
Board of Supervisors or the Fair Manager. This problem is directly related
to the poorly defined chain of command as outlined in Finding No. 1.

Recommendations #2 - Communication

Establish a clear chain of command as mentioned in Finding #1.

1. The Board of Supervisors should demand that the Fair Board be given a full
measure of courtesy by fair management with regard to sharing of
information, correspondence, proposals, and any and all negotiations
involving use of fairgrounds facilities.

2. The Board of Supervisors should endeavor to create a more cooperative
atmosphere with the Fair Board. This includes more clearly defined
channels of communication and adoption of a less combative attitude by
certain members of the Board of Supervisors when dealing with the Fair
Board.
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Finding #3 — Facilities Planning and Maintenance

There is no evidence of a Facilities and Maintenance Master Planning Document
associated with the future development of facilities at the fairgrounds.

» The only document presented to the Grand Jury was an aerial photograph
that had been provided by the Plumas County Museum in conjunction with a
proposed historical project to be housed at the fairgrounds.

» There are signs of disrepair associated with many of the facilities observed
during a tour of the fairgrounds by members of the Grand Jury. Buildings
need repair and repainting (with the exception of the Tulsa Scott building
and the Mineral Building). One member of the jury leaned against a metal
railing at the racetrack grandstands and the railing gave way due to
deterioration of the concrete holding the support post.

» The Plumas County Fairgrounds’ yearly operational budget is not sufficient
for the maintenance operation to proceed at more than a minimal level.

» An active fundraising mechanism is listed as a goal in the existing Policy
Manual. This would be accomplished through grants and charitable
donations. There is no evidence that an active effort exists in this area.

Recommendations #3 — Facilities Planning and Maintenance

1. Responsibility for the development of a Master Planning Document should
be made a function of the Fair Manager in consultation with the Board of
Supervisors.

2. The Fair Board and the Fair Manager should be responsible for a program to
finance improvements at the fairgrounds through an active grant writing
program and the seeking of charitable donations to augment the traditional
funding of the fairgrounds budget.

Finding #4 — Equipment and Supplies

No consistent system for tracking of equipment and supplies purchased by the
fairgrounds exists.
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» Having no consistent system for the inventory and tracking of equipment
and supplies, creates an atmosphere with the potential for misuse of public
funds.

» Previous fair managers established a verbal policy that stated, items
purchased, having a value of less than $100 dollars were classified as
consumables.

Recommendations #4 — Equipment and Supplies

1. Develop a system whereby all items purchased should be inventoried and
tracked over time.
2. Conduct a yearly inventory of all items.

Finding #5 — Management Practices

The yearly audit of the County’s finance and management practices, conducted by
the Accounting Firm of Smith and Newell revealed numerous deficiencies
associated with the Fairgrounds accounting practices. Some of these items have
been recurrent issues that were not dealt with by previous managers. The five (5)
general areas identified were; Statement of Operations, Accounting for Capital
Assets, Admission Revenue, Bank Reconciliation, and Cash On Hand.

» The Statement of Operations is a report required by the State of California
Department of Agriculture, supplying information about the state of the
County Fair. It is necessary to file this report on time in order to receive
State funds.

» The fairgrounds accounting technician is in the process of developing a
financial tracking system to bring the fairgrounds into compliance with
requirements of the Audit Report. No such system was in place prior to the
hiring of the new management staff.

Recommendation #5 — Management Practices

1. Finish the development of a reliable fiscal tracking program.

2. Ensure that all issues identified with the audit management report be
corrected.

3. The Board of Supervisors should ensure the timely filing of the Statement of
Operations with the State Department of Agriculture.
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Conclusions

The Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU) dated April 10, 2001 is poorly drawn
and is a primary cause of the disagreements and tensions that currently exist
between the Plumas-Sierra Fair Board and the Plumas County Board of
Supervisors. Consistent and reliable communication among the Fair Board, the
Fair Manager and the Board of Supervisors is lacking. There is no evidence of a
Facilities and Maintenance Master Planning Document associated with the future
development of facilities at the fairgrounds. No consistent system for tracking of
equipment and supplies purchased by the fairgrounds exists. The yearly audit of
the County’s finance and management practices, conducted by the Accounting
Firm of Smith and Newell revealed numerous deficiencies associated with the
Fairgrounds accounting practices. The responsibility for correcting these issues
lies with the Plumas County Board of Supervisors, the Plumas-Sierra County Fair
Board of Directors and the Fair Manager.
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PLUMAS COUNTY SHERIFF’S OFFICE

Reason For Investigation

The Plumas County Sheriff’s Office provides for public safety and emergency
services to the citizens of Plumas County. The Sheriff’s Office is experiencing
difficulty in recruiting and retaining trained peace officers. The reason for this
Investigation is to provide insights and assistance to the Sheriff’s Office regarding
this issue.

Procedure

The majority of Sheriff’s Deputies were interviewed as well as selected
supervisory staff. The findings contained in this report reflect the opinions of those
interviewed who expressed the reasons that they believe the County of Plumas has
been unable to effectively recruit and attract new peace officers, as well as the loss
of officers to other agencies.

Background

The Deputies of the Plumas County Sheriff’s Office are competent, well trained
and dedicated to serving the citizens of Plumas. The majority choose to work and
raise their families in Plumas County in spite of opportunities for better pay,
benefits, and working conditions elsewhere. This being said, conflict within the
Sheriff’s Office and perceived lack of support from the Board of Supervisors is
forcing Deputies to seriously consider alternative employment.

1. The Board of Supervisors controls the majority of the funding of positions
within the Sheriff’s Office. This affects the number of positions available to
provide for the safety of the public as well as the equipment and training
available to Deputies in the field.

2. Inadequate staffing levels based on changes in population and unfilled
positions cause Deputies to work alone, often with over an hour wait for
emergency backup. There are times when there are only two Deputies on
duty at opposite ends of the county as well as times when there is no law
enforcement on duty at all in the entire county. Not only is the public not
protected, the lives of Deputies are placed in jeopardy.

3. It is the responsibility of the elected officials of Plumas County, the Sheriff
and the Board of Supervisors, to work together to assure that the citizens of
Plumas County receive the best possible service from the Sheriff’s Office.

4. The Board of Supervisors controls the hiring of support personnel even
when those positions are fully funded within the Sheriff’s Office budget.
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This includes such critical public safety positions as Correctional Officer
and Emergency Services Dispatcher.

Findings and Recommendations
Finding#1-Compensation and Benefits

Plumas County is often unable to attract trained candidates from law enforcement
academies because the financial compensation and benefits that the Sheriff’s
Office is able to offer is non-competitive with other agencies.

» Trained Deputies have been lured to other agencies that can offer better
financial compensation and benefits.

» Experienced peace officers from other agencies interested in transferring to
Plumas County, in spite of lower pay, often decline to come to Plumas
County once they learn that the peace officer retirement benefit is less than
what is now becoming the standard for peace officers in California.

Recommendation#1-Compensation and Benefits

The Board of Supervisors and the Sheriff should work together to develop a long-
term plan to make the financial compensation available to Deputies more
competitive with other agencies. The retirement benefit should reflect what is
becoming the standard for peace officers in California.

Finding#2-Equipment

The county does not fund the replacement of worn-out emergency vehicles as it
does with the rest of the county departments. This has forced the Sheriff’s Office to
fund the replacement of emergency vehicles from grant funds that had been
designated to upgrade radio communication.

» Radio communication for Deputies responding to emergencies ranges
from fair to non-existent. This places the public as well as deputies at
risk.

» Having unsafe or inadequate equipment and poor radio communications
places both the public as well as Deputies at greater risk during routine

22



and emergency situations. It becomes less desirable to work under such
conditions.

Recommendation#2-Equipment

The county should fund the replacement of worn-out emergency vehicles
following the procedure it uses for other county departments.

» The Board of Supervisors should provide funding to upgrade the county
communication system.

Finding#3-Training

The Sheriff’s Office has excellent and effective in-house training. Specialized out-
service training to allow Deputies to safely and effectively perform their duties is
inhibited by the shortage of staff. This means Deputies cannot be sent to needed
training, resulting in less service to the public. A small county with a limited
number of Deputies needs to have effectively cross-trained officers. It is cost
effective, positive for morale and provides better public safety.

Recommendations#3-Training

Implementation of recommendations for improved recruitment and retention as
well as increasing the number of positions available would permit more out-service
training, greater service to the public and increased officer safety.

» Many law enforcement agencies grant incentives to its officers who have
specialized training or skills. The Board of Supervisors should provide
funding to Deputies who attend training and retain certification in needed
skills such as HazMat and others.

Finding#4-Supervision and Management

The general consensus of those interviewed is that the sergeants who provide
supervision in the field are supportive, effective and provide good leadership. The
only concern expressed was because of a shortage of field supervision, there are
times when there are no supervisors on duty. This often requires Deputies to deal
with situations or make decisions that are the responsibility of supervisors.
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Recommendations#4-Supervision and Management

The Sheriff should review the number of field supervisors and scheduling so that
there is always a supervisor on duty whenever Deputies are on duty.

Finding#5-Management

Upper management is seen as not providing leadership to the department. They
are seen as not being involved, caring or supportive. There is a general fear of
retaliation and the perception that some are favored more than others. Rarely does
a member of management venture into the field to see what is going on, talk to
their deputies, visit sub-stations or interact in any positive way. There is no
interest in the ideas or opinions of field staff in improving the department. Most
information comes to the field by the rumor mill rather than through direct
communication from management.  Deputies in the field expressed that
management indifference to personnel is a major factor affecting retention of
employees.

Recommendation#5-Management

Upper management needs to recognize its current perceived lack of leadership and
to engage itself in a positive manner with its employees. The Sheriff can bring in
facilitators trained in team building. Upper management should develop a plan and
schedule regular visits to sub-stations, ride along on patrol on all shifts with
Deputies, participate in training exercises with their staff and listen to their ideas
and opinions to improve the department.

A formal process of effective and timely communication should be developed so
that all employees of the department are kept fully updated on events, issues,
changes and any other information needed to do their job and be informed.
Departmental e-mail, notices and regular staff meetings should be implemented.
This should include more informal mini-staff meetings at the sub-stations so that
management and field staff can interact in a less formal environment.

Finding#6-Board of Supervisors
There is a 100% consensus of those interviewed that: (1) the Board of Supervisors
does not support the Sheriff’s Office; (2) members of the Board perpetuate

interpersonal conflict with the Sheriff; (3) members of the Board purposely create
road blocks that damage the morale and effective and safe operations of the
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department.  These are the major issues expressed affecting retention of
employees.

An example cited is the requirement that the Board approve the filling of critical
support personnel such as Correctional Officers and Emergency Services
Dispatcher even when these positions are fully funded. Instead of approving filling
these positions, the Board put off approval week after week jeopardizing the safety
of the public as well as Deputies in the field and Correctional Officers in the jail.

Recommendations#6-Board of Supervisors

The Board of Supervisors and the Sheriff, for the safety of the pubic and the
Deputies who serve them, need to be able to work together. A facilitator trained in
conflict resolution should be brought in to work with the Board and the Sheriff to
help resolve the inter-personal conflicts.

» Members of the Board should, on a regular basis, visit the stations, ride
along and meet with the deputies in their Districts to better understand
the needs, requirements and restrictions faced by all parties.

» Authorization should be passed to the Sheriff to hire any position within
the Department that is funded.

Finding#7-Public Support

Deputies in the field believe that the public generally supports them. However,
there are negatives perceived by the public relating to personnel issues within the
Sheriff’s Office and a lack of support from the Board of Supervisors. There has
been little effort made by upper management in addressing issues regarding public
support, and field staff is discouraged from interacting with civic groups and
organizations. The Board of Supervisors rarely, if ever, has publicly spoken in
support of the Sheriff’s Office.

Recommendations#7-Public Support
The Sheriff should support, encourage and even require Deputies, supervisors and
management staff to seek opportunities to speak and interact with civic groups,

clubs, schools and other venues to inform the public about the Sheriff’s Office and
its mission.
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» The Sheriff should develop a program for citizens of Plumas County to
volunteer in support of the Sheriff’s Office. A Citizens Auxiliary Unit could
assist with things such as traffic and crowd control during community
events, staff sub-station desks, assist with recruiting as well as other duties.

Conclusions

The majority of the Deputies in Plumas County believe that there is a lack of
support from both the upper management of the Sheriff’s Office and the Board of
Supervisors. There is a shortage of staff, no emergency vehicle replacement
program, poor radio communications system and little interaction with the
community. This has created a negative work environment that severely detracts
from the ability of the Sheriff’s Office to serve the public and jeopardizes the
safety of officers in the field. The potential for serious injury or loss of an officer
due to lack of support places a tremendous liability both on the County of Plumas
and its elected officials.

It is the responsibility of the Sheriff and the Board of Supervisors to work together
to resolve these issues.

26



PLumMAS COUNTY JAIL

Reason For Investigation

The Plumas County Grand Jury is required to annually inspect any jail within the
county in accordance with the California Penal Code.

Procedure

The Plumas County Grand Jury conducted an inspection of the Plumas County Jail.
This included interviews with jail medical staff, Correctional Officers and
supervisors.

Background

When fully staffed, sixteen correctional officers provide 24 hours a day, 7-days a
week coverage. The officers are competent, well trained and dedicated to serving
the citizens of Plumas County. The Plumas County Jail is over 35 years old. It is
designed to house a maximum of 67 men and women inmates in minimum,
medium, maximum and segregated facilities. It also includes a medical room,
kitchen, laundry, recreational rooms and yard, control center, as well as office
space and storage.

1. The Board of Supervisors controls the majority of the funding for positions
within the jail through the Sheriff’s Office budget. This affects the number
of Correctional Officers available to secure the inmates in the jail and
operate the facility as well as equipment, maintenance and training.

2. Unfilled positions and inadequate staffing levels place jail staff in constant
jeopardy from violent inmates. Night shifts are limited to only two
Correctional Officers on duty in the facility, there is little backup response
available in case of an emergency. Day shifts may have as few as three
Correctional Officers on duty.

3. The Board of Supervisors controls the hiring of Correctional Officers and
other support personnel even when these positions are funded within the
Sheriff’s Office budget.

4. On October 3, 2007 the California Department of Corrections, Facility
Standards and Operations Division, inspected the Plumas County Jail. The
inspection determined that the County of Plumas is out of compliance with
California State Law regarding the number of Correctional Officers required
to be on duty at any one time to operate the facility. The County had 90 days
from the receipt of their report, November 27, 2007, to submit a corrective
action plan to the California Department of Corrections.

27



Findings and Recommendations
Finding#1-Facility/Equipment

The building is over 35 years old with outdated plumbing, wiring and utilities
requiring constant and costly maintenance. The structure was built many years
prior to the use of computers and video surveillance systems and installation of this
equipment requires wall-mounted conduits, cables and wiring. The internal layout
of the facility does not allow staff to be able to easily observe inmates in different
parts of the jail as to respond to emergencies. It is often over capacity and often
requires correctional officers to constantly move inmates from area to area for
segregation and safety. Some of the observed problems: the kitchen is inadequate
the laundry does not have enough capacity, there is a lack of storage and office
space and the control center is not secure. The medical room lacks secure storage
for medications and medical records.

Recommendation#1-Facility and Equipment

The Board Of Supervisors, Chief Administrative Officer and the county Risk
Manager should conduct a comprehensive inspection of the jail facilities to see for
themselves the condition of the facilities and the working conditions that jail staff
IS subjected to.

» The Board of Supervisors should direct the Planning Department to begin
the process of designing a replacement jail constructed to modern
standards and funding sources be explored.

» The Sheriff should immediately direct a comprehensive review of all
kitchen, laundry, booking communications, security and other equipment
with the goal of replacing worn out and inadequate items.

Finding#2-Staffing

The California Department of Corrections inspection of October 3, 2007
determined that the Plumas County Jail was out of compliance with state law
regarding the number of Correctional Officers required to safely operate the jail. In
accordance with minimum staffing levels determined by the jail commander, an
additional 5 positions are required.
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» The Board of Supervisors has delayed the hiring of critically needed
Correctional Officers, often for several weeks, even though funding for
those positions is available in the Sheriff’s Office budget.

» Jail security requires one Correctional Officer to monitor the control
room while the other Correctional Officer is out in the facility. If attacked
by inmates the officer being attacked may be out of sight and hearing of
the officer in the control room. If the officer in the control room responds
the control room must be secured and left un-staffed while that officer
responds. This means no one is observing inmates in the rest of the jail.

» The Jail Commander has requested on several occasions, that civilian
staff be hired to handle routine administrative duties and control room
monitoring so that Correctional Officers can more effectively operate and
provide security to the facility.

» On any given day there are not enough Correctional Officers available to
provide security for the medical personnel during morning sick call,
supervise the kitchen during inmate meal preparation, supervise inmate
laundry workers, supervise inmates cleaning cells and facilities, process
Inmates being booked into the facility, transport inmates to court, medical
appointments or transfer inmates to out of county facilities, supervise the
exercise yards, process inmates out of the facility and many other
required duties. There are often shifts in which there is no supervisor on
duty.

» In Plumas County, pay differentials are not provided to Correctional
Officers who receive specialized training and continue to maintain
certification for specialized duties such as emergency response teams,
transportation and training officers. This practice tends to have a
negative impact on correctional officer retention.

» The first level supervision of the Sheriff’s Office for Deputies is that of
Sergeant. The first level of supervision in the jail is Corporal. Given the
level of responsibilities required of supervisors in the jail, the
inconsistency between the supervisory titles of Sergeant and Corporal
tends to have a negative impact on correctional officer retention.
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Recommendations#2-Staffing

In order to comply with state law, provide for the personal safety of jail employees,
and the security of the facility the Board of Supervisors should immediately
authorize the hiring of 5 additional Correctional Officer positions in the jail.

» The Board of Supervisors should immediately authorize the addition and
the hiring of civilian positions in the jail to perform routine
administrative duties so that Correctional Officers are better able to
provide supervision and security to the facility.

» The Board of Supervisors should transfer authority to hire Correctional
Officers to the Sheriff when those positions are funded within the
Sheriff’s Office budget.

» In order for Correctional Officers to maintain training and certification
for special duties, the Board of Supervisors should immediately authorize
pay differentials for those officers who receive training and maintain
certification.

» The Sheriff should immediately conduct a review of supervisory staffing
levels in the jail to ensure full time supervision.  Should the review
indicate the need for additional funding in order to properly staff and
supervise the jail function, the Sheriff should submit a proposal to the
Board of Supervisors to provide appropriate levels of funding.

Conclusions

The jail facility of Plumas County is old, outmoded and unsafe for both inmates
and jail staff. The Board of Supervisors should immediately start the process of
developing plans and funding sources for a new jail.

The staffing of the jail has been determined by the State of California to be
inadequate to operate the facility. This places tremendous liability on Plumas
County, the Sheriff and the Board of Supervisors if an incident occurs that causes
the injury or death of an inmate or Correctional Officer because of inadequate
staffing.
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PLuUMAS LocAL AREA FORMATION CoMMISSION (LAFCQO)

Reason for Investigation

Plumas LAFCo has not been investigated previously by the Grand Jury since
becoming an independent commission in 2001. Also, since the governing
legislation does not require LAFCOs to file annual financial statements, or to
obtain outside audits, an independent review of Plumas LAFCo records was
considered appropriate. In addition, the Grand Jury was aware of some resistance
to the fees being charged to special service districts and the City of Portola by
Plumas LAFCo. Given these facts, the 2007-2008 Plumas County Grand Jury
voted to undertake this investigation.

Procedure

In conducting this investigation of Plumas LAFCo the Grand Jury employed the
three key investigatory methods of observation, research, and interviews. A
diligent effort was made to cross check information obtained from various sources.
Grand Jury members observed Commission meetings and Special District
meetings. The Grand Jury obtained and reviewed bookkeeping records maintained
by the County Auditor/Controller’s Office.  Budget records, Commission
memoranda, the Plumas LAFCo Policy & Procedures Manual, and several
municipal service reviews were requested and received from the Executive Officer.
The Grand Jury also obtained numerous documents from various public Internet
sources including the California Government Code, other county LAFCo websites
and the California LAFCo Association web-site. Interviews were scheduled and
completed with the following individuals:

» Plumas LAFCo Executive Officer

» Plumas LAFCo Commissioner representing the City of Portola
» Several officers/directors of Plumas County special districts

» President of the Plumas County Special Districts Association
» City Manager of the City of Portola

» Plumas County Auditor/Controller
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Background

The California Legislature passed the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government
Reorganization Act of 2000 (CKH) to update previous legislation governing Local
Area Formation Commissions. Among the stated purposes are the discouraging of
urban sprawl, preserving open space and prime agricultural land, efficiently
providing government services, and encouraging the orderly formation and
development of local agencies based upon local conditions and circumstances.

The CKH legislation established the 58 California county Local Area Formation
Commissions as independent entities, and delegates to them the exclusive power to
regulate the boundaries of all cities and most special services district boundaries.
Specifically, LAFCOs are responsible for city and special district:

Annexations and detachments

Formation or dissolution

Consolidation or reorganization

Establishment of subsidiary district (s)

Development of, and amendments to spheres of influence
Extensions of service beyond an agency’s boundary
Provision of new or different services by special districts
Municipal Service Reviews

VVVVYVYYVYYVYY

Under the CKH Act, the appointed county commission is comprised of two county
supervisors, two city council members or mayors, and one member from the public
at large. In addition, a simple majority of special districts within a county may
vote to join LAFCo, in which case, the districts selection committee appoints two
district commissioners, bringing the total commission membership to seven. Also
each category of commissioner has an appointed alternate.

At the present time, only 29 of the 58 California county LAFCos have special
district members. In Plumas County the special districts have not voted to join
Plumas LAFCO.

Although the CKH Act is state mandated legislation, the state provides no funding
for the operation of the county LAFCOs. Government Code Section 56381 (b)
states that In counties in which there is no independent special district
representation on the commission, the county and its cities shall each provide a
one-half share of the commission’s operational costs.
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Therefore in Plumas County this code section requires the County (General Fund)
and the City of Portola (the only incorporated city in the county) to each provide
one-half of the Plumas LAFCo operational costs.

The concept of independent county commissions under local control makes sense.
However, the “one size fits all approach” of the state mandated program creates a
significant funding challenge in rural counties, particularly those like Plumas
County with only one incorporated city and a very limited revenue base.

A review of the Plumas LAFCo operating budget and actual financial results for
the current and past four fiscal years demonstrates this challenge. There is clearly
a conflict between the approved annual budgets and the ability of the County and
the City of Portola to fund the commission’s operational costs as follows:

Revenue 2007-2008  2006-2007  2005-2006  2004-2005
Plumas County $55,000 $45,000 $30,000 $30,000
City of Portola $55,000 $45,000 $30,000 $30,000
Total Contribution $110,000 $90,000 $60,000 $60,000

Expenses
Salaries $100,000 $100,000 $87,451 $81,211
Benefits $21,500 $21,500 $22,100 $19,549
Payroll Tax $8,900 $8,850 $8,600 $6,840
Total Employee Expenses $130,400 $130,350 $118,151 $107,600
Other Expenses $48,520 $43,350 $46,800 $47,300
Total Expenses $178,920 $173,700 $164,951 $154,900
Gap $68,920 $83,700 $104,951 $94,900

Although combined budget contributions from the County and the City of Portola
increased to $110,000 in fiscal 2007-8 they still cover only 62% of total budgeted
expenditures.

The existing Plumas LAFCo staff consists of two employees, the Executive
Director and one Clerk. 2007-8 Budgeted Salary expense of $100,000 consists of
$81,265 for the two employees, based upon a 25 hour work week, plus $18,735
to give the Executive Officer the opportunity to either increase current staff hours
above 25 hours per week or to hire temporary clerical help, if needed. (It should
be noted that if both staff members were to convert to a full-time, 40-hour work
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week, the Salary expense would be $130,024 at their current rate of pay.

Budgeted Employee Benefits expense of $21,500 covers both the employer and
employee contribution to the Public Employees Retirement System and the
CalPERS Health Care costs based upon a 25-hour work week.

Budgeted Payroll Tax expense of $8,900 consists of employer social security,
workers’ compensation insurance and unemployment insurance for the two
employees.

2007-8 Budgeted Other Expenses are $48,520. The largest items of Other
Expense include $9,070 for Commissioner per diem and payroll tax, $12,000 for
travel expenses, and $6,600 for office rent.

The Plumas County Auditor/Controller Department provides bookkeeping and
expenditure payment services to Plumas LAFCo at no charge. A monthly
statement of actual revenues and expenditures and a comparison to budget is
generated. However, beyond these bookkeeping services no verification, analysis,
or auditing of revenues and expenditures is done by the Auditor/Controller
Department.

As a result of the Commission’s approval of an annual expenditure budget that
significantly exceeds the combined funding provided by the County Board of
Supervisors and the City Council of Portola, a significant gap has remained each
year. A portion of the gap has been closed each year through management of the
expenditures below the budgeted amount. However, the gap has been funded
primarily through the imposition of fees associated with virtually all of the
activities of the paid staff.

Government Code Section 56383 (a) states that “The commission may establish a
schedule of fees for the costs of proceedings taken pursuant to this division,
including, but not limited to, all of the following:

1. Filing and processing applications filed with the commission.

2. Proceedings undertaken by the commission and any
reorganization committee.

3. Amending a sphere of influence

4, Reconsidering a resolution making determinations.”
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Plumas LAFCo has established a fee schedule based upon a cost analysis
conducted by the staff and approved by the Commission. The Grand Jury did not
attempt an evaluation of the assumptions underlying this cost analysis. However,
as indicated by the following chart developed through a survey of other Northern
California county LAFCos, the fee schedule for Plumas LAFCo is significantly out
of line.

Plumas Amador Del Norte
Services Co. Lake Co. Colusa Co. Co. Co.
Full MSR $7,500 $0 $0 $0 $0
Abbreviated MSR $3,500 $0 $0 $0 $0
Full SOI Amendment $5,500 $2,000 $2,000 $1,000 $1,500
5 Year SOI $3,500 $0 $0 $0 $0
District Consolidation $7,500 $2,000 $2,000 $0 $2,000
Annex 0 - 10 Acres $4,000 $1,000 $2,000 $1,000 $1,500
Annex 11+ Acres $6,500 $1,000 $2,000 $1,000 $1,500

In some cases fees are triple, or more, the amount charged by other counties for the
same LAFCo services. Particularly striking is the fact that Plumas LAFCo is the
only county of the five covered by the chart that posts any fee schedule for
Municipal Service Reviews (MSR). While the government code does not prohibit
charging for MSRs, many counties take the approach that these are inherent in the
basic mandated daily activities of LAFCo and do not represent a “proceeding” that
requires additional fee allocation.

The Executive Officer of Plumas LAFCo, in Grand Jury interviews, has stated that
it is the only “enterprise” LAFCo in California and defines this on the basis that
Fee Revenue, as a percent of Total Revenue, is higher than any other county. This
contention was also documented in the Executive Officer’s memo of June 18,
2007, concerning the fiscal 2007-8 final budget adoption.

An “enterprise” approach to government operations is certainly a positive in many
situations. However, to the extent that Fee Revenue generated by Plumas LAFCo
Is collected from special services districts and the City of Portola, this is also
taxpayer money. These entities are largely funded by tax allocations and many are
hard-pressed by finances to deliver the services for which they were formed. This
money is then being used to balance the Plumas LAFCo budget.
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Findings and Recommendations
Finding #1 - Plumas LAFCo Cost Structure

The current operational costs of Plumas LAFCo substantially exceed the funding
provided by Plumas County and the City of Portola. The fee schedule developed
to fund the resulting gap is substantially higher than that of other county LAFCos
surveyed.

Application fees for LAFCo proceedings are to some degree a function of county
growth rates and real estate activity. If that source of fee revenue declines, Plumas
LAFCo will increasingly rely on fees charged to special districts for Municipal
Service Reviews and Sphere of Influence studies to meet its budget deficit. These
fee payments come from special district general funds. This places an undue
financial burden on special districts.

Recommendation #1 - Plumas LAFCo Cost Structure

It is recommended that the Commission, independent of the Executive Officer,
review alternative approaches to the operation of Plumas LAFCo to reduce the
operating costs to a level that can be funded without significant reliance on
application and other fees.

Government Code Section 56380 states that, “the commission may choose to
contract with any public agency or private party for personnel and facilities.”

Since the problem of properly funding LAFCo is not limited to Plumas County, it
Is suggested that the Commission take the initiative to contact other rural counties
to determine the feasibility of jointly contracting with a provider to operate several
county LAFCos in a geographically manageable area.

Finding #2 - Plumas LAFCo - Relationships with Constituent Agencies

Grand Jury interviews and observations indicate that the current Executive Officer,
in over six years on the job, has failed to establish a positive liaison and rapport
with officials of the City of Portola and many of the special districts within Plumas
County. The establishment of a positive relationship with the county, city and
special district personnel is a critical part of the intent of the LAFCO legislation
and is a key component of the Executive Officer’s employment contract.
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Recommendation #2 - Plumas LAFCo - Relationships with Constituent
Agencies

The Commissioners should immediately establish a schedule to meet with officials
of the City of Portola and with board members of a representative cross-section of
the special services districts in Plumas County, without the presence of the
Executive Officer, to listen to candid feedback regarding their relationship with
Plumas LAFCo and the Executive Officer. Based upon this feedback, the
Commissioners should determine whether there is a reasonable likelihood that the
relationship between Plumas LAFCo and its constituents can be satisfactorily
mended under the present Executive Officer. If so, a specific plan of action to
resolve the matter should be undertaken and should become a key part of the
Executive Officer’s performance evaluation going forward. If not, the
Commission should take appropriate action to resolve the issue.

Finding #3 - Plumas LAFCo - Financial Audit

LAFCO legislation contains no requirement for annual financial statements of
actual operating results to be submitted to State or County authorities. This lack of
a mandated financial oversight potentially exposes the taxpayers, the Commission
and the LAFCo staff to unnecessary concerns and risk.

Recommendation #3 -Plumas LAFCo Financial Audit

It is recommended that the Commissioners publish a Request for Proposal to be
sent to Certified Public Accounting firms in Northern California to initiate steps to
obtain an independent financial audit.

Finding #4 - Special Districts and Plumas LAFCo

Each year, the Executive Officer of Plumas LAFCo, as required by the CKH
legislation, has provided, to each special district board in the county, a copy of the
proposed preliminary and final proposed budget for Plumas LAFCo for the coming
fiscal year. This provides an opportunity for the special districts to make their
concerns and comments known. On May 12, 2008, the regular publicly noticed
meeting of the Commission was held to consider adoption of the 2008-9 Plumas
LAFCo budget. The public attendance at that meeting included just one board
member from one of the approximately 55 special districts in the county.
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Recommendation #4 Special Districts and Plumas LAFCo

While it is recognized that the board members of the special districts are primarily
volunteers and have numerous commitments for their time, it is imperative that the
various districts, perhaps through the Plumas Special Districts Association, make
the effort to better understand the purposes, powers, limitations and mission of
Plumas LAFCo as they affect the ability of the districts to effectively and
efficiently deliver services to their constituents.

The Plumas County Special Districts Association and the Boards of the individual
Special Districts in Plumas County need to become much more pro-active with
Plumas LAFCo, whether, or not, they decide to join and appoint 2 Commissioners.

Conclusion

The current operational costs of Plumas LAFCo substantially exceed the funding
provided by Plumas County and the City of Portola. Grand Jury interviews and
observations indicate that the current Executive Officer, in over six years on the
job, has failed to establish a positive liaison and rapport with officials of the City
of Portola and many of the special districts within Plumas County. LAFCO
legislation contains no requirement for annual financial statements of actual
operating results to be submitted to State or County authorities. Each year, the
Executive Officer of Plumas LAFCo, as required by the CKH legislation, has
provided, to each special district board in the county, a copy of the proposed
preliminary and final proposed budget for Plumas LAFCo for the coming fiscal
year. This provides an opportunity for the special districts to make their concerns
and comments known.

The Commissioners and Executive Officer of Plumas LAFCo, The Plumas County
Board of Supervisors, the Plumas Special Districts Association, the boards of the
Plumas County special services districts and the officials of the City of Portola
have an obligation to the citizens of Plumas County to work together to find the
most cost effective way to enable Plumas County LAFCo to deliver the services
mandated by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act
of 2000.
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THE PLUMAS COUNTY OFFICE OF EMERGENCY SERVICES (OES)

Reason for Investigation

Since the events that occurred on September 11, 2001, the Federal Government
and the State of California have enacted new laws and procedures to protect the
public safety and property, to provide an organizational structure to guide
emergency responders, and to provide for reimbursement to local responding
agencies.  The 2007-2008 Plumas County Grand Jury decided to inquire into
Plumas OES as a result of these changes and in light of recent events in Plumas
County that have been featured in the local news papers. We were aware of
concerns with the processes and procedures being employed by the Plumas County
OES. In addition, the Plumas County Grand Jury has not previously examined the
Office of Emergency Services.

Procedure

We used three important investigatory methods to obtain our results; observations,
research, and interviews.  Observations were conducted at Quincy Fire
Department/HAZMAT, Peninsula Fire Department, Plumas County Sheriffs
Department Communications Center, and the railroad spill site at Storrie.
Documents reviewed included Plumas County Emergency Operations Plan;
Plumas County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan; Plumas County Hazardous
Materials Response Plan; and California OES website.

The Grand Jury interviewed:

Director of the Office of Emergency Services,

Assistant Director of the Office of Emergency Services,
Chief of the Quincy Fire Department

Director of Plumas County HAZMAT,

The Director of Environmental Health

Communications Specialists with the Sheriff’s Department
Plumas County Risk Management Director

County Auditor

Local Citizens
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Background

The Governor's Office of Emergency Services (OES) serves as the lead state
agency for emergency management in California. Its mission is to ensure the state
Is ready and able to mitigate against, prepare for, respond to, and recover from the
effects of emergencies that threaten lives, property and the environment. The state
OES coordinates the activities of all state agencies relating to preparation and
implementation of the State Emergency Plan. OES also coordinates the response
efforts of state and local agencies and the integration of federal resources into state
and local response and recovery operations. The California Emergency Services
Act (ESA) found in Government Code Chapter 7 of Division 1 of Title 2 provides
the basic legal authorities for emergency management in the state.

The state's 58 counties are grouped into three OES Administrative Regions -
Coastal, Inland, and Southern. The operational area of Plumas OES encompasses
Plumas County and all the political subdivisions located within its boundaries. On-
scene responders such as law enforcement, fire services and public works
personnel conduct direct response activities. Independent agencies can augment
the American Red Cross and other relief agencies.

California Government Code, Section 8607, requires the development of a
Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS), which is a uniform
method for managing emergencies. Local government agencies must use SEMS to
be eligible for State reimbursement of eligible response related personnel costs
resulting from a disaster.

California State Government Code, Section 8610 states Counties and cities may
create disaster councils by ordinance. A disaster council shall develop plans for
meeting any condition constituting a local emergency or state of emergency. The
Multi-Agency Coordination Group is the local disaster council in Plumas County
and is composed of key personnel from:

Environmental Health Department
Public Health Department
HAZMAT Response Team

Fire Department Representatives
Sheriff’s Office

Highway Patrol

Public Works Department

Road Department

Board of Supervisors
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40



10.CAO of Plumas County

11.Clerk to the BOS

12.County Clerk

13.Department of Social Services
14.US Forest Service

15.Cal Trans

16.Plumas Sierra Rural Electric Co-Op.
17.American Red Cross

18.Plumas District Safety Officer
19.City of Portola Administrator
20.Director of Plumas County Office of Emergency Services

California State Government Code, Section 8613 states that “Should an accredited
disaster council fail to comply with the rules and regulations of the Office of
Emergency Services in any material degree, the office may revoke its
certification”.

The Plumas County Office of Emergency Services, working with the Plumas
County Environmental Health Department is responsible for overall pre-
emergency planning and coordination among the various emergency responders.
This includes coordination of emergency assistance between contiguous
jurisdictions.

The State and Federal Governments help local jurisdictions cover the cost of
disasters. To get this help, Plumas County must declare a local emergency within
10 days of the actual occurrence of a disaster. The County must then assess
damages, and apply for aid within 60 days after the Proclamation of a Local
Emergency and contact the State Office of Emergency Services for assistance
information. Federal aid, coordinated by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA), is given at the request of the Governor.

The Office of Emergency Services is responsible for assisting the various county
departments in the preparation and tracking of such claims, and should coordinate
the filing of claims.

As with all mandated government activities an adequate level of funding is critical.
During the interview process it became apparent that there are many funding gaps
in the Plumas Office of Emergency Services. The various agencies have been left
to seek their own funding through grants, special district allocations and fund
raising efforts.
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During the Grand Jury interview process the interviewees were asked if the Office
of Emergency Services has conducted full, "in the field" countywide preparedness
drills to test the system. The general response was that “the personnel in each
department are responsible to make sure that their own departments are safe,
properly trained, know the OES rules, and know their responsibilities in emergency
situations”. Apparently there was a "table top" OES exercise conducted within the
past two years when the only full field exercise was cancelled because of inclement
weather.

It should be noted that on March 11, 2008 the Plumas County Board of Supervisors
accepted the resignation of the Director of the Plumas OES and also his resignation
as the County Fire Marshall.

Findings and Recommendations
Finding #1

The Plumas County Organizational Chart obtained from the Human Resources
Department by the Grand Jury, dated June 12, 2007 does not include the Plumas
Office of Emergency Services, which calls into question the historical chain of
command and the extent of the OES assimilation into Plumas County operations.

Recommendation #1

The Plumas County Organizational Chart should be amended to reflect the proper
chain of command.

Finding #2

While numerous individual emergency responder agencies in Plumas County
possess high levels of training, skill and performance capabilities, there is a lack of
Inter-agency communication and coordination training. This is in direct violation
of the Office of Emergency Services State mandate.

The director and the assistant director have not met on a regular basis with the
effect that the assistant director is not always advised of the current situations.
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Recommendation #2

The Office of Emergency Services, in conjunction with the Environmental Health
Department, should conduct regular disaster exercises with all response agencies
and with voluntary participation of business representatives.

The Director and Assistant Director should meet as frequently as necessary to
insure that the assistant director is fully advised of all situations.

Finding #3

The Multi Agency Coordination Group, which is the local disaster council, does
not meet on a regular basis. It is the responsibility of the Director of Emergency
Services to schedule these meetings.

Recommendation #3

The Multi Agency Coordination Group should meet on a regular basis. The
Director of Emergency Services should schedule these meetings.

Finding #4

There is a serious retention issue concerning the HAZMAT responders. After these
responders are trained, they are often recruited by outside agencies that provide
better compensation.

Recommendation #4

HAZMAT responders who are trained through Plumas County should receive a
pay differential to maintain certification. In addition, they should be required to
sign a contractual agreement stating that they will serve the county for a minimal
time period or reimburse the county for training expenses.

Finding #5

On June 30, 2007 there was a 22-railcar derailment that released toxic chemicals
and residents were ordered to evacuate. The Emergency Command Center was not
activated nor was the Plumas County Emergency Operations Plan implemented.
As a result, post evacuation care was not provided as required by the Plumas
County Emergency Operations Plan.
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Recommendation #5

In the event of future occurrences, the Office of Emergency Services should
activate the Emergency Command Center and implement the Plumas County
Emergency Operations Plan. A reception and care site should be activated to
provide evacuees with information on the incident and directions to temporary
housing.

The Director of Emergency Services should contact the displaced county residents
to mitigate their evacuation expenses and to keep them apprised of the current
situation concerning the cleanup of the site and when it is safe to return to their
residences.

Finding #6

The Director of Emergency Services has not sought reimbursement from the state
and federal governments for Hazardous Spills, Fire Fighting efforts by the Special
District responders, or for the Claremont Dynamite incident in Quincy.
Recommendation #6

The Director of Emergency Services should seek reimbursement through the State
and Federal Governments and follow the procedures set forth in the document that
was adopted by the Plumas County Board of Supervisors on September 13, 2005
by Resolution No. 05-7200.

Finding #7

The Director of Emergency Services has left the grant seeking process to
individual departments.

Recommendation #7

The Director should also be responsible for the coordination of grant writing
activities for the different departments to insure that all needs are being addressed.

Finding #8

The new communication system at the Sheriff’s Office is truly state of the art. The
system is hooked up to all agencies in California so that help can be requested
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quickly. The Communication Center is fully staffed with eight operators. They
have two people on duty 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.

Currently they are working on:
* The reverse 911 system
» Voting receivers that will select the strongest receiver signal automatically
* Wireless broadband communications

Recommendations #8

The Grand Jury commends the Sheriff’s Communication Department and more
specifically, Mike Grant, for the new Communication Center. It has taken a
tremendous effort to bring Plumas County into the 21* century of communications.
And this deserves our gratitude and special recognition. We further recommend
that the Plumas County Board of Supervisors formally recognize Mr. Grant for his
outstanding efforts.

Conclusion

The Plumas County Organizational Chart obtained from the Human Resources
Department by the Grand Jury, dated June 12, 2007 does not include the Plumas
Office of Emergency Services. There is a lack of inter-agency communication and
coordination training. The Multi Agency Coordination Group, which is the local
disaster council, does not meet on a regular basis. There is a serious retention issue
concerning the HAZMAT responders. On June 30, 2007 there was a 22-railcar
derailment that resulted in the release of toxic chemicals, the Emergency
Command Center was not activated nor was the Plumas County Emergency
Operations Plan implemented. The Director of Emergency Services has not sought
reimbursement from the state and federal governments for Hazardous Spills, Fire
Fighting efforts by the Special District responders, or for the Claremont Dynamite
incident in Quincy. The Director of Emergency Services has left the grant seeking
process to individual departments. The responsibility for correcting these issues
lies with the Plumas County Board of Supervisors and the Director of Emergency
Services.

Currently the Board of Supervisors is seeking a new candidate for the position of

Director of Emergency Services. It is critical that the new director has a clear
understanding of the State and Federal regulations.
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COMPLAINT SUMMARIES

Complaint No. 07/08-1

Nature of Complaint
The complaint was received from an anonymous source.

Response

It is the policy of the Plumas County Grand Jury that all complaints must be in
writing, signed and dated. Therefore, this complaint was not considered by the
Grand Jury.

Complaint No. 07/08-2

Nature of Complaint
The complainant alleged criminal acts by a former county official.

Response
This Plumas County Grand Jury is civil in nature. The complaint did not fall
under the jurisdiction of this Grand Jury.

Complaint No. 07/08-3

Nature of Complaint

The complainant alleged that the “Plumas County Jail has refused to post the
inmate welfare fund in the Library.” The complainant also alleged that “The
dispensing of narcotics and anti-psychotic, psychotic medications by non-qualified
correction personnel, ...it does not fall into correctional duties and is a violation of
the law.”

Response

California Penal Code Section 4025 governs the management of the Inmate
Welfare Fund. This code determines the sources for monies deposited in the fund,
permitted expenditures of the fund and the requirements for accounting of the fund.
There is no requirement that the Inmate Welfare Fund be posted in the jail. The
law requires that, “An itemized report of these expenditures shall be submitted
annually to the Board of Supervisors.”
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California Code of Regulations, Title 15 Section 1216 governs the dispensing of
medications within the county jail. Subsection (b)(7) states, “Delivery of
medication may be done by either licensed or non-licensed personnel, e.g. custody
staff, acting on order of a prescriber.”

Complaint No. 07/08-4

Nature of Complaint
Complainant alleged the Board of Supervisors was in violation of specific chapters
of the Ralph M. Brown Act
1. Chapter V — The elimination of all community residents’ names and
comments opposing the establishment of a drug and alcohol
rehabilitation facility “was a form of viewpoint discrimination...”
2. Chapter VII — The BOS deprived “the public of information which the
members knew or had reason to know the public was entitled to receive.”

Response

With regard to the complaint filed against the BOS, The Plumas County Grand
Jury finds no violation of the provisions of Chapter V of the Ralph M. Brown Act
as indicated in the complaint. Based on what was presented to the Grand Jury
there is nothing to substantiate the necessity for recommending pursuit of criminal
penalties as outlined in Chapter VII of the Ralph M. Brown Act.

Complaint No. 07/08-5

Nature of Complaint
The complainant alleged improper conduct and the unlawful seizure of property by
Plumas County Animal Control Officers.

Response
The Grand Jury investigation revealed that under California Penal Code Section
597.1 (a)(b) the officers acted within the scope of their duties as defined by law.

Complaint No. 07/08-6

Nature of Complaint

The complainant alleged that the Eastern Plumas Health Care Board of Directors
illegally ceded its power to one person, namely the CEO. The complainant also
alleged irregularities with regard to the CEO’s disability claims. The complainant
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also alleged that past Grand Juries were denied access to the CEQO’s personnel
files.

Response

The Grand Jury interviewed the complainant and consulted the District Attorney.
The District Attorney had also received the complaint and had forwarded the
allegations within this complaint to the Office of the State Attorney General for an
opinion. No response has been received as of the writing of this report.

Complaint No. 07/08-7

Nature of Complaint
The complainant alleged negligence on the part of Union Pacific Railroad with
regard to a derailment in the Feather River Canyon that affected the complainant’s
property and business.

Response
The Grand Jury has no jurisdiction over private companies.

Complaint No. 07/08-8

Nature of Complaint

The complainant alleged that the Quincy Fire District has failed to keep the public
informed regarding the use of funds generated by “measure A” on the July, 2006
ballot.

Response

The complaint was received too late for this year’s Grand Jury to accomplish a
proper investigation. The complainant should re-file the complaint with the 2008-
2009 Grand Jury.

Complaint No. 07/08-9

Nature of Complaint
The complainant alleged a violation of his constitutional rights by Officials of
Plumas County.

Response
This complaint does not fall under the jurisdiction of this Grand Jury.
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Complaint No. 07/08-10

Nature of Complaint
The complainant alleged confusion involved with the relocation of a county
sponsored program.

Response

This complaint was received too late in the year for this Grand Jury to conduct a
proper investigation. The complainant should re-file the complaint with the 2008-
2009 Grand Jury.
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PLuMAS COUNTY GRAND JURY HISTORY OF INVESTIGATIONS

Department, Agency, Earlier 2000- 2001- 2002- 2003- 2004- 2005- 2006- 2007-
Program Years 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Administrator/CAO 95-96 X
Agriculture Commissioner
Airport Operations
Alcohol and Drug 95-96 Inc.
Animal Services 95-96 X X X F/U X
95-
Assessor 96,98-99
Auditor/Controller X
Board Of Supervisors X X X X
Building and Planning
Services X X
Clerk/Recorder Inc.
Community Services
Districts X
County Counsel
District Attorney 98-99 X
Facility Services 99-00 X X
Fair X X
Farm Advisor
Feather River College Inc. X
Fire Departments X X X F/U
Health Dept./Env. Health
Hospital Districts X
Housing and Comm.
Development

Human Resources 99-00 X

Information Technology 99-00

Jail 98-99 X X X X X X X X

Juvenile Hall X X

Library 98-99

Local Agency Formation

Comm. (LAFCo) X
95-

Mental Health 96,99-00

Museum 98-99

Nutrition Program 95-96

Office of Emergency

Services (OES) X

Plumas Corporation X
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Department, Agency, Earlier
Program Years
Flood Control and Water
Conservation
Public Health Agency
Plumas Unified School
District
Cemetery Districts
Probation 98-99
Public Works 98-99
Recreation Districts 95-96
Sheriff/Coroner 98-99
Soual_Serwces/PubIlc 95-96
Guardian
Treasurer/Tax Collector 98-99
Veteran's Services 95-96
Key
F/U Follow up
Inc. Incomplete

2000-
2001

2001-
2002

o1

2002-
2003

2003- 2004-
2004 2005
X X

X
X X
X
X

2005-
2006

2006-
2007

2007-
2008



