Modoc County Grand Jury

FY 2005-2006 Report

June 20, 2006






Modoc County Grand Jury
FY 2005-2006 Report

Table of Contents
INTRODUCTION

FUNCLIONS Of the Grand JULY........ccouuiiiii e e e e e e eaaas 2
[T [0 oS I ] £ = AR UPUPRPPIN 3
ACKNOWIBAGEMENTS ...ttt e e e e eeaas 3
FOrEPEISON'S LeIAE . cu i e e e e e 4
2005-2006 Grand JUIY ROSEEI........oiiuuiiiiii et e e e e et e et e e e 5
NOLICE t0 RESPONUENLS. ... ittt e e et e et e e e e e e eabneaees 6

GRAND JURY REPORTS

Note: Responses are required from the officials and entities (Respondents)
that are shown in italics at the end of individual reports.

EDUCATION et e e e e e 7

Modoc County Charter School

Modoc County Office of Education

Modoc Joint Unified School District
Surprise Valley Joint Unified School District
Tulelake Joint Unified School District

GENERAL GOVERNMENT ... e 9

Complaint from citizen
Proposed upgrades to the city sewer system
Board of Supervisor’'s Salary Survey

HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES ..., 10

Complaints from citizens

HOSPIT AL . e 11
MOAOC MEAICAl CONLEL.......iieeti ettt e e e e e et e e e eaa e eeeen 11

LAW ENFORCEMENT ... 19
Required Annual Inspection of Devil's Garden ConservatianCa.............cccuveeennnn. 19
Required Annual Inspection of Modoc County Jail...........ccceuiiiriiiiniiiiiinieiiiieeeens 19
S N RSV o DRI PPT 19
Complaints received from CILIZENS ........ooiiiiiiiee e 20

SPECIAL DISTRICTS / AUDITS.. .o 21
AUdits fOor SPeCial DISIIICES. .. .cuu i 21
Conflict of Interest Laws for Special DIStriCLS.........covuviiiiiiiiiiieiiicce e, 22

2005/2006 Grand Jury Report Page 1of 24 6/20/2006



Functions of the Grand Jury

The Grand Jury is part of the judicial branch of theegpment, mandated by the California
Constitution, and is an arm of the Superior Court. giti@ary function of the Grand Jury is to
examine local government. The Penal Code states thel Guay is specifically:

Mandated to conduct civil investigations and audits of City and County
Government, to insure efficient and proper operation of all local government, and
to detect and expose fraud and malfeasance.

The Grand Jury addresses citizen complaints and condwetgigations to act as a "watchdog”
for the citizens of Modoc County.

The Grand Jury is appointed and sworn in early July df gaar and serves until June 30 of the
next year.

The Grand Jury reviews and evaluates the performanoealfgovernment officials and entities,
focusing orprocedures, methods and systems (not polices), to determine if more efficient and
economical measures might be employed and if procedigd®amg followed. The Grand Jury
has three ways to exercise its powers:

1. Reports Published reports evaluating local government condjtipeserally addressing
specific issues, with findings and recommendations. Then@doard of Supervisors,
City Council or affected agency musimment on each recommendation as per Penal
Code 933.05. (When crimes are not charged but suspected] speaiss with
documentation may refer specific issues to other authority

2. Accusations Formal written complaints accusing a governmentiaffior employee of
misconduct. (Conviction would result in removal froffiag/duties rather than criminal
penalties.)

3. Indictments Formally charging a person with a crime.
The Grand Jury is specifically authorized to:

* Inspect and audit local entity records, insuring proper agal &countings of public
record.

* Investigate and report on performance of special distoictcommissions.

» Evaluate conditions of jails and detention centers witgncounty.

* Investigate charges of misconduct by public officials opleyees.

* Investigate and report on "questionable practices" of sgehcies or officials.

The Grand Jury also receives complaints from citizéagiag mistreatment by officials,
suspicions of misconduct, or government inefficienci¢hile keeping all complaints
confidential, each is acknowledged and considered by thed: ghase accepted under Grand
Jury jurisdiction are investigated carefully before actyom is taken.

2005/2006 Grand Jury Report Page 2 of 24 6/20/2006



LARRY L. DIER

superior Court Judge  VMIQIDOQC COUNFY-SUPERIOR COURT

| VICKI L. HUGHES
FRANCIS W BARCLAY Robert A. Barclay Justice Center

Court Executive Officer
Superior Court Judge
205 South East Street * Alturas, CA 96101
Phone (530)233=6526—+Fax—(530) 233-6500

July 1, 2006
To: Grand Jury Members
Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

| want to take this opportunity to express my appreciatiort@dppreciation of the
Superior Court to all the members of the 2005-2006 Modoc Couatyd@ury for a job
well done. Your diligence, dedication and hard work isectéld in this year's report.

| want to specifically recognize and extend a speciaktlyan to Alan Hopkins for his
effective and objective leadership as this year's Forepets Kelly Poindexter for her
work as Secretary during her tenure; and, to Greg Somdiis technical expertise in
preparing the final report.

Serving as a Grand Juror is not an easy task and | coneaehdand every one of you
for your sincere effort and commitment to addressingtmplex, varied and sensitive
issues presented to you.

Thanks once again for a job well done and especiatlyase of you that are completing
your second term and to those of you that have agreedv® & second term, as your
extra service provides valuable guidance and lends negessdinuity to the process.

Sincerely,

< é O M}

Francis W. Barclay
Modoc County Superior Court Judge
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M odoc County Grand Jury
205 South East Street
Alturas, California 96101

June 20, 2006

The Modoc County Grand Jury began work in July, 2005 withinitial selection of the jury by
Judge Francis Barclay. The jury had two full days ohingi with Dr. Bruce Olson and began
work with the formation of various committees to enthe aspects of the jury’s purview.

The committees included Special Districts, Educatione@diisovernment, Law Enforcement,
Hospital, Health and Human Services, Audit and Finanesnihg and Environment, and Ad
Hoc. Each member was assigned to at least one comnittieimost members had two
committees. The Foreperson was an ex-officio membeach committee.

The Grand Jury met once a month in the Alturas Cit} ¢tembers and received complaints
each meeting and set up the appropriate committee tongkspo

This report contains the result of the investigatiomgired by law or suggested by citizen
complaints. Most of our investigations were completkadyvever, there were some that we were
prevented from completing by time constraints and whrehbeing recommended to the
incoming 2006-2007 Grand Jury.

| wish to thank the members of this years Grand Juhe miembers worked diligently and gave
untold hours of their time on behalf of this civic dutywas an honor for me to serve with such
a distinguished group.

We all come away from our service with a heightenedramess and respect for the role of the
Grand Jury in the Modoc community.

Alan L. Hopkins, Foreman
2005-2006 Modoc County Grand Jury

2005/2006 Grand Jury Report Page 4 of 24 6/20/2006



Acknowledgements

The Grand Jury wishes to acknowledge the help of Judge FEaracky during the year in
dealing with various issues, both legal and practical.

We also wish to thank Modoc Superior Court staff: VickigHes and Linda Ostoja for help and
logistical support.

Our thanks go also to all individuals, County department hasadl®mployees for their
cooperation and assistance in our investigations.

Finally, we thank the City of Alturas, and the offitcaf§ for providing the Grand Jury with a
meeting room for our regular and committee meetings.

2005-2006 Modoc County Grand Jury

2005-2006 M odoc County Grand Jury Roster

Jayne Biggerstaff, Alturas
Louise Dunn, Alturas
Evelyn Farber, Alturas
John Fogerty, Alturas

Wes Geer, Alturas
Adelaide Hagerman, Alturas
William Hall, Alturas

Lynette Harris, Cedarville

Alan Hopkins, Alturas
Elizabeth Ingraham, Davis Creek
Chad Jessup, Alturas
Christine Jobe, Alturas
Patricia Malson, Alturas
Linda Le Neave, Davis Creek

Greg Small, Fort Bidwell

Victoria Szutyowicz, Alturas
Curt Talbott, Alturas

2005/2006 Grand Jury Report Page 5 of 24 6/20/2006



Notice to Respondents

Response Requirements

On January 1, 1997, an extensive change in the legal rewunte affecting respondents and
responses to the Grand Jury Findings and Recommendationsftectk(California Penal Code
Section 933.05). Each respondent identified in this report gdhmdome familiar with the law
and, if in doubt, should consult legal counsel before mdipg.

How to Respond to Findings

For the assistance of all respondents, California IRéade Section 933.05 is summarized as
follows:

The Respondent (person or entity) miestpond to Findings in one of two (2) ways, stating tha
1. You agree with the Finding.

2. You disagree wholly or partially with the Finding; in waihicase, the response shall

specify the portions(s) of the Finding that is disputed, hall include an explanation of

the reasons for the disagreement.

How to Report Action in Response to Recommendations

Recommendations by the Grand Jury require actions(gs) RElspondent must identify action(s)
on all recommendations in one of four (4) ways, sgativat the recommendation:

1. Has been implemented, with a summary of implenteatévities.

2. Has not yet been implemented, but will be imple&m the future, with activities and
time frames for implementation.

3. Requires further analysis or study. In such case, theelguires a detailed outline of the
analysis and time frame not to exceed six (6) monthghé&r, the complete analysis or
study must be submitted to the officer, director or gowgr board of the entity being
investigated.

4. Will not be implemented because it is either una@ed or unreasonable with an
explanation(s) and supporting facts.

Timing of Responses and Actionsto Findings and Recommendations:

As stated in Penal Code Section 933(c), for 45 days d&igeend of the term, the Grand Jury
foreperson or designees shall, upon reasonable notiesablable to clarify recommendations in
the report. No later than 90 days after the grand jury gakamiinal report on the operations of
any public agency, the governing body of any public agency sutgegrand jury reviewing
authority, shall comment to the presiding judge of thwpesior court on findings and
recommendations. Every elected official or agency headwhich the grand jury has
responsibility shall comment within 60 days to the judgghefsuperior court with a copy sent to
the Board of Supervisors.
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Grand Jury Reports
EDUCATION

Areas of Study:

e Modoc County Charter School

* Modoc County Office of Education

* Modoc Joint Unified School District

» Surprise Valley Joint Unified School District
» Tulelake Joint Unified School District

General Report:

Members of the Grand Jury interviewed the Superintendéetsch school district as well as the
head administrator of the Charter School. Jurors disduaseing sources, technology plans,
maintenance plans, drug testing, test scores, and futprevaments.

| ssues:
No complaints were received regarding any districtrd lage issues of concern by the Jurors.

Findings:

Modoc County Office of Education

The Modoc County Office of Education serves as thedmaiand intermediate unit operating
between the local school districts and the State iD@pat of Education.

The enrollment figures for the following school distsias of October 2005:

430 students in the Modoc County Charter School

160 students in Modoc County Office of Education Programs
936 students in Modoc Joint Unified School District

550 students in Tulelake Joint Unified School District

157 students in Surprise Valley Joint Unified School Distric

Most Modoc County schools face-declining enrolimertticlv impacts the budgets of all school
districts. While most districts face budget cuts, oualalstricts are working on budget
realignment and cost savings versus program cuts.

Modoc Charter School

The Modoc Charter School does not face declining enratimed has maintained an average of
420-440 students over the past 5 years. Test scores ratabatverthe state averages and the
school just finished an accreditation visit from thestéen Association of Schools and Colleges.
A preliminary report indicates the Modoc Charter S¢hab get the highest six-year
accreditation. The new director will bring experiencéhim duties of running a charter school
and any problems with funding and state mandates shoulteb=edd. The charter school will
still maintain a half-time counselor. The biggest chdngé¢he school has been the relocation
from Redding to Alturas.
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Modoc Joint Unified School District

The Modoc Joint Unified School District (MJSUD) hakda an aggressive approach to
maintenance of their buildings and school grounds asdvisually apparent with its beauty,
appearance and cleanliness. MJUSD's staff should be coatedttdr their fine work.

MJUSD has hired a full time counselor and the High Schasltaken strides to improve student
services.

MJUSD has fallen behind in the technology department entegears but has hired an outside
contractor to do a technology audit this year andastablishing a new technology plan for the
next 5 years. MJUSD hired an outside contractor to rdii iBepartment saving roughly
$50,000 a year. The Technology Department has the abibigciare the e-rate funding for the
District's IT system, which in the past has beenns@ient at best. This Technology Plan should
be a focus in the upcoming years. In the past year MAESDmplemented new software that
will track student attendance and next year parents gvélde to access student reports,
attendance, scores and current grades.

MJUSD should be pleased at the improvements at ModddI®School, featuring a new
updated science room and active boards in most classrbtivt$.has clear leadership in place
and staff has a clear vision. MMS's PE program has gnatera first class learning experience.
MJUSD has a strong reading program at AES and the RgRa&icovery program is a main
reason. Test scores are improving at all sites, andhpr@vement is seen within each
graduating class and not compared between the graduatingsclass

Overall MJUSD hiring of local and highly motivated admirasors bodes well for the future.

Tulelake Joint Unified School District

The Tulelake Joint Unified School District (TJISUDRicelling in the area of technology.
Tulelake is the top District in our county as far ahtelogy and set the standard for other
Districts to try and achieve.

Tulelake's approach to education has led to improved te#ssat all levels and many of the
students are from Spanish speaking only families.

The TJUSD also is implementing an aggressive maintenaaneand has in place new
community and school facilities.

Tulelake High School is currently sending over 50% ofjesduating students on the college.

Surprise Valley Joint Unified School District

The Surprise Valley Joint Unified School District (S\&ID)) is in the process of hiring or
promoting a new Technology Director that will work witletBoard of Trustees to develop their
current 5-year technology plan.

The district’'s maintenance program falls short whemgared to other districts in the county.
The areas that need to be addressed are the appeartrebuidings, both inside and out and
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grounds at both the high school and elementary schoelSYJUSD has a new Agriculture
Building that is the centerpiece of the campus. Thén&itcat SVIJUSD is another bright spot at
SVJUSD. Superintendent has stated he will work witrBiard of Trustees to develop a more
aggressive maintenance plan.

The SVJUSD has worked hard to implement a student/t¢pahent interactive system that
allows all involved to check on homework, grades, missisggaments while maintaining the
confidentiality.

Recommendations:

The Surprise Valley Joint Unified School District stibdevelop a short term and a long-term
maintenance plan that reflects a learning environmersdtfments Surprise Valley. This goal
should include that all buildings meet codes that are geovby the State of California in
regards to schools. Safety for all staff and students beustade a priority.

Respondents:
Superintendent of Surprise Valley Joint Unified Schoottigis

GENERAL GOVERNMENT

Areas of Study:

* Complaint regarding misuse of County vehicle by a memb#reoBoard Supervisors

» Alturas City Council meeting(s) regarding proposed upgradg®etoity sewer system

» Survey/study of salaries, etc., of comparable couatiesquest of Board of Supervisors, and
recommendations regarding same for the compensatitve dlodoc County Board
members

Findings:

Regarding misuse of County vehicle by a specific Board lmeenthe complainant had received
a response from the Grand Jury of fiscal year 2004-2005 additbssspecific issue.

Pursuant to P.C. 888, the Grand Jury members attended yhaf lturas Council meeting of
Jan. 26, 2006 to hear discussion of upgrades to the city sgstem. All were advised of the
estimated project cost(s), grant amount and city exp@ihsejoint meeting of City Council and
Board of Supervisors' May 23, 2006 meeting concerning annexatibe afill property and
bio-mass plant was also attended.

The Grand Jury obtained salary survey and compensatammiafion from fourteen nearby and
comparable counties. The Grand Jury met, prepared spreadstiggbvided Modoc County
Board of Supervisors with their recommendation, wherarfound that an increase of
compensation would be unwarranted at this time due to théh&tdhe board members have
been receiving the same cost of-living increase as MGdaomty employees for the past several
years. Any extra meetings or responsibilities, whichBbard has taken upon itself, do not
constitute adequate reason for an increase during thesedindeclining revenue.
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Suggestion:

Future Grand Juries continue to attend City of Alturasr€o meetings and Board of
Supervisors' meetings to remain cognizant of developmehegflanned sewer system upgrade,
the (hopefully) forthcoming bio-mass plant operation faridre community/county

development.

Recommendations: None

Respondents. None

HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Areas of Study:

» Letter of complaint in regard to Modoc County Familyu@aecision in regards to
placement of minor children in the home of ex-spouse

» Letter of complaint (unsigned) against a Child ProtecSigevice employee in regards to
absenteeism.

Findings:

Members of the Grand Jury met with the Modoc Countyilya@ourt Mediator concerning the
child custody issues of the complaint. The mediator bgadicial powers, works with children
and provides a parenting plan when needed. If an amicalgeragnt is not possible between
parents, the mediator makes recommendations to the @bercourt may, at that time, establish
a parenting plan that can best serve the intergseathildren.

Members of the Grand Jury met with the Child ProtecteeviSe (CPS) in reference to the child
custody case. The policy and procedure of the CPS ispomd to referrals, and to substantiate
and investigate these referrals. Referrals are usuatlg tmalaw enforcement, and court
mediators. Child Protective Services has forty-eight itumake a decision. Investigations and
determinations are completed within ten to thirty daydSdid not find evidence that the
custody court order should be changed.

Members of the Grand Jury met with the Alturas Poliepd&tment in regards to the above
custody case. Police Chief, Ken Barnes, had nothing taaaéd on the complaint information.

Members of the Grand Jury received information that bise@tee Child Protective Service
employee was actually under doctor's care during thedfrtiee alleged absenteeism.

Recommendation:

The child custody complainant should petition the Modoar®pFamily Court for
reconsideration of decision.

Respondents: None
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HOSPITAL

Area of Study:
* Modoc Medical Center (MMC)

Background:

History of Finances and Debt at Modoc Medical Centavi@®l

The following facts have been confirmed by the Modom@idury with the County Auditor.

The Warnerview Skilled Nursing Facility was bought onaséepurchase agreement in June
1990. That created a long-term liability. The structurédnaf transaction was such that it would
not use tax funds nor require any new tax levy.

The total amount of the commitment was $2,515,000. Ittavhs paid from revenues of the
Modoc Medical Center (MMC). The annual payments rangau $65,000 to $220,000
concluding on June 1, 2010. The interest rate (APR) vaioed 6.10% to 7.25%.

During the mid-90s the MMC did not generate enough revenomke the payments on the
long-term Warnerview debt. That is when the debt tcCihenty of Modoc began to climb. Now,
with the census of Warnerview at a low of 42 residaMa;nerview is again losing money.

Over the years on three or more occasions, monies wgexd from the Tobacco Securitzation
Fund (State of California) toward the Warnerview delite long-term debt regarding
Warnerview was fully retired by the payment of $1,459,000 ccebBwer 1, 2002.

That did not mean that the “hospital debt” went awéliat it did mean was that the annual
payments from the MMC stopped. But, like almost all $makl hospitals, there is an operating
deficit (cash deficit, see the table below). The detiteiase under the new CEO has been
$945,674 from Nov 30, 2005 to May 31, 2006.

Eir?g?‘]IUYneear Eﬂé\/ll)? Modoc Medical Center Debt
30 6,000,000

1995 $ 72,544

1996 $ 696,149 5,000,000 1

1997 $ 2,406,717

1998 $ 3,328,396 4,000,000 1

1999 $ 3,026,529

2000 $ 3,194,169 3,000,000 1

2001 $ 3,459,308

2002 $ 3,173,498 2,000,000 1

2003 $ 3,749,656

2004 $ 3,919,663 1,000,000 -

2005 $ 4,311,011

2006* $ 5,531,097 0 -

* through May 31, 2006 @qﬁ @qb '@q’\ @q‘b @q‘b @00 @0"’ @0'1' @0'5 ,19&‘ ,190% @QG
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University of Southern California Study of the MMC

In February 1999, the University of Southern California@ySpent an intensive week
consulting for MMC. The findings of that 9-member te&ural Access (RAP), were presented
in a detailed report dated April 19, 1999. That report isprehensive, including all matters of
budget, management, roles and timeline for implementatio

“Skills assessment and training is essential, partigulathe clinical services. An
educational plan was sorely needed.”

Administration

The USC report suggested that the highest-ranking adratoistturrently on staff be
promoted to CEQ, their plan involved much training, educatimhre-orientation. The
USC stressed that the new CEO, would provide the fabilgy at top management in
over ten years.

Business Opportunities
The USC report stressed the need to reopen the Home ideadtland the Dental
Service.

Governance
The USC report stated that The Board of Supervisors ladeal distractions and
thereby constrained meaningful public dialogue.

Board of Trustees

The USC report analyzed the role of the Board of Trgshseestablished by the Board of
Supervisors on January 22, 1991. USC made the recommena&tidwsition the Board
of Trustees to assume primary leadership and governanb®@r.” The USC report

said of the Board of Trustees: “Their patience carasutrudgery and their generosity
can make the impossible possible.”

The USC'’s report provided very detailed recommendati@agne were highly technical. A
Health Care Options Task Force was a prominent featuheeddSC recommendation. They
observed: “The negative image of the Medical Centso isntrenched in the community that a
new model will need to be created from the ground up.”

Hospital Union

There are currently three United Public Employees of@ala bargaining units in Modoc
County. They cover non-exempt employees: the Hogpitigl the Sheriff's Office unit, and the
General Unit (for all other non-exempt county emplayegll three units have Memorandums
of Understanding (MOUSs) between the Union and the Coaffiyodoc.

The main differences between the Hospital and the iI@edait MOUs are:
» The Hospital has 6 days of paid holiday, the General hast15.25 days
» The County contributes $336.80 for Hospital employee inserahe County contributes
$845.92 for General Unit employees
» The Hospital has more restrictive work hours thanGkaeral Unit.
» The Hospital provides for continuing education with npaesfic reference to financial
support.
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The differences between the General Unit and Hosgiéabne reason why hospital employees
look for jobs in other county agencies. For example, 12&eoworkforce at the Department of
Health Services (which includes the Public and Mental Héxdpartments, Alcohol and Drug,
and Environmental Services) worked at the hospital.

General Report:

The Grand Jury interviewed 23 people, of whom 7 were fomMC employees, 11 current
MMC employees including 6 in management, 2 Police Offjcetsusiness CEO/Manager and 1
member of the former MMC Board of Trustees. The Gramg teviewed the 7-1-05 through 6-
30-06 MOU between Modoc County and the UPEC Local 792 (Medimgl Detailed notes
were written for all interviews. The Grand Jury anady#gese notes to identify issues.

Issues: Six (6) separate complaints were received during thedesfuithe 2005-2006 Modoc
Grand Jury. One (1) complaint was dropped after 7 montimvesgtigation. One (1) complaint
will be held over for next years Grand Jury. Issuestifiet in the complaints are:

* Unlawful Discharge of employees

» Staff working outside their scope of work

* Volunteers working outside their scope of work.

* Current CEO does not meet qualification for the pasiie defined by the Board of
Supervisor’s policy and bylaws.

» TB Skin test for entire staff done at the same time

* MMC Employee Fund

» Exempt Status of Employees

* OnCall Time

* Billing Fraud

* New Plan for Ambulance Services

* No Maintenance Plan for Ambulance Service

* Disputed property ownership

* Management is not responsive to requests from emplogedzain a copy of their
personnel file or prompt return of personal itemspfeihg termination of employment

* Policy and Procedure manual is outdated and obsolete

» Staff are not trained in following the Policy and Pihoe manual

* Inadequate inventory control

Findings:

Commendations

1. The hospital staff has continued to provide quality serand show compassion with all
patients and families.

2. The County Health Officer should be commended fordyialldevotion to the medical
profession and community during a very trying time.

3. X-ray personnel should be commended for doing patidloivaps on mammograms,
for notifying patients of when its time for the annuedttand providing the results.

2005/2006 Grand Jury Report Page 13 of 24 6/20/2006



4. The Hospital Lab is run effectively, and is neat eledn.

5. Renovation of the Warnerview Skilled Nursing Facilitying area is a true asset for
MMC, with new windows, lighting fixtures, and furnitur@nd adding a patio where
patients can plant flowers in raised beds or enjoythidoors with access from the
dining room. Much of the credit goes to the former Gi@ the Rural Indian Health
Clinic for getting the project off the ground.

6. The Warnerview unit is clean and pleasant.

7. The ambulance staff continues to perform at a high stdradat garners numerous
compliments on their professionalism and quick resptomfige needs of the community.

8. Care at the Medical Clinic and the Warnerview 8HilNursing Facility is much
improved.

9. Billing is slowly improving.
10. The MMC is closer to meeting Department of Healttvies (DHS) standards.
11. The MMC has in place a continuing education progrararfgrloyees.

12. Very recently, the following was reported to theddo Grand Jury. A local patient had a
medical emergency that required urgent transport to Rémopatient called 911. Within
minutes the Rural Fire Dept (volunteers) arrived. Vegnsthe ambulance arrived. For
medical reasons the patient had to go to MMC ER befdtmgeénto the aircraft that was
on its way. At the ER, the patient was immediatehetge by an RN and a paramedic.
They took excellent care of him; then the on-call MBvad to confirm the medical
situation. The facilities were adequate. Each of theicaépersonnel was polite, skilled,
professional and efficient. The patient was very falabr impressed with the whole ER
function.

Board of Supervisors

1. The Board of Supervisors did not comply with Board of 8upers policy in hiring the
current CEO. (See Addendum below titkdicle 111, Section 1 Administration, page 18).

2. The Board of Supervisors has not complied with Cowedsuitment and hiring policy in
filing vacant positions at MMC.

3. The Board of Supervisors disbanded the MMC Board of Traste by doing so lost
extensive knowledge of the issues at MMC.

4. The Board of Supervisors has not required MMC staff teiggdBoard of Supervisors
with briefing materials in advance of meetings.
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Personnel Management

1. The Hospital CEO and management staff do not haveaa@blicy on, or understanding
of, how to terminate employees, including how emplsyae to collect personal items.
No proper exit interview policy is in place.

2. All terminations were within the guidelines statechim MOU between the Hospital and
the union.

3. A volunteer at MMC has been working outside the il@gite scope of volunteer duties.
Volunteers should never give direction to employegske personnel decisions, advise
the Board of Supervisors, or have access to any hosgtalds. According to testimony
before the Grand Jury, a volunteer has been givesswagatient charts and other
records in violation of federal law and Health InsuraRoetability and Accountability
Act of 1992 (HIPPA). Her authority has been extendedrexting nurses and staff,
including an instance in which she directed nurses andtstpfbvide obstetrics while
the hospital was not licensed to do so. These testimdar@sy a Grand Jury interview
raise significant concerns about violation of Stat€alifornia DHS rules. Her presence
and actions are found to negatively impact the moradargfioyees, and subject the
County to unnecessary liability.

4. Law requires that all staff have TB test yearlgt having staff tested at the same time is
common practice and is not out of line.

5. A complaint was filed with the City of Alturas Radi Department with regard to funds of
the MMC employees association. This Jury could nafica the details of this case.
The case is currently under investigation and the maitieoe referred to the 2006-2007
Grand Jury for follow-up. Employees of MMC no longer maketributions to this fund
directly from their paychecks.

6. The Hospital union and the Board of Supervisors do na tlaar written definition of
the exempt status of all employees as well as admdgscriptions indicating that status.

7. On call time has been addressed and will be includée inext Hospital MOU.

8. Arreference library of approved methods of codinglaltidg for state and federal
reimbursement has not been developed. Questions regartimg foaud have not been
addressed using state and federal billing fraud hotlines. Epgdogre either unaware of
these hotlines or feel that due to the small workfoardidentiality will be
compromised.

9. The MMC does not have an active Injury lliness PreearPlan (IIPP) and does not take
an active role in the safety of the its employ&®ken the Modoc Grand Jury questioned
a range of employees on this subject none recognizedreramare of any IIPP plan.

10. The ambulance maintenance plan is unclear andvweaather than precise and
proactive. Continued work with the ambulance employeeseded to ensure a top-
guality ambulance service, because the ambulance cdtersthe first contact for the
hospital and a well-run ambulance reflects well @4
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Review of Prior Year Grand Jury Recommendations

The 2005-2006 Grand Jury has reviewed the recommendations fragmetieus year's Grand
Jury and found that there are a number of issues on whit@ Mas made improvements.

* Management has been changed. A CFO was hired and thed @G0 at a later date.

* Reqgistry provider use has been cut significantly.

* A new write-off policy is in place.

* Qutside consultants have been hired and have given remadations. Hazardous
materials alleged in previous Grand Jury Report were notfamd curreninanagement
is following current state approved guidelines for hazardoderiabhandling.

Here are some items that are still in question:

* The Board of Supervisors dissolved the Board of Trustees.

* The Board of Supervisors has not established what mesticates are to be provided by
MMC.

* The Policy and Procedures manual has not been updated tty soithgthe California
State and Federal Government laws and codes.

* The MOU with the Medical Center employees still eiff from the General Unit’s or the
Sheriff's Office’s MOUs in significant areas.

* Nurses and staff are still working outside their licersand certifications. For example,
a member of the staff was asked to act in capacitgspimratory therapist when that
position was no longer under contract.

* The MMC departments do not cross-train their own st@foss-training is needed in
part because of employee turnover. Several conssiltane emphasized this.

Recommendations:

1. The Board of Supervisors is responsible to the coonthhé management and oversight of
the full spectrum of county business. Managing the balspis a governing board is time-
consuming, particularly in that it requires specializedieadge. Re-establishing a Hospital
Board of Trustees is an option that should be consideredier to free the Board of
Supervisors to carry out all its responsibilities effedy. The Board of Trustees members
can be selected so that their cumulative knowledge xgretience covers the full array of
hospital administration and operation.

2. The Modoc Medical Center should clearly enforcelanteer policy that establishes
guidelines and roles of volunteers. Every volunteeukhbave a written agreement clearly
describing duties and responsibilities. The Modoc Grandfihgy that the misuse of
volunteer status undermines the work of the manageameinstaff at the MMC. Volunteers
should never give direction to employees, make pesalatisions, advise the Board of
Supervisors, or have access to any hospital records.

3. The exit interview system must be revamped. Itdsmenended that an exit interview plan
be developed that includes the following features:

» Confidentiality,
e A standard form,
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* An employee option to include a union representativdeiruewed,

« Completed interviews submitted by employee Teparty human resource specialist for
purposes of compiling the information provided by exiting empsysnd preparing
analysis for Board of Supervisors review.

The exit interview plan must be designed to provide theruand the Board of Supervisors
with workplace information, trends in causes for losimplyees, and ways to improve the
workplace and retention. Exiting employees should betaliteep a copy of the interview
form and get a copy of their personnel file on request.

4. The Modoc Medical Center should update and establistjuay lliness and Prevention Plan
(IIPP) that has been approved by the County Risk Managde®n. All employees must
have training in all areas of safety and have regulenmented safety meetings. Every
employee must know about, and where to find, the Injlmgds and Prevention Plan.

5. The Modoc Medical Center should continue working withtwo new ambulance managers
to maintain and improve ambulance maintenance. The &rogmust be designed to be
proactive and not reactive. Ambulance maintenanceldio@ua top priority for any hospital,
particularly in a rural setting.

6. The Modoc Medical Center should develop an accurate@angrehensive inventory control
and property plan. The MMC currently has no clear itmgncontrols and it is therefore not
clear what property is MMC'’s, what is personal to anlegge, or what belongs to another
agency. This has led to at least one legal dispute and spched can be avoided in the
future. Clear guidelines must be in place that givesction on the purchase, loaning out, or
receipt of inventory items, and disposition of propertyanmger meeting the needs of the
MMC.

7. Inthe future, the board of Supervisors should pursue m@emt of hospital CEOs that meet
the job description and standards established by Board oh&qs policy. (See
Addendum below titled\rticle I, Section 1 Administration, page 18).

8. The Modoc Medical Center still looks outdated and &cphasis on maintenance must be a
priority and budgeting for internal and external appearamest be taken seriously.
Appearance and presentation goes a long way in the publid@gsitive example is the
notably improved appearance of the Clinic under its nemager. A short term and long
term maintenance plan needs to be established and puiiohyunced to help promote
change.

9. As emphasized by consultants, agencies such as thedaitClinic must pay close
attention to state and federal billing laws to avoid mbgdility

Respondents:
Modoc County Board of Supervisors

Modoc Medical Center CEO/CFO
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ADDENDUM -Board of Supervisors Policy

ARTICLE IlI
ADMINISTRATION

SECTION 1 — ADMINISTRATOR

The Governing Board shall select and appoint an Admitastrahis will be done through a
panel interview process. The Administrator shall beGbgerning Board’s representative in the
management of the Hospital. The Governing Board and ZZtlghall qualify the Administrator.
Candidates for the position of Administrator must nibetfollowing criteria.

a. EducationGraduation from a recognized college with a MastergrBe, preferably in
hospital and /or business administration. (Two yeeglditional responsible healthcare
administration experience with a Bachelor’s degree beagubstituted for the Master’s
Degree.

1%

b. ExperienceTwo years of experience as an administrator ingghaf a general hospital
or as an assistant administrator of a hospitabor years experience in healthcare
administration (additional healthcare experience ck@pund may be considered.)

c. Knowledge afPrinciples and methods of hospital administraticch anagement;
standards of medical service, budgetary planning and fisoalbtgpersonnel
management; regulations pertaining to hospital operatibesgyrganization and
maintenance of records.

d. Ability to: Plan and execute large-scale administrative prograrhsling preparing
budgets and controlling large expenditures; establish andaimagooperative
relationships with the general public, with medical arleeoprofessional groups, and
with other public agencies and departments of government, coicate effectively in
oral and written form.

The State Department of Health Services shall bei@iif writing whenever a change in
administration occurs.

The Administrator shall be given the necessary authand responsibility to operate the
Hospital in all its activities and departments, subjethégprovisions of Modoc County
Ordinances, policies adopted by the Governing Board andccapfdiFederal and State laws and
regulations. The Administrator shall act as the @uithorized representative of the Governing
Board in all matters in which the Governing Board hagamnally designated some other
person to act.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT

Areas of Study:

* Required Annual Inspection of Devil's Garden ConservatiangCa
* Required Annual Inspection of Modoc County Jail

* 911 System

» Complaints received from citizens

Devil's Garden Conservation Camp

Members of the Grand Jury inspected the Devil's GardeneBa@igon Camp. The camp is
jointly operated by the California Department of Foreatnd Fire and the California Department
of Corrections. During 2005 crews provided the local commasiith 37,016 hours of
conservation work, State agencies with 13,522 hours, Feagraties with 36,240 hours (BLM
11,096, US Forest Service 14,000 and US Fish and Wildlife 10,3929dition crews

responded to 32 fires and provided 44,241 hours in fire fighting. (2885wlow fire season)
The camp still sponsors a bike-refurbishing project and mamiis sign shop. The camp is
commended for all the community services it provides.

Recommendations: None

Respondents: None
Modoc County Jalil

Members of the Grand Jury toured the Modoc countyojeitated by the Modoc County
Sheriff's Office. The capacity of jail is 52 inmatdse jail averages 35 to 38 inmates with
about ten percent being females.

Facilities offered to inmates include a library, redoeatirea and laundry room. Inmates are
assigned to do the cooking, laundry, etc. The jail est®&4 hours a day with three officers
assigned to the facility during the day (0700-1500), during the nyicshiét (1500-2300) two
officers and during the evening (2300-0700) two officers. Thesjaumning efficiently.

Based on an inspection by the State of California's Coores Standards Authority in September
of 2005 a number of issues were pointed out, particulaolse pertaining to procedures and
manuals. The Sheriff's Office has put together the dociatien to comply.

Recommendation:

The Sheriff's Office to continue to follow up on thatstof California's Corrections Standard
Authority’s recommendations.

Respondents:
Modoc County Sheriff's Office

911 System
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The 911 system is complete with all residences indaty identified. All residential 911 calls
come to the Sheriff s Office with cell phone 911 cgtiéng to Susanville.

Recommendation: None

Respondents: None

Complaints Received from Citizens

Issues.

Six separate complaints were received during the teridhe @005-2006 Grand Jury.
1. Mistreatment by a Sheriffs Deputy.

2. Speeding in Adin.

3. Deputy's use of foul language.

4. Deputy publicly divulging sensitive information.
5. Deputy's favoritism.

6. Domestic dispute not handled properly.
Findings:

The Grand Jury interviewed Sheriff Mix and the complaineegarding complaint No. 1, and
found that there was no validity to the complaint, figyotg the complainant of such action.

Complaint No. 2, speeding in Adin, after interviewing 8teeriff, a member of the Highway
Patrol and the Alturas Chief of Police, the speed limAdin has not been surveyed for an
official speed limit by the State of California, noishmany other small communities in the
county including some streets in Alturas. Because ofuihigess the speeding is excessive,
officers do not issue citations since the court will not dgbbizem.

As to complaints 3, 4, and 5 the Sheriff's Office is @aafrthese complaints and has been
working on them to get matters solved.

There was a report of a domestic dispute and it was fdwand tvas no court order specifying the
issues concerning the complaint. Therefore, the offieerno jurisdiction.

Recommendations: None

Respondents:. None
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SPECIAL DISTRICTS/AUDITS

Areas of Study:
* Audits for Special Districts
» Conflict of Interest Laws for Special Districts

Audits for Special Districts

Background:
Special districts are required by law to be audited eaghbyethe County Auditor if no other

proper audit is filed with the Auditor (Government Code 269@)sts are to be borne by each
district. The audit may be done every two years if unaasly requested by the district board
and unanimously approved by the Board of Supervisors, or @veryears if the district’s
budget does not exceed an amount specified by the Boardict®ialso file annual financial
reports with the State Controller (Government Code 53890).

| ssues:
The required audits of special districts have not beghcoming.

Findings:

1. Few special districts have been audited and noneldeavefiled with the County Auditor.

2. The County Auditor now estimates that each audit G?A would cost about $ 1,500.00. It
may be possible to reduce the cost if the audits arerpextbat the same time or on a
schedule convenient to the CPA.

3. Many of the small special districts are staffed byntders and have insufficient funds. The
cost of audits is a significant burden for them.

4. Government Code 29009 does not address non-payment of atslibg@ district, but most
districts have tax funds through the County and can hgetidor the audit.

5. The County Auditor maintains the tax funds of modridis and pays bills on presentation

of the invoice by the district. Many small distrigterk entirely though the Auditor. Many

provide the original invoice for such bill payments. The Aard@ould also handle donated or
outside monies. For districts whose monies and originaices are handled by the Auditor,
the audit process would be much easier and presumablyolisibg.

Dependent districts are covered by the annual County audi

The County Auditor is the initiator of the audits altsection by the districts (Government

Code 26909(a)).

8. The County Auditolhas been doing the annual financial reports to the Statedller for the
districts (Government Code 53890).

9. Sound accounting, audits, filing of audits, and public reakthe audits is important to
efficient and proper government.

N o

Recommendations:

The 2005-2006 Grand Jury recommends as follows:

1. The County Auditor should proceed expeditiously to audgpatial districts that have not
provided audits.
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The Grand Jury recommends the following elements foatiokts:

a. Notify all independent special districts that theyr@quired to participate in an audit as
per Government Code 26909:

1. They must make and file a proper audit with the Auditaddig certain,
or
2. They must provide all original invoices and other fmalhpaperwork as specified by
the Auditor by date certain. They can achieve this by:
a. keeping all of their accounts with the County ancaggrssubmitting original
invoices with payment warrants,
b. or by submitting the paperwork before their scheduled date.

The districts will be charged for the audit by the Aoadita fixed amount or rate should
be specified). Future audit expense can be reduced by sagnaittequest to the Board
of Supervisors for a two or five year audit scheduleithahanimously approved by the
district’s governing board as per Government Code 26909(§o $dme cost reduction
might be achieved as above.

b. Contract with a CPA to do all of the district agdor hire a part-time or temporary audit
staff member. At the estimated $ 1,500.00 per audit and 3G atldit is $ 45,000.00.
From the reports to the State Controller, the Auditat CPA might negotiate a lower
bulk contract based on size of district budgets. Negagidhe audit schedule for the
convenience of the CPA or doing all of the audits & time might lower the cost.

c. Consider including the district audits in the annual @oandit contract if it would
reduce the cost. The two and five year audits could kedlatdd with a certain number
each year.

d. The first audit should cover the past five yearsagklio the last filed audit whichever is
the lesser. Future audits or audit filing would occur anpuatl every two or five years
if a 26909(f) schedule is approved.

2. The County Board of Supervisors should proceed expedytitmsistablish five year and two
year audits under Government Code 26909(f):

a. Pass a resolution specifying maximum annual budget fdivehgear audit class.

b. Develop a list of districts, which the Board would amerfor the five or two year audits.
c. Unanimously approve applications from the approvedidstpon their proper request.
Do the above as soon as possible and notify the Cédwaior of the five year qualification

amount and the approved five and two year list, so thautis may proceed faster. Absent
these steps, annual audits are required by law.

Respondents:
County Auditor

County Board of Supervisors
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Conflict of Interest Laws for Special Districts

Background:

Special districts are subject to California conflict dénest laws and regulations. Government
Code Title 9 prohibits public officials from using theirio#l position to influence a decision in
which they have a financial interest (GC 87100), requiras thedisclose financial interests that
might be affected by their official actions (GC 87200} districts must adopt and file a
Conflict of Interest Code (GC 87300). Additionally, AB1234 regsiithat any kind of
compensation or reimbursement to district officials nlmesby a written policy and filed expense
reports (GC 53232), and the officials must take a two hdbic®training” every two years (GC
53235).

| ssues:

Many of the small special districts are staffed by vtdars. The disclosure filing is
intimidating. The Conflict of Interest Code filing isr@using and time consuming. The new
compensation and ethics training law is another time iaaddial burden.

Findings:

1. Special districts have complied with the financiatttisure requirement (Form 700). Some
potential candidates have chosen not to serve bedaifbng is public and otherwise
private matters must be disclosed, and some becaassigstinderstanding of the
requirements. The County Clerk is the “filing officéot special district Form 700s.

2. Many small districts were exempted from filing Confoétinterest Codes by Board of
Supervisors resolution 95-08, however this exemption magngel be valid (Fair Political
Practices Commission Regulation 18751). 95-08 also providéeshe list may be amended
by the Board.

3. Some districts have not filed and received approvdieaf Conflict of Interest Codes. The
County Board of Supervisors is the code reviewing body (@owvent Code 82011(b) and
87303). The filed codes may further limit or add to the typgelsalosures required by Form
700 and therefore affect (1) above.

4. AB1234 ethics courses are being developed for in-persaitgmor on-line use, and most
involve costs and fees. AB1234 also requires a writterbrgi®ement and compensation
policy, and keeping of public records thereof. Retenticetlucs training records is also
required.

5. The County has general welfare responsibility andgpleeial districts provide necessary
services.

2005/2006 Grand Jury Report Page 23 of 24 6/20/2006



Recommendations:

The 2005-2006 Grand Jury recommends as follows:

1.

4.

That the County Clerk prepare a general guide docuimeRbfm 700 that points to or
guotes the sections that describe what does not needdpdréed, and is more specific
about requirements for each specific district type wareapproved Conflict of Interest Code
applies.

That the Board of Supervisors review and update resoBHi€)8 to include Canby Fire and
other small districts. This should include verificattbat exemptions can still be granted
under current law.

That the Board of Supervisors order the non-exemptotésto submit a Conflict of Interest
Code (Government Code 87304), and work with them in preparingpgordving the codes.
A prototype could be developed for use by the small but numetistricts such as cemetery
and fire protection, if they can no longer be exempte@uRBPC Regulations. Provisions of
the Conflict of Interest Codes could specify disclosemquirements that might ameliorate
candidate concerns about Form 700. While the districtsl apgeal to the Fair Political
Practices Commission for this help, that might noteséine interests of Modoc County.

The County should include the special districts iplass for AB1234 Ethics training.

Respondents:
County Clerk

County Board of Supervisors
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