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PLUMAS COUNTY GRAND JURY
2016-2017 Final Report - PROBATION DEPARTMENT- HOW IS IT FUNCTIONING?

SUMMARY

The Plumas County Probation Department has had five Chief Probation Officers, in the last six years.
There are serious deficiencies in this department’s performance, negatively impacting the County’s
judicial system. In the absence of a Chief Administrative Officer it is the Board of Supervisors
responsibility to directly supervise the Probation Department. There has been a lack of coordination
between other county departments and the Probation Department because the Board of Supervisors
has not provided sufficient supervision.

BACKGROUND

The Probation Department is a critical component of the Plumas County Judicial system. It is
responsible for the administration of adult and juvenile probation programs in the county. The Grand
Jury made the decision to form a committee to investigate the Probation Department due to continued
turnover in Probation Department management and recent conflicts within the Plumas County
Community Corrections Partnership (PCCCP). It should be noted that at the current time the Alternative
Sentencing Program is under the oversight of the District Attorney’s office.

METHODOLOGY

The Grand Jury committee attended or reviewed:

e PCCCP meetings
e Available PCCCP video minutes of meetings
e PCCCP subcommittee available agendas and minutes

The Grand Jury committee conducted multiple interviews with:

e The Chief Probation Officer

e The Supervising Probation Officer

e Four members of the Board of Supervisors
Plumas County Sheriff

The District Attorney

Two Superior Court Judges

The Auditor/Controller

The Grand Jury committee reviewed the following documents:

e Interdepartmental correspondence

e Newspaper articles

e Plumas County Probation Information Sheet

e Monthly summary Probation Report

e Example of an individual Probation report

e County of Plumas web-site

e Recommendation for Daily Reporting Center and Alternative Sentencing to the PCCCP by a
member of the Board Supervisors

e Relevant Penal Codes
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DISCUSSION

The Plumas County Grand Jury committee investigated the inner workings of the Probation Department.
The Probation Department is mandated and serves a critical function to the County. Under the
supervision of the Board of Supervisors, the Probation Department is responsible to manage the
County’s adult and juvenile probation programs. Interviews were conducted to better understand the
day to day functionality of the Probation Department’s interaction with law enforcement and the court
system.

In 2011, Governor Edmund G. Brown Jr. signed Assembly Bill (AB) 109 and AB 117. Historic legislation
that was designed to help California close the revolving door of low-level inmates cycling in and out of
State prisons. The Plumas County Community Corrections Partnership was established to be in
compliance with the law and is composed of the following six-member panel:

Erin Metcalf, Chief Probation Officer, chairs the PCCCP

Janet Hilde, Superior Court Judge---Designee Deborah Norris
David Hollister, District Attorney

Greg Hagwood, Sheriff

Doug Prouty, Public Defender

Bob Brunson, Behavior Health Director

The Grand Jury committee found that due to the repeated turnover in the Chief Probation Officer
position, the Daily Reporting Center and Alternative Sentencing Programs were transferred from the
Probation Department to the District Attorney’s office to ensure that these critical programs operate
efficiently. There is a contentious environment during PCCCP meetings which pits department heads
both elected and appointed against each other. Nothing demonstrates this more than the PCCCP
meeting reported in the March 29, 2017 Chester Progressive newspaper. Since there is no Chief
Administrative Officer (CAO) in place, there is no supervision to mediate interdepartmental disputes.

The Grand Jury also found that the Probation and Behavioral Health departments have not signed a
Drug Court Program Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that the other PCCCP members have signed
which has resulted in the termination of this long-time program.

The March 29, 2017 Chester Progressive reported that Lori Simpson, Chairperson of the Plumas County
Board of Supervisors said that she didn’t understand how things could proceed. What she saw
happening was members of the assembled group attacking various departments. And it's been “going
on for years and years and years,” she said “If we’re going to get something done, who's going to do it,”

Poorly written and incomplete reports submitted to the court cause numerous problems for the
prosecutor, the public defender, and the courts. The Grand Jury found that the current Probation
Department is under staffed, not fully trained in critical areas of responsibility and lacks practiced
internal management.

Normally oversight of the Chief Probation Officer would be the responsibility of a CAO. The decision of
the Board of Supervisors to not hire a CAO has placed the responsibility of hiring and oversight of the
Chief Probation Officer onto the Board of Supervisors. The Grand Jury has found that with the noted
deficiencies in the Probation Department, there has not been a documented review of the Chief
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Probation Officer during the eight months that the Chief Probation Officer has served. It was also found
that the County has no written policy for probationary period reviews of newly hired department heads.

Findings
F1 The Grand Jury finds that the Board of Supervisors, in assuming the oversight role of a County
Administrative Officer, is ultimately responsible for the Probation Department’s success or failure.

F2 The Grand Jury finds that Plumas County currently does not have a formal review policy for newly
hired Department Heads.

F3 The Grand Jury finds that court reports that have significant deficiencies will negatively impact the
judicial system.

F4 The Grand Jury finds that the Drug Court is a critical part of the Plumas County Judicial system.

F5 The Grand Jury finds that having a BOS member on the PCCCP would provide help to resolve
differences.

F6 The Grand Jury finds that the current status of the Daily Reporting Center and Alternative
Sentencing Program within the District Attorney’s office is working.

F7 The Grand Jury finds that there have been five Probation Chiefs over a six-year period which has
contributed to the disruption of the Judicial system.

RECOMMENDATIONS

R1 The Grand Jury recommends, in the absence of a County Administrative Officer, the Board of
Supervisors take a more active role in the training and support of the Chief Probation Officer.

R2 The Grand Jury recommends the Board of Supervisors establish a formal performance review policy
for newly hired department heads.

R3 The Grand Jury recommends the Board of Supervisors see that the Probation Department staff
receives report writing training to the satisfaction of the court.

R4 The Grand Jury recommends that the members of the PCCCP reconcile their differences and rewrite
a new Memorandum of Understanding ( MOU) for the Drug Court.
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R5 The Grand Jury recommends the Board of Supervisors select a Board member to be the seventh
member of the PCCCP.

R6 The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors keep the Daily Reporting Center and
Alternative Sentencing Program within the District Attorney’s office for the next fiscal year.

REQUEST FOR RESPONSES

Pursuant to Penal code section 933.05, the grand jury requests responses as follows:

The Plumas County Board of Supervisors should respond to Findings F1 thru F7 and Recommendations
R1 and R6.

INVITED RESPONSES
The presiding Judge, District Attorney and Sheriff may respond to the entire report.

The governing bodies indicated above should be aware that the comment or response of the governing
body must be conducted subject to the notice, agenda and open meeting requirements of the Brown
Act
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PLUMAS COUNTY GRAND JURY
2016-2017 Final Report - WHAT ARE THEIR JOBS

and
WHO DO THEY REPORT TO?

SUMMARY

The citizens of Plumas County are not being given accurate job descriptions or assigned responsibilities
of elected and appointed officials. This lack of accurate information creates confusion and frustration
for the public, county employees and anyone seeking knowledge of the structure of Plumas County
Government.

BACKGROUND

The 2016-17 Grand Jury reviewed the recommendations published in the 2015-16 Grand Jury Report
and questioned the refusal of the Board of Supervisors to supply any job descriptions for elected
officials. Since the County Administrative Officer position was vacated in 2012 the Board has been
inconsistent when reassigning responsibilities to appointed department heads and especially elected
officials.

METHODOLOGY

The Grand Jury reviewed a cross section of County job descriptions that are posted on the County web
site under Human Resources. The Jury also reviewed the County Employee Handbook found on the
website. Since no County Organizational Chart existed on the site one was obtained from Human
Resources. Interviews were held with county officials and information was gathered from the California
Attorney General’s office. The Jury reviewed the web sites of seven other California Counties of similar
size to Plumas County. The Jury interviewed several Board members.

DISCUSSION

In reviewing the Job descriptions on the Plumas County website under Human Resources, the Jury found
many job descriptions had not been revised in up to twenty years. (Attachment A) Most included the
County Administrative Officer (CAO) in the chain of command even though the position has been vacant
for five years. Responsibilities that have changed in the last five years are not reflected in the job
descriptions and there are no job descriptions for any elected officials. The Board, in its response to the
2015-16 Grand Jury, refused to detail job descriptions and responsibilities of elected officials stating
“The duties of elected officials are established by statute, however, and are not subject to Board-
approved job descriptions.” The Board of Supervisors has made major changes to three elected
official’s responsibilities since 2012. If the Board has the authority to change the responsibilities of
elected and appointed officials of the county, which they do as verified by the California Attorney
General’s Office (Attachment B), then they have the authority and responsibility to inform the public,
County employees and county department heads by publishing accurate job descriptions.

The California Legislature, when addressing the unification of Sacramento County in a government code,

stated” It is further found and declared that local government must be responsive and its elected officials

readily accountable to the needs of the people; it must be visible and representative in order to permit

greater participation in governmental affairs by the public; and elected and appointed officials should

have more clearly defined areas of responsibility and authority, so that the people may have more

success in seeking action and redress from their government.” Given today’s emphasis on government
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transparency and clarity, it is reasonable to assume this statement should apply to all government
entities.

After reviewing the websites of seven other California counties of similar size the Grand Jury found all
have detailed descriptions of the duties of all elected officials and many included goals of each
department for the upcoming year and accomplishments of the past year.

The Plumas County Organizational Chart (Attachment C) of the department heads has not been updated
in over five years. Itis also not published on the website for the public and employees to reference. The
list of Plumas County Officials found in the Employee Handbook under the Human Resources section of
the County web site has not been updated in over five years (Attachment D). The 2016-17 Plumas
County Budget published in October of 2016 lists County officials (Attachment E). That list incorrectly
named the Human Resources Director. There have been three changes in that position since that
Director retired ten months earlier.

FINDINGS
F1. The Grand Jury finds there is no up to date or accurate County Organizational Chart of department
heads.

F2. The Grand Jury finds the Board of Supervisor’s refusal to supply accurate up to date job descriptions
of all elected officials is a decision not based in law, statute or county ordinance.

F3. The Grand Jury finds the current job description information available to the public is misleading
and inaccurate.

F4. The Grand Jury finds the current lack of accurate job descriptions hinders the public from having
success in seeking action and redress from Plumas County government.

RECOMMENDATIONS
R1. The Grand Jury recommends the Board of Supervisors direct the Human Resources Director to
establish and maintain an accurate County Organizational Chart and post it on the County website.

R2. The Grand Jury recommends the Board of Supervisors create, maintain and publish accurate job
descriptions and responsibilities for all Plumas County officials, including all elected and appointed
positions.
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REQUEST FOR RESPONSES

Pursuant to Penal code section 933.05, the grand jury requests responses as follows:

The Plumas County Board of Supervisors should respond to Findings F1 thru F4 and Recommendations
R1 and R2.

INVITED RESPONSES
The presiding Judge may respond to the entire report.

The governing bodies indicated above should be aware that the comment or response of the
governing body must be conducted subject to the notice, agenda and open meeting requirements of
the Brown Act.
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ATTACHMENT- A

Plumas County Job Descriptions

POSITION

LAST REVISED

As of 5/31/17

REPORTS TO

AG Commissioner

Director of Building Services
Dir. of Child Support Services
Clerk of the Board

County Counsel

Director of Facility Services
County Fair Manager

Human Resources Director
County Librarian

Mental Health Director
Behavioral Health

Museum

Emergency Services Director
Planning Director

Chief Probation Officer
*Public Health Director
*Director of Public Health
Dir. of Public Works

Social Services Pub. Guardian

Animal Services Supervisor

*duplicate jobs

November 1996
November 2007
March 2001

No Description
November 1995
November 2007
November 1995
July 1999
November 1995
March 2001
May 2015
November 1995
November 1995
June 2000

April 2014
January 2005
January 2013
January 2006
November 1995

August 1999

CAO

CAO

CAO

Board

CAO

CAO & Fair Board

CAO

CAO

CAO

CAO

CAO

CAO

CAO

CAO

CAO

Board

CAO

CAO

CAO
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XAVIER BECERRA Strde of Califorsda
Attgrasy Gereral DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

1300 I STRETT, SUITE 125
P.O. DOX 944255
SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2330

Public: {910) 445-9555

Telephone: (916} 323-8050
Facsimile: {916) 324-8835

E-Mail; Georpe. Watersiaidoi ca.gov

Apml 10, 2017

ATTORMNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGED COMMUNICATION

Vig emaif only

Plumas County Grand Jury
Committee Chair

SRS

RE: Plumas County Grand Jury Request for Advice

Dcar G
¥ want to expand a bit on what I told you by phone Thursday.

Vou have nsked fur advice on the authority of the Board of Supervisors to change and
redafine the jobs of other elocted officials, specificatly ihe County Auditor, the Sherifl, and the
District Attorney.

The California Constitution requires the Legislalure (o provide for county powers, and
{urther requires thet the offices of Sheriff, District Attorney, Assessor, and Board of Supervisors
be filled by etection. {(Ari. XJ, sec. 1{b).) The Constitution says fittle about the duties of these
elected officers, rather their duiies are defined by statute. (See Beck v. County of Santa Clara
(1988} 204 Cal. App.3d 789, 796 [regarding the position of sheriff “thc constitmional provisions
do not describe, much tess cast in bronze, the dutics of the office.™])

The Legisiaturc, acting pursuant to its constitutionat authority, has given boards of
supervisors bmoad power organize the delivery of county services, “except those duties and
responsibilities of other elected county officials mandaied by the California Constitution or by
stalute.” (Gev't Code § 24308,) Thus I think a good summary of Cafifornia faw on the division
of duties within a county is this: A board of supervisars has much discretion in assigning duties
cxcept as to duties assigned by the Constitution or by statute to other offieials.

The Government Code offers a briel description of the duties of the three clected county
officials about whom you ask. (See Gov’t Code §§ 26500-26509 | District Altorney], §§ 26600-
26773 [Sheriff], §§ 27421-27423 [Assessor] ) None of these statules appear to prohibit the



April 10, 2017
Pape 2

transfers of duties you ask about. Thus 1 believe that it was within the Board’s anthonity (0 make
the transfers.

You also ask whether an elected official’s responsibilities can be changed during his or
her term of office. As a generat rule, responsibilitics can be changed during an elected official’s
term of office. (dnderson v. Superior Court (1995 11 Cal.4th 1152, 1160 {“There is no
authority for the broad proposition that dulies assipned at election to any given office are
unalterably vested in that clected official unlil the expiration of his or her term.”]) Again, in the
absence of a constitutional provision or statute (o the contrary, this is an area where Board of
Supervisors appears tw have much discretion.

Da nat hesitate to call if you bave questions.

Sincerely,

Genige Piprers

GEORGE WATERS
Deputy Attomney Gencral
For XAVIER BECERRA
Atlorney General
GW:
SAZMTINA3S
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PLUMAE COUNTY ELECTED OFFIC)
AND DEPARTMENT HEADS

Administrative Officer, Jack Ingstad
520 Main St. Room 309, Quincy

Agricultural Commissioner, Karl Bishop
208 Fairgrounds Rd., Quincy

Alcohol & Drug, John Banks
711 E. Main Street, Quincy .

Assessor, Chuck Leonhardi
555 Main St., Quincy

Aunditor-Coniroller,
520 Main St. Room 205, Quincy

-Board of Supervisors, Nancy Da Forno,
520 Main St. Room 309, Quincy

County Clerk/Recorder, Kathy Williams
520 Main St. Room 102, Quincy

County Counsel, Barbara Thompson
520 Main St. Roomn 302, Quincy

District Attorney, Jeff Cunan
520 Main St. Room 404, Quincy

Facllity Services, Sid Roberts
198 Plumas Ave., Quincy

Fair Manager, David Cline
204 Fairgrounds Rd., Quincy

Health Department, Henry Foley, M.D.
1446 E. Main 5t., Quincy

12

283-6315

283-6273

283-6316

283-6380

283-6246

283-6170

283-6218

283-6240

283-6303

283-6299

283-6272

283-6337



COUNTY OF PLUMAS
County Officials

ELECTED OFFICIALS

Seporvisor, Distriet 1

supervisor, MNisteict 2 .
Supervisor, Pistrict 3.,
Supervisor, Dhsinet 4.

Supervisar, DHSIFCE 3. e oot e b s

ASSESSON L.
AuditoriController.
Clerkiftecorder ...

District Aftomey aud Pubh.c ‘\dmmlslmmr

SReOfECOrONST e
Treasurer Tax Cotlesier/Colleciions

DEFPARTMENT DIRECTORS/ADMINISTRATORS

Admdnistrative Officer. General Servic
A 0r'h,uitur1i Commissiner/Sealer of Weichts

Chiid "Supporl Scrv1cca-

Clerk of ihe Board of Supc:r\-'lsorf.
County Counscl . - FEU—
Enviromroemdal !-Ieahh D;r(.l.mr

Facility Services_ .o

Fair.. .
}arm ’\dﬂsur
Human Rcsnume»
Information Technology ..o
Librarian (Actine}. ...
Mental Health (lntcrim] .
Maseuny -
Dffice of l MSTECIIEY 'n,ru:,cw
Plarunng .
Probation ...
Public Health/Veteran™s Service
Public Works_........

Social Services and Pul!i:(. l‘_mardlan

&2 Icnquru';\n.mnl ( umrol

.. Terry Swoffond
- Kevin Goss
Sherrie Thrall
- Lori Suapsan
LJeff ngel

voedChnrles Leonhardt

Rabera Alen
. Kaiheen Williams
. David Hollister
- Gireg Hagmwood
.. Julie Whne

LW reant
. Githson
,,,,, Jaw Green
Michelte Blockford
. Nancy Datormo
Craig Setilenive
- derry Sipe
Dm\ald Sawehuck
Johin Stelfame
... Hally Gccrgcz
Dayla Trumbne
.Dave Preston
... Lann Sheehy
- Peter Lvingsion
- Soom Lawson
... Yerrv Sipe
. Rand'\ll Wilson
...... Erin Muoeatl
o.M irui Hall
Rnhu‘l Puorpesti
GEieu Smmaet
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PLUMAS COUNTY GRAND JURY
2016-2017 Final Report — BOARD OF SUPERVISORS NEEDS TO
TAKE GRAND JURY SERIOUSLY

SUMMARY

The 2016-17 Grand Jury gave the Board of Supervisors two opportunities to correct violations in
their responses to the 2015-16 Grand Jury report. Both times they failed to follow the
California Penal Code.

BACKGROUND

June 30 2016, the 2015-16 Grand Jury submitted its report to the Superior Court, the Board of
Supervisors, the Sheriff and applicable department heads. A copy of California Penal Code 933
and 933.05 was attached, as required, and referenced in the report. The Board responded in 90
days as required by law. The 2016-17 Grand Jury reviewed the responses for Compliance,
Responsiveness and Implementation. This review process is not required by law but it is
strongly recommended by the California Grand Jury Association. The Grand Jury’s monitoring
of responses can be divided into these three levels:

Compliance is a simple determination that the response met the legal requirements of PC 933
and PC933.05 with respect to the timeliness of the response and the mandated format and
content.

Responsiveness is a determination that the response reflected that the entity understood the
issues in the report and responded accordingly. The response must be clear and not evasive.

Implementation is a determination as to whether the official or entity did as it stated it would
doin its response.

When the response fails any of these tests the Jury may request that the Court insist on a legal
response or the Jury may conduct a new investigation and publish a follow-up report that will
focus additional attention on the topic and the public agency that failed to meet the timeline or
comply with the legally mandated response format and content.

METHODOLOGY

The Grand Jury reviewed:
e The Board of Supervisor’s initial response to the 2015-16 Grand Jury Report.
e The Board of Supervisor’s supplemental response to the 2015-16 Grand Jury Report
e The April 4™ |etter to the Court from the Board of Supervisor’s
e Minutes of the Board of Supervisor meetings
e (California Penal Code 933 and 933.05
The Grand Jury met with:
e The County Counsel
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e The Superior Court
e Members of the Board of Supervisors
e The District Attorney

DISCUSSION

The Grand Jury felt that the violations of the penal code in the original response were excessive
enough to seek the advice of the Court. The Jury was offered another solution by the Court
which was to meet with a representative of the Board, explain our concerns and offer the Board
a chance to restate their responses in the format mandated by the Penal Code. That meeting
took place on November 9™ 2016. All responses were reviewed for format and all violations
noted. It was also pointed out that the Jury had concerns over the resistance of the Board to
supply accurate job descriptions of both elected and appointed county officials and numerous
examples were cited. (see Grand Jury Report — WHAT ARE THEIR JOBS..) At the conclusion of
that meeting it was agreed the Board would rewrite and submit new responses to the Court by
December 15, 2016.

On December 6, 2016 the Board met to discuss and rewrite their response. With the guidance
of the County Counsel the Board restated their responses. The supplemental responses were
submitted to the Court and the Grand Jury. Again the Jury reviewed the responses and found
twelve responses that did not meet the Penal Code requirements.

The Code requires the entity to select one of four possible responses to satisfy PC 933.05(b)

For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand Jury recommendation, the
responding person or entity shall report one of the following actions:

(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the implemented
action.

(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the future,
with a timeframe for implementation.

(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope and
parameters of an analysis or study, and a timeframe for the matter to be prepared for discussion
by the officer or head of the agency or department being investigated or reviewed, including the
governing body of the public agency when applicable. This timeframe shall not exceed six
months from the date of publication of the Grand Jury report.

(4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not
reasonable, with an explanation therefor.
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In the original response to the Jury the phrase “This recommendation has not yet been
implemented, but will be implemented in the future” was stated sixteen times. This response
would have met 933.05 if a timeframe had been included but it wasn’t.

In the supplemental response to the Court the phrase “It is expected the recommendation will
be implemented by the end of the Fiscal Year 2016-17" was stated twelve times. That response,
by including the phrase “It is expected”, does not meet the standard of 933.05.

The Penal Code is clear and is referenced in every Grand Jury report. A copy of the Code is
attached to every Grand Jury report every year. The Board of Supervisors quoted parts of the
Code in some of their responses but ignored the Code in many other responses.

The County Counsel is the lawyer for the Board of Supervisors and was involved in writing the
response to the Grand Jury Report. In a meeting with the County Counsel the Grand Jury was
told that a conflict of interest existed and it was recommended the Grand Jury contact the
Court or the District Attorney for advice. The District Attorney suggested the Grand Jury meet
with two members of the Board to work out a resolution. That meeting took place on March
9*" 2017 with the District Attorney, four members of the Grand Jury and two members of the
Board of Supervisors present.

At that meeting the Grand Jury reviewed the supplemental responses and reiterated the
concern for the vague timeframe and the fact that it did not meet the standard set forth in PC
933.05. The Jury felt it was in uncharted waters. To ask for another response or to have the
Court step in would be an embarrassment to the Board, the Jury, the Court and confusing to
the public. After discussing all the issues the Jury committee suggested, not demanded, the
Board respond by letter to the Court with responses that adhered to the Penal Code. The
Board members were again given a copy of Penal Code 933.05. As an example the Jury
proffered a sample letter (attachment A) with the preface that it was only an example and in no
way was the Jury telling them what to write. The immediate response was “do I have to sign
this”. The Jury emphasized again it was only an example. That exchange was followed by an
explanation from the District Attorney that it was only an example of how to possibly respond
and follow the Penal Code.

It was again explained that they could rewrite, edit or do whatever with the letter; it was only
an example that the Jury felt would possibly satisfy the Court. The District Attorney felt that
the Board could decide on its next move and take action within two weeks.

The Board met on April 4, 2017 to approve and authorize the Chair to sign a letter to the Court.
The Jury after receiving a copy of the letter (Attachment B) concluded that the letter did
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nothing to correct the violations to the Penal Code nor did it in any way explain any actions
taken or offer a legitimate time frame for completion that would in any way satisfy the Code.
The letter misstated their own supplemental response by leaving out the exact words the Jury
had objected to multiple times, “It is expected”. The twelve supplemental responses stated “It
is expected the Recommendation will be implemented by the end of the Fiscal Year 2016-2017".
The letter to the Court did not correct the Supplemental Response. The responses are still
standing as “it is expected” and is in direct conflict with the Penal Code.

The Board'’s letter and the discussion at the Board meeting of April 4, 2017 also stated that the
Jury “directed “the Board have monthly town hall meetings in their districts which is a
misrepresentation of the recommendation made at the meeting and in the sample letter. If the
full Board had the opportunity to read the sample letter they would have seen in the third
paragraph “We are encouraging each Board member to hold monthly town hall meetings in
their own district “not directing or insisting.

The conclusion of the Jury is the Board of Supervisor’s responses repeatedly failed to meet the
Compliance Standard by not following the mandated format and content detailed in Penal Code
933.05. The Board of Supervisor’s responses failed to meet the Responsiveness standard by
being evasive in the letter to the Court and by not stating their full supplemental response. The
Board of Supervisor’s responses failed to meet the Implementation standard in its letter to the
Court by not stating any action it “Expected” to accomplish by the end of the fiscal year. The
Board of Supervisors failed to meet the Implementation standard by delaying the
implementation of recommendations for an indefinite period.

FINDINGS
F1. The Grand Jury finds that some of the members of the Board of Supervisors were not
presented with all the facts prior to voting on their letter to the Court.

F2. The Grand Jury finds the Board of Supervisors do not have knowledge of the
responsibilities of the Grand Jury or Penal Codes 933 and 933.05.

F3. The Grand Jury finds the Board of Supervisors did not legally respond to the
recommendations listed in 2015/2016 Report.

RECOMMENDATIONS
R1. The Grand Jury recommends the sitting Board of Supervisors becomes knowledgeable in
the responsibilities and duties of the Grand Jury.
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R2. The Grand Jury recommends that prior to voting on any issue all documents, codes, and
laws concerning that issue be presented to the full Board.

R3. The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors legally respond to the
recommendations in the 2015/2016 Report.

R4. The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors follow Penal Code 933 and
933.05 prior to responding to all future Grand Jury recommendations.

REQUEST FOR RESPONSES

Pursuant to Penal code section 933.05, the grand Jury requests responses as follows:

The Plumas County Board of Supervisors shall respond to Findings F1 thru F3 and
Recommendations R1 and R4.

INVITED RESPONSES
The presiding Judge may respond to the entire report.
The District Attorney may respond to the entire report.

The governing bodies indicated above should be aware that the comment or response of the
governing body must be conducted subject to the notice, agenda and open meeting
requirements of the Brown Act.
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ATTACHMENT - A

Judge Hilde

As the newly elected Chair of the Plumas County Board of Supervisors | have urged the Board to take
immediate action on the recommendations of the 2015-16 Grand Jury. The Board has agreed to the
following action.

We have instructed Human Resources to update all county job descriptions and see that they are
consistent in their format. Human Resources will also re —do the county Organizational Chart to reflect
the current organizational structure of the county, post it on the web. They will be posted on the county
web site and updated with each future change. Human Resources will also query all county codes and
ordinances to locate all references to the CAO. We will work with the County Council to edit where
possible and change if necessary so as to reflect the current assignment of those jobs or responsibilities.
These actions are long overdue and this plan of action will clarify the chain of command and give the
citizens of Plumas County a clearer picture of their county government.

The Board has created a committee of two Board members to create a more formal method of passing
on Board activities and projects to new members and also work on a method for a past Chairperson to
hand off information and projects in progress to the incoming Chair. The objective will be to make it as
smooth as possible for the incoming executive to come up to speed. We are also encouraging each
Board member to hold monthly town hall meetings in their own district. This will allow the Board
member and the public the opportunity to interact and exchange ideas, information and needs.

And, after five years it is time to bring back the position of CAO. The Board will work with Human
Resources, key department heads, and CSAC to create a job description that fits the needs of Plumas
County government. This will be completed within 90 days. Our intent is to establish a true cost to
bring in a new county executive and fund that position in the next county budget.

The Grand Jury also made a number of recommendations regarding safety issues at Animal Services.
We do not want county employees or the public having contact with county inmates vetted or not. We
have asked the Sheriff submit a plan to address those issues and we will work with the Sheriff on all
budget requirements to make Animal Services a safe work environment.
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Honorable Janet Hilde
Presiding judge
Ptumas County Superior Court

Dear Judge Hilde,

The Plumas County Board of Supervisors has responded to the 2015-2016 Plumas County Grand Jury
Report by a letter to you dated September 29, 2016,

The 2016-2017 Plumas County Grand Jury members were not satisfied with our responses in ragards to
timeframes for further study and implementation. Following a conversation with a few members of the
Grand jury, the Chair of the Board, Sherrie Thrall placed the matter on the agenda of December 13,
2016 for discussion in an open forum. A few members of the 2015-2016 and the 2016-2017 grand juries
attended this public session. The Board with myself as Vice Chair sitting in for Board Chair Sherrie Thrall
went through each finding and recommendation where we indicated in our initial response either 1) a
need Tor further study, or 2) that it will be implemented at a future date. If the recommendation has
already been implemented, we amended our response to so indicate, In some situations we changed
our response 1o indicate the recommendation will not be further studied or implemented. Where we
still intend to implement a recommendation, we often changed our response to state the
recommendation wilt be implemented by the “end of the current fiscal year.” The “end of the current
fiscal year” is the same as stating "by June 30, 2017.” . We submitled an amended and supplemental
response to the 2015-2016 Plumas County Grand Jury Final Report in a letter to you dated December 13,
2016, aftar that open session with the Grand fury whose members at that time voiced no objections to
our open dialogue about our amended responises at that December meeting.

On March 9%, Past Chair Supervisor Thral! and past Vice Chair myse!f were summaned to meet with a
small committee of current Grand Jury members to again address the BOS respenses the 2015- 2016
Grand Jury report. We were told that stating, "by the end of the current fiscaf year” is not an

appropriate response. At that time, we were also presented with specific exampies of items that

needed to be “fixed” like county organizational charts, job description updates for department heads,

and specific information on our county webpage. At this meeting both Supervisor Thrall and myself
agreed that these items would be corrected and some were already in process. We disagreed on some

of the directives that were we were told we needed to do by the Grand Jury as we explained the roles of
Chair and Vice Chair of the Board and the discretion of the individual board members to hoﬁmwﬁm\ﬁ; -
meatings as thay see fit. Tt

520 MAIN ST., ROOM 309 =« QUINCY, CALIFORNIA 95971 » {530) 283-6170 ~ FAX (530) 283-6288



Upon further consideration, we believe the approach of the 2016-2017 Grand Jury in seeking corrections
ar further responses to the Board’s response to the 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report is irregular, and not
contempiated by Panat Code section 933.05. That section requires that responses be provided 1o the
presiding judge of the superior court, not to the successor grand jury. it would appear to follow that if
the response was missing or inadequate, that would be a matter for the presiding superior court judge
to address, not the successor grand jury. MNor is it 3 matter to be addressed by the grand jury making the
repart, since once their report is issued that grand jury’s service is at an end. We recognize, of course,
that a future grand jury can conduct its own investigation of matters reported on by a prior grand jury
and report on the progress {or lack of progress) on Board’s intentions to implement the
recommendations of & prior grand jury. To that end, we are available to the successor grand jury,
including meeting 35 the full Board of Supervisors with the full panel of the current grand jury in closed
session as provided in the Brown Act at Government Code section 54953.1.

The members of the Plumas County Board of supervisors feel that we have fulfiled our responsibility i

responding to the 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report and we are in the process of implementing
recommendations.

Sincerely,

Plumas County Board of Supervisors
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