2019-2020
Tehama County Grand Jury
Final Consolidated Report

The Tehama County Grand Jury is comprised of nineteen members from the
community. The jurors review and investigate local governmental activities within
Tehama County, including county and city governments, schools, and special
districts, ensuring that responsibilities are carried out in a lawful manner.
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TEHAMA COUNTY GRAND JURY
P. 0. BOX 1061
Red Bluff, California 96080

June 30, 2020

TO THE CITIZENS OF TEHAMA COUNTY:

The 2019-2020 Tehama County Grand Jury (TCGJ) is pleased to present its
Consolidated Final Report (CFR) to the citizens of Tehama County, bringing these

reports together in one final compendium for the year.

The process of jury selection begins with a questionnaire. People from all over
the county and all walks of life fill out preliminary paperwork and identify a reason they
could or could not serve. The next step is a Summons to Appear before the Superior
Court Judge. The judge who oversees the grand jury rotates each year and this year is
Judge Skillman. After that appearance, the candidates are narrowed down and the
Judge issues a final Summons to Appear. Nineteen (19) people are sworn in to be
Jurors, with others sworn in as Alternates ready to serve if needed. If desired, a juror

may ask to serve a second term.

California Grand Jury Association (cgja.org) is a volunteer organization that
offers training for both the Jury Foreperson, the Jury Pro-tem and the full Grand Jury.
Nearly all of our members were able to attend two (2) days of training in Redding. We
cannot thank the CGJA enough for helping prepare us for the journey ahead. Their

website is also a great source of resources.
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The Tehama Grand Jury is a civil jury. Community members may submit a
complaint (the form is on the Tehama County Administration/Grand Jury website) to the
TCGJ which might or might not be investigated. We do not investigate criminal actions.
Some of our investigations are mandated by state statutes and others are chosen by
each TCGJ. We took every communication seriously, looked at what the TCGJ had or
had not investigated in recent years and sought a balanced look at the County. Our
investigations included interviews with local residents, elected and appointed officials,
County and City staff as well as facility tours and site visits. Not all investigations

resulted in written reports.

The COVID-19 Shelter-In-Place orders in April resulted in no committee work
being done. We asked for, and were granted, an additional month to resume committee
work and to compile the Final Report.

Two (2) of our original jurors needed to resign for personal commitments. We
thank those alternates who came mid-year for their service. \We thank Maria Vieyra of
Tehama County Agriculture Department, Tracy Brown of Tehama County Superior
Court, Brant Mesker of Tehama County Administration, Trish Weber as Chief Deputy
Counsel and Judge Jonathan Skillman for their most gracious and important support

during the year. Their help was invaluable.

On behalf of all the Grand Jury members and myself, | express my appreciation
for the increased insight into several County, City, Criminal and Special Committees
and the privilege to serve on the 2019-2020 Grand Jury. We would encourage all
county residents to consider serving if asked.

Sincerely,

Gail Locke
Foreperson, Tehama County 2019-2020 Grand Jury
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CORNING POLICE DEPARTMENT:

THE FORCE IS WITH YOU
CITY GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

SUMMARY

The Corning Police Department serves to maintain peace and order in the city
limits. They also actively work with the public through volunteer programs, youth sports,
local park construction, and a cadet program. The goal of the police department is to

provide high quality service.

BACKGROUND

The civil grand jury’s function is to scrutinize the conduct of public business of
county government. We have the opportunity to investigate the operations of the
various officers, departments, and agencies of local government. Our investigations are
not always initiated by accusations or complaints. We have the ability to independently
choose the agency we want to examine. As members of the city government

committee, we decided to look into the Corning Police Department.

METHODOLOGY

On February 12, 2020, the members of the city government committee had the

opportunity to meet at the Corning Police Department to conduct an interview.

DISCUSSION

The police department consists of:

e Chief of Police
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Three Patrol Sergeants

Ten Patrol Officers

Four Dispatchers

One Part-Time Dispatcher

One Full-Time Community Service Officer
Administrative Services Officer
Administrative Secretary

The Department also supplies one full-time officer to the Tehama County Drug
Task Force, one School Resource Officer to Corning Union High School, and one officer

to the Critical Incident Response Team (SWAT).

Chief Fears was a Corning High School graduate who started working as a police
officer for Corning in 2001. On November 10, 2015, he became the Chief of Police after
working as a sergeant for 3 years. He is very involved with the community and believes
in leading by example.

Contract negotiations were just completed. The average salary for a patrol officer
is $114,000.00. The turnover rate is low, but there are only three sergeant positions, so

it takes time for an officer to move upward.

The police department recruits primarily through social media such as Facebook.
The last 5 officers that were hired by the Corning Police Department were sponsored and
put through the police academy. The average experience of officers in the department is
three years. Some of the officers have military backgrounds and one officer was a teacher
prior to becoming a police officer. Most of the officers are from around Corning and the

surrounding towns.

The community recently raised and donated more than $20,000.00 to acquire a

police canine.

Chief Fears has strong support from Tehama County Sheriff Dave Hencratt and
Red Bluff Police Chief Kyle Sanders. He says that “Brotherhood in law enforcement is

strong”.
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Chief Fears is proactive in preventing problems. He and his department work with
the homeless population, getting to know them and where they are located. In
coordination with the Department of Fish and Game, the Corning Police Department
works to keep creek beds clean from debris and needles left by transients.

FINDINGS

F1. The morale within the police department is very good, especially since they just

finished negotiations.
F2. The patrol officers are the highest paid officers in Tehama County.
F3. The main reason why officers do leave is because there is very little lateral movement.

F4. The police department likes to hire local qualified individuals, maintaining the small

town atmosphere.

F5. The officers have diverse backgrounds and experience which contributes to the

success of the team.
F6. The community is very supportive of the police department.

F7. The biggest benefit of being employed by the Corning Police Department is the

hometown atmosphere.

2019-2020 Tehama County Grand Jury Final Report 10



F8. Working proactively to keep the town clean and free of crime is a main priority for the

department.
COMMENDATION

The city government committee was very impressed with the work of Chief Fears
and his department. We commend him on keeping the morale up for the department and

for keeping the city of Corning a safer place to live.

REFERENCE

Corning Police Department. (2016). Retrieved from
https://www.corning.org/police_dep.html
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EXHIBIT

We have included a history of the Corning Police Department written by Paulyne

Hobson White and provided to us by Tom Watson, Administrative Services Officer.

Coming Police Department
“From Then to Now”

In the beginning, law enforcement was scarce in the town of Coming. During the
daytime hours there was no official officer on duty. But when the sun went down, what
was known as a Night Watchman would be available. He worked out of his home and
was provided with neither an office nor a vehicle. If you needed him and could find him,
you probably would have considered yourself lucky. In the early days most people took
care of their own problems and did not call on anyone else for help. That probably did
not always work out for the best for all those involved.

John J. Jobe - According to some time cards found at the City Yard, Mr. Jobe worked
for the City in 1916. At that time he was listed as a Teamster. By 1919, “City
Timekeeper” was added to his title, along with "Night Watchman". During the day there
was also a person known as a Constable who strolled the streets and could be called
upon for assistance if trouble broke out. On the time cards it was noted that on rare
occasions a person was called in for "police work", which perhaps could have been
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extra help for a special event. Mr. Jobe kept the position as the chief police officer until
the late 1930's.

J.J. Flannagan, Jake Gumble, Mere Canny - These were a few of the Constables who
helped keep our town safe through its early years.

Carl B. Fergus - Mr. Fergus worked for John. J. Jobe as a part-time Night Watchman
from 1930 until Mr. Jobe retired in the late 30's. Mr. Fergus then took over as chief
police officer. Mr. Fergus rode a bicycle, and along with his police duties, he was head
of the Water Department and read the water meters. Mr. Fergus became known as
"Chief”, although it was still not an official title. It was at this time in 1930 that Paul R.
Hobson was appointed by the Board of Supervisors to the California Highway Patrol. In
the rural areas, the State of California allowed their officers to assist the townships.
Since Officer Hobson had transportation (a motorcycle) and a listed home phone
number, he handled most of our police calls. His daughter sometimes handled dispatch
duties, taking calls and forwarding them to Officer Hobson. She also typed some of his
reports! Mr. Fergus retired around 1947.

Wayne Kranig - Officer Kranig became our first official Chief of Police in 1947, and was
even provided an office and patrol car. This was after World War I, and like many other
small towns in California, Coming was growing and needed a police department that
was separate from the water department. While slowly adding more officers to his staff,
he continued to work closely with Highway Patrol Officer Hobson for local law
enforcement. Mr. Kranig successfully ran for Sheriff of Tehama County in 1950.

Dick Tracy - Yes, that is correct! Corning had its very own Dick Tracy, who came on
board in 1950. Whenever out-of-towners heard his name they asked, "And does he
have a radio wristwatch?" If they could only see what electronics are now available to
our officers!

Even though law enforcement has always been a serious job, there were some
humorous times. On one occasion, Chief Tracy had friends coming in on the Trailways
Bus which only stopped in Red Bluff and Orland. As the bus went through Corning, up
on Hwy 99 headed towards Orland, he pulled the bus over and told the driver he had to
remove a couple of the passengers that were wanted. They were “wanted” at his home
to spend a few days’ vacation! The newspapers also had fun with the Chief's name.
One headline read: "Tracy Away - Robbers Will Pay." In 1956, Chief Tracy left Corning
and went to work for the Sheriff's Department in Red Bluff.

Note of Interest: For many years there was a tower in Corning and when a call would
come in, the telephone operator would turn on a red light at the top. The officer on duty
was always keeping an eye on this tower and when the light went on, he would drive to
the telephone office and pick up the message as to where he was needed. Sounds a
little weird, but it sure worked OK back then.
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Austin Wilson - When Austin Wilson took over as Chief of Police in 1956, he was a
very well-known painter, not only to the adults of Corning, but also to many of the youth.
In those days many of the school children took their lunches to school in metal lunch
boxes. It’'s likely that most of those lunch boxes had the child's name painted on it by
Mr. Wilson. The young people of Corning had a lot of respect for Chief Wilson. It was
reported to me that if some of the boys in town decided to "have a rumble," all the Chief
had to do was show up and say, "boys, let’s talk about this" and that would be the end
of the situation. One local gentleman told me of the time he was at the fire hall having a
discussion with another fireman about who was the oldest. They pulled out their driver’s
licenses to put the issue to rest. Chief Wilson looked over the man's shoulder and told
him, "I'll let you drive home tonight, but get that expired license renewed tomorrow."
Chief Wilson retired in 1960.

Jerry Rowe - Chief Rowe served Coming from approximately 1960 until his retirement
in 1976. He was initially a single man and lived in the Maywood Hotel until his marriage.
It was reported to me by Russell Demo, who owned the Corning Laundry, that as he
was driving down the street one evening, the red lights and siren came on behind him.
Knowing he had done nothing wrong, he wondered what was going on. Chief Rowe
came up to his vehicle and said, "would you take my uniforms in and have them
cleaned? I'll pick them up later!" Life certainly was different and easier in those days -
not to say that crime did not happen in our little town. It did and it was dealt with
immediately with the same professionalism as today.

John Fulks - In 1976, Officer Fulks took over the reins of Chief of Police and served
until 1985. It was during this time that Corning had its first subdivision built. Chief Fulks
had a home in that area, and as the Chiefs before him, his home address and phone
number were available to all who needed him - day or night.

Thomas Jondahl - Chief Jondahl held the position for approximately five months.

Jim Lee - Lee took over as Coming's Chief in 1985. By this time the staff had grown
and included not only patrolmen, but also a Sergeant, dispatchers, a Secretary and
more vehicles. The City was growing, and unfortunately, Corning was starting to
experience some of the same type of crimes as the larger cities. We were losing our
"small town innocence." Chief Lee kept in close contact with the teenagers. His high-
school-age son had a band, so the parents always knew when there was a "concert",
where Chief Lee would inevitably drop by to make sure all was going well. Chief Lee
retired in 1992.

Tony Cardenas - On May 11, 1993 Sergeant Cardenas moved from the Tehama
County Sheriff’'s Department and joined the Corning Police Department. He was
promoted to Acting Chief and then appointed Chief of Police, a position he held until
2012. Chief Cardenas promoted the idea of community policing, and was heavily
engaged in youth programs, playground and park construction, volunteer activities and
restorative justice programs to divert young offenders from entering the criminal justice
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system. The department moved smoothly from pen and paper to computerization
during his tenure. His longtime membership in the Rotary Club dovetailed nicely with
the many community projects he initiated, many of which are in place to this day.

Don Atkins — Don served as Chief of Police from 2012 until December 2015. Chief
Atkins was raised in Red Bluff and began his 37 year Law Enforcement career with the
Red Bluff Police Department in 1977. After serving seven years there, he took a short
hiatus from Law Enforcement and became a cattle rancher in New Mexico. He
eventually decided that this was not the career for him and returned to Law
Enforcement, joining the Corning Police Department as a police officer. During his
tenure, he spent time as a detective, and was promoted to Sergeant in 1995 before
taking over for Chief Cardenas in 2012. He remained Chief until his retirement. Chief
Atkins now enjoys his retirement with his wife, children, grandchildren and great
children.

Jeremiah Fears — the current Police Chief was hired as a part-time Animal Control
Officer. His good work resulted in promotions to Police Officer, K9 Handler, and
Sergeant, ultimately culminating in his ascension to Chief of Police on November 10,
2015. The duties of a modern-day police chief differ greatly from those in the past,
consisting of considerable administrative and legal responsibilities, public relations vs
privacy concerns, youth and athletic programs, body-worn video cameras, data security
and technology issues - all of this in the service of a public deeply interested and
invested in the scrutiny of police operations. The leader of a present-day department
must balance the needs of an increasingly diverse and sometimes splintered
population. Chief Fears has succeeded at maintaining customer service standards, the
prevention of serious crimes, and keeping a small-town feel alive in a 215t Century city.

Epilogue - From the early 1900’s when the Night Watchman "Chief' worked out of his
home, read the water meters, had no official office, no police car and no means of
communicating with a dispatcher, we now have a full force - Chief of Police,
Administrative Analyst, Administrative Secretary, three Patrol Sergeants, one Detective,
one Task Force Officer, one School Resource Officer, one K9 Officer, six Police
Officers, a Dispatch/Records Supervisor, four full-time Dispatchers, one full-time
Community Service Officer, and one part-time Community Officer. There is also a
volunteer program called Citizens on Patrol, wherein local citizens assist officers in
crime prevention on the street.

From the days of "Chief' Jobe, the population has grown from a few hundred citizens to
a population of over 7,000. The petty crimes of yesteryear consisted mostly of minor
disputes, like a candy bar or pack of gum being taken from a merchant, or a student
trying to skip school and go for a swim at Deer Creek. In 2020, our officers now
conduct investigation of major thefts, encounter persons who are armed and dangerous,
gang disturbances and serious drug situations.
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Yes, Coming, like all other small towns, has lost much of its peaceful existence and
innocence, but we can rest assured that our police department employs dedicated
persons who care about the city and are “Committed to Superior Service".

Thank you to Jim Jobe, Marian Tracy McCain, Bruce O'Leary, Jim Calbreath, Russell
Demo, Mildred Kranig and Officer Tim Osbourn for helping obtain information for this
article.

Author - Paulyne Hobson White
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TEHAMA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
COUNTY GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

SUMMARY

California penal code section 925 requires the Grand Jury to investigate and
report on the operations of at least one county officer, department or function each year
and to consider for review any public complaints received.

The Tehama County Grand Jury chose to review the 2017/2018 Grand Jury
Recommendations to the Tehama County Public Works Department (TCPWD) and to

seek information into how problem road issues are resolved.

METHODOLOGY

The 2019/2020 Grand Jury requested interviews with the Tehama County Public
Works Department (TCPWD) on March 4, 2020. In addition to interviews, additional
information, back up documentation and questions for clarification were requested via

email. The website was also reviewed.

FINDINGS

F1. The 2017/2018 Grand Jury recommended that the TCPWD create a formal
computerized plan to improve all road maintenance management, to track current road
conditions and completed work. The new software has been purchased and installed

but is not functional.

F2. The 2017/2018 Grand Jury recommended the TCPWD create a tab on the

TCPWD website where the General Public could register complaints and track response
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times. Currently no page has been created. Reports are taken over the phone or in

person and written on a paper form for distribution to the proper road division.

F3.

The 2017/2018 Grand Jury recommended the TCPWD fill the positions of

Transportation Manager and Infrastructure Manager. The Transportation Manager

position has been filled. The Infrastructure Manager position is not filled at this time.

F4.

F5.

Freshly chip sealed road surfaces have failed on multiple county roads.

A.

B.

One failure in south Tehama County was due to poor application of road oils
during the Chip Seal application (equipment failure, valve failure or low
temperature oil).

A second failure occurred on Jelly’s Ferry Road at the Jelly’s Ferry Bridge
Project deemed a “Full Depth Reclamation Project”. The road oil did not
adhere to the new surface and completely peeled off of the road

surface. The problem was a road oil application failure found to be the wrong

oil used for the road surface conditions.

. The Caltrans Maintenance Manual (Chapter 7) is the Standard Operating

Procedure (SOP) for Chip Seal application and baseline. TCPWD did not
follow the Caltrans Guidelines to the letter. The application standards and
parameters were adjusted to fit the existing circumstances which was not

successful in this situation.

. The section of Jelly’s Ferry Road receiving the Full Depth: Reclamation

applied chip seal is approximately 4.25 miles long and 18 feet wide at a cost
of $2.50-$5.00 per square yard which equates to between $112,200.00 and
$224,400.00 not including $14,020 hard costs of all heavy equipment and
gravel used at the project site.

A road safety complaint concerning centerlines and fog lines not being visible on

county roads after general and chip seal repair performed by TCPWD crews was
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received. The TCPWD Director stated “We can't fix the roads if no one calls in and tells

us about a road hazard”.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
R1. The 2019-2020 Grand Jury recommends the TCPWD utilize the current Roads
Management Computer Program, with cross-training of multiple staff, to track current

road conditions, to improve road maintenance management and road work completed.

R2. The 2019-2020 Grand Jury recommends a Safety/Hazardous Road Condition
Repair Form be added to the TCPWD website allowing for the General Public to submit
repair requests and track progress online.

R3. The 2019-2020 Grand Jury recommends the TCPWD fill the current vacant

Infrastructure Manager position.

R4. The 2019-2020 Grand Jury recommends TCPWD implement a Quality Control/
Quiality Assurance Program, with staff cross-training, which includes project and
process-wide checklists to include temperatures, pressures and product application

verification for all road projects, especially chip seal oil applications.

R5. The 2019-2020 Grand Jury recommends the use of Caltrans approved subgrade
and roadway construction processes. Policy 5-11, Section V, Operations,

Subject: Pavement Markings, states: “Centerliners shall be applied on all paved roads
18 feet wide or greater in width. Edge lines (fog lines) shall be where the pavement

width is 20 feet or more to be installed at the time the project is completed.”

R6. The 2019-2020 Grand Jury recommends a bumper sticker be created with the
TCPWD'’s 24-hour recorded phone number, to be placed on the back of all TCPWD

vehicles and giving easy access for the General Public to report needed road repairs.
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REQUEST FOR RESPONSES:

Pursuant to Penal Code section 933 and 933.05, the Grand Jury requests responses as

follows:

The Grand Jury requires a response within 90 days from the Director of Public Works,
Mr. Tim McSorley, 9380 San Benito Avenue, Gerber, California, 96035-9701 on F1-F5
and R1 - R6.

EXHIBIT
1. Service Request Form
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EXHIBIT 1
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AUDIT & FINANCE COMMITTEE

SUMMARY

In 1984 Congress passed the Single Audit Act, which requires governmental entities
(e.g., state and local governments) that expend more than a certain amount ($750,000
currently) in federal assistance to have organization-wide financial and
compliance audits on an annual basis. The Single Audit has specific components which
must be included in the audit. It is the Tehama County Grand Jury’s responsibility to
confirm that this audit has been carried out.

The audit was conducted for the 2018-19 fiscal year (Reference 1). Audited financial
statements were produced in accordance with Generally Accepted Accounting Principles
(GAAP) and audited according to Government Auditing Standards (GAS). The auditors
reported on internal control, on compliance, and included the Schedule of Expenditures
of Federal Awards (SEFA). They also produced a Schedule of Findings and Questioned
Costs. One Material Weakness (2019-001) and one Significant Deficiency (2019-002)
were identified in the Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs which concerned
internal control.

Management is required to submit Corrective Action Plans when there are audit
findings. These were submitted by County departments named as having a Material
Weakness. The Auditor-Controller Department does not have direct oversight over the
accounting practices of individual departments and did not have input in the Corrective
Action Plans submitted by other departments. The external auditors do not weigh in on
whether the corrective plans will “do the trick”. Next year’s audit will tell.

The current external auditors have been doing the Single Audit for Tehama County
for nine years. In the past, they have taken the information sent to them and have
corrected it in order to produce the SEFA. Departments identified as having submitted
incorrect information last year, have committed to producing correct information for this
fiscal year — date of completion June 30, 2019. The Auditor-Controller Department

promised to take a more active role in advising departments and reviewed SEFA
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information prior to sending it to the external auditors — date of completion August 31,
20109.

The audit process begins when accruals for expenses and receivables have been
recorded for fiscal year end. This occurs in July. The auditors come on-site in August and
again in November. The audit is completed in late February; by law it must be completed
by March 31. The audit is rarely requested by the general public. Its main use is for
refinancing, issuing Certificates of Participation (bonds), and applying for grants. Material
weaknesses from the audit can have an adverse effect on all three.

In preparation for review of the Single Audit, the Audit & Finance Committee of the
Grand Jury reviewed the budget and looked at budget vs. actual reporting that is
presented quarterly to the Board of Supervisors by the Auditor-Controller. Additionally,
they completed a thorough review of the budget process at the management level.

BACKGROUND

The Single Audit is required annually by law. It is the Grand Jury’s responsibility to
see that this has been done. The Grand Jury also reports on Material Weaknesses
reported in the Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs and follows up in subsequent
years to see that weaknesses are corrected. This year's Grand Jury also reviewed the

budget and budget preparation process.

METHODOLOGY

The Audit & Finance Committee reviewed the Single Audit and the budget. They
interviewed individuals in the Auditor-Controller Department in order to get more clarity
on the audit process, Material Weaknesses, and usefulness of the audit report. There
were several questions the Committee sought the answers to including documents
prepared by the Auditor-Controller to initiate and support the budget preparation process.

The Audit & Finance Committee interviewed key members of the County
Administration, including members of the Board of Supervisors, and senior county Staff.
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They also reviewed guidance document for budget preparation and work products used

to coordinate and prepare the annual county budget.

DISCUSSION

In 1984 Congress passed the Single Audit Act, which requires governmental entities
(e.g., state and local governments) that expend more than a certain amount ($750,000
currently) in federal assistance to have organization-wide financial and
compliance audits on an annual basis. The Single Audit has specific components which

must be included in the audit:

Financial Statements

Opinion on Financial Statements

Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards (SEFA)

Opinion or Disclaimer of Opinion on Schedule of Federal Awards
Uniform Guidance Report on Internal Control

Uniform Guidance Report on Compliance

GAS (Government Auditing Standards) Report on Internal Control
GAS (Government Auditing Standards) Report on Compliance
Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs

10 Summary Schedule of Prior Audit Findings (if had Prior Audit Findings)
11. Corrective Action Plan (if findings)

CoNoO~WNE

The audit was conducted for the 2018-19 fiscal year. Financial statements were
produced in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted in the United
States (GAAP) and were audited according to Government Auditing Standards (GAS).
The auditors reported on internal control, on compliance, and included the Schedule of
Expenditures of Federal Awards (SEFA). They also produced a Schedule of Findings and
Questioned Costs. One Material Weaknesses was identified in the schedule of
findings. A Material Weakness is a deficiency, or combination of deficiencies, in internal
control such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement of the
entity’s financial statements will not be prevented or detected and corrected on a timely
basis. The Audit also identified one Significant Deficiency. A significant deficiency is a

deficiency, or a combination of deficiencies, in internal control that is less severe than a
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material weakness, yet important enough to merit attention by those charged with

governance.

Consequences of Material Findings

Material Weakness findings on an audit affect the ability to get future funding, grants,
or awards. This has a big effect on the ability to get Federal grants.

The County has a Standard and Poor rating - this reflects the ability of the entity to
repay bonded indebtedness. It has an impact on the interest rate on Certificates of
Participation. This was reviewed/upgraded in 2014. This rating is used when seeking to
refinance or issue Certificates of Participation (bonds). A copy of the audit is required for
disclosure statements and Material Weaknesses could affect this rating, particularly if the

Material Weaknesses are in the findings of future audits.

Auditor-Controller — Other Departments and Audit

The Auditor-Controller is an elected position. The focus of the Auditor-Controller
Department is on revenue and expenses as well as the County budget. The department
reviews claims, audits them, and issues warrants (checks). The department processes
payroll and also works with the Assessor, extending the property tax roll and apportioning
the collections.

Each department is responsible for doing its own accounting and it is each
department’s responsibility to submit correct information to the external auditors. The
Auditor-Controller Department does little oversight in day-to-day accounting done by
other departments. They interject when asked, but do not audit other departments. The
Auditor-Controller Department does not generally conduct direct training of accounting
staff for other departments. The individuals preparing the schedules can range from clerks

to higher-level accountants; it all depends on the department.

Material Weakness (2019-001)
This issue was initially discovered during the 17/18 audit process. Since then, the

road department has acquired additional software to properly estimate construction in
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progress and capitalization on multiyear projects. The Auditor’s office has continued to
refine this process requiring the road department to submit backup data from the Road
Department’'s Cost Accounting Management System to substantiate construction in
progress and changes in infrastructure values. This data will be monitored by the Auditor
Accountant to ensure accuracy prior to turning the data over to the outside auditing during
the next fiscal year. This issue is considered complete by the Grand Jury’'s Audit

Committee.

Significant Deficiency (2019-002)

This is a complex recurring issue that is more process and schedule related than a
technical deficiency. The Auditor’s office is required to present schedules for provided
information and records the accruals in the functional software. This information is
requested and received from the various county departments accounting personnel after
July 31st and are presented to the independent auditor during their initial visit in mid-
August. The Auditor Controller’s office must rely on the accuracy of this data to meet
their schedule and the timeline allows for testing of the accuracy of the input information.
The independent auditor spends the first two months of the audit testing the data and
contacting individual departments for clarifications and questions. This gave the county
department accounting offices the opportunity to correct and update their data. The
Auditor Controller's corrective action to assign additional staff and to covey the
importance for complete and accurate year-end reporting seems to be the most
reasonable approach to the problem solution. In the Grand Jury’s opinion, the only
permanent fix would be a major reconstruction of the County’s accounting management
system placing all department accounting personnel under a single manager. The Grand

Jury fells this is beyond their scope and authority to recommend.

Budget and Financial Statements
The budget content is determined by the State Controller’s office with a specific format
and categories. Special Revenue funds are not in the budget, so the budget does not

match up when budget vs. actual expenditures are reported. The Auditor-Controller

2019-2020 Tehama County Grand Jury Final Report 26



produces and presents a quarterly report on budget vs. actual expenditures. This report
adds amounts from a number of programs, so it is impossible to see which departments
are over or under on actual vs. budgeted expenditures. Trends and deviations that are
identified by the Auditor are explained in the notes to the Quarterly report. A three-year
average of expenditures is also presented to the Board of Supervisors to assist in their
management oversight.

The financial statements are very rarely requested by the general public (students,
unions, etc. might request them, but not often). The auditors look over internal controls
as well as ensure compliance with various accounting standards. They show the financial
condition of the County. The audited financial statements are required when applying for
grants, for seeking an upgrade in Standard and Poor rating, for refinancing, and for
issuing Certificates of Participation (bonds).

The financial statements do not have the same categories as the budget. Financial
statements are constrained by a different set of rules than the budget. The financial
statements also have a different “mission” than the budget. For these reasons, it is not
possible to reconcile the financial statements to the budget.

It is the opinion of the Board of Supervisor's the Quarterly report and financial

statements are sufficient to effectively manage the County’s budget execution.

Budget Preparation Process

The budget preparation process formally begins in March of every year and is
completed on a schedule approved by the Board of Supervisors (BoS). See attached
example (attachment 1). To comply with state law, the BoS selects an Ad Hoc committee
of supervisors consisting of two members which is usually the Chairman and Vice
Chairman of the BoS. This committee works with the department heads and the county
administration to build the budget. The process is started with the Auditor-Controller’s
office preparing the known fixed costs and increases (insurance, personnel cost, etc.) for
all the departments and transmit forms to the department heads including previous budget
baselines along with policies approved by the BoS. (See Attachment 2) These completed

forms are the baseline for the proposed budget. The County Administrator and BoS Ad
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Hoc committee work with various departments to refine the proposed budget until the
recommended budget is presented to the full Board of Supervisors for approval.

The approved recommended budget is sent by the Administrator to the Department
heads and they have one more opportunity to submit revisions or supplemental budget
requests to the Administrator for consideration to amend the recommended budget. After
meetings with the Department heads and Ad Hoc committee, the Administrator prepares
the Adopted Budget report and recommendations. After public meetings, the BoS adopts
by resolution the Adopted Budget as submitted by the Auditor.

The Grand Jury finds this process to be in compliance with the State County Budget
Act (Reference 2) and includes thorough input from duly elected officials and appointed

county professionals.

Findings

F1. Corrective actions from the 2017/2018 Single Audit were effectively implemented.

F2. Material Weakness 2019-001 and Significant Deficiency 2019-002 management

corrections were adequately addressed by the Auditor-Controller.

F3. The Tehama County budget preparation process is effective and complies with

California’s County Budget Act.

Recommendations

R1. The Auditor Controller’s Office should be congratulated on its effective

implementation of management 2017/2018 corrective actions.

R2. The Auditor Controller’'s Office should continue with 2018/2019 corrective actions.

Permanent correction of Significant Deficiency 2019-002 would require a major
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reorganization of the accounting staff management structure with significant disruption
to all departments and it is beyond the scope of the Grand Jury to recommend such a

major restructure of county administration.

R3. The county should continue with its current budget preparation process ensuring

effective input from elected officials, appointed executives, and allowing public input.

REQUIRED RESPONSES
Pursuant to Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05, the 2019-2020 Grand Jury requests

responses as follows:
From the following elected county officials within 60 days:

e The Grand Jury requires a response from the Tehama County Auditor-
Controller, Leroy Anderson, 444 Oak Street, Room J, Red Bluff, CA 96080
on F1, F5, F7, F8, R1, R5, R7, and R8.

From the following governing bodies within 90 days:

e The Grand Jury requires a response from the Tehama County Board of
Supervisors, P.O. Box 250, Red Bluff, CA 96080 on F7, F8, R7, and R8.
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References

For copies of the 2018/2019 Tehama County Single Audit refer to:

https://www.co.tehama.ca.us/images/stories/auditor/Tehama_SA_19.pdf

For copies of the County Budget Act, refer to: https://sco.ca.gov/Files-ARD-
Local/County_Budget_Guide.pdf
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TEHAMA COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE
CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMMITTEE

SUMMARY

Tehama County covers approximately 3,600 - 4,000 square miles and is one of
the largest counties in the State of California. The Tehama County Sheriff's Office
(TCSO) serves the outlying communities of Capay, Corning, Cottonwood, Los Molinos,

Manton, Mineral, Paskenta, Paynes Creek, Platina, Rancho Tehama and Vina.

Out of 126 employees, the TCSO has 23 vacant positions and has had a hard
time retaining employees. TCSO pay scales are less than most of the other
surrounding counties. An employee can move out of the county, qualify to do the same
job for less hours worked, and be paid higher wages. These issues impact overtime

hours worked, retention, and the ability to hire new employees.

Filling vacancies, comparable pay scales, excessive hours worked and upgraded
communication equipment need to be addressed for the health, welfare and safety of

the Tehama Sheriffs’ Department and the Citizens of Tehama County.
METHODOLOGY

The Grand Jury visited and interviewed at the Tehama County Sheriff’'s Office on
February 25, 2020, when staff organizational and personnel salary charts were
reviewed. At visits on April 16th and May 20th, 2020, salaries for Law Enforcement

Management Association, Range and Step Table Exhibit, Peace Officers Research
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Schedule of Range Assignments, Deputy Sheriff's Schedule of Wage Rates,
Organizational Chart of Sheriff Department Positions, Titles, Vacancies and Positions
Frozen were all reviewed. A “walk about” was completed looking at the outside
condition of the office building, driveway, and parking lots.

DISCUSSION

TCSO has a seventeen million dollar budget. Fifty percent of the budget goes
toward salaries and wages. The TCSO is funded by a revenue stream of General Fund
tax dollars and property tax funds. In addition, the TCSO receives Law Enforcement
Discretionary Funding from AB 443, AB 109, Community Options for Public Safety
(COPS) and grant funds if submitted, granted and received (often a specific use with
strings attached). Discretionary funds have been used to replace vehicles, computers,

communication equipment, ammo and, lately, two (2) staff positions.

The Auto Shop, funded and staffed by AB 109 dollars, does routine service on all
TCSO vehicles, checking all aspects of the vehicle and making it 100% ready for the
road. Additionally, the shop installs all new equipment needed on vehicles for TCSO,
Probation and the District Attorney’s office.

The TCSO has a total of 126 employees. There are nineteen vacancies and four
frozen positions for a total of 23 vacancies. The vacancies save approximately $90,000
a month in General Fund dollars or 1 — 1.5 million TCSO dollars a year.

Overtime Hours are regularly scheduled and, additionally, management works
deputy positions to cover staff shortages.

Deputy wages in Tehama County are lower than Glenn, Lake, Shasta, Butte or
Yuba Counties. Sergeant wages are lower than Glenn, Lake, Shasta, Butte or Yuba
Counties. Most of the Law Enforcement Management salaries average 8% to 10%

below median salary levels.

The Tehama County Deputy Sheriff’'s Association (TCDSA) has been working
with the existing old contract since December 31, 2019.
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The Tehama County Law Enforcement Management Association (LEMA) has

been working with the existing old contract since December 31, 2018.

Recruitment is always open for vacant positions. Formerly there would be 10 to
15 applying for a position. Currently there are 4-6 applicants which may average 1

successful candidate and that person may fail in the probationary time period.

While there already exists 23 open positions, the TCSO is regularly advised that

due to a deficit budget, staff salaries and/or positions may be further cut.

There is an adequate amount of employee training. The TCSO retains one
deputy field training officer and a Sheriff’'s Services Officer (SSO). There are adequate
policies and procedures training on the operations side. New employee orientation is

forty (40) hours with an initial probationary period of one year.

Exit interviews upon leaving the department are conducted by management staff.
Reasons given for leaving vary and include a lack of comparable pay and benefits with
surrounding counties, the same or additional pay elsewhere without as many hours

worked, a feeling of lack of respect for the position held and the job done, etc.

There will be a management gap in the future as current management leaves

and/or retires and younger deputies do not have the experience.

Mass Casualty Event Trainings happen annually. In 2015, the Tehama County
Sheriff's Department trained for a future pandemic at minimum cost to the public.
Collaboration is between CDF, CHP, RBPD, DA, TCHSA, DSS, Dignity Health, etc.
Incident training topics for Tehama County have been a possible plane crash, a train
with an ammonia spill, an active school shooter, flooding, a boat into the Boat Drag
Race crowd, etc. TCSO trains local school personnel what to do in an active school
shooter hostage event. Equipment needed is on hand: mass casualty command trailer,

supply trailer, SWAT team vehicle, flood rescue vehicle, etc.
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Communication equipment needs to be updated with newer digital equipment
which does not communicate well with older broadband equipment. More remote areas
of the county do not support communication well resulting in poor or NO communication
pockets. In emergencies, this is a safety issue for both the public and the emergency
personnel responding, further complicated by the variety of communication radios

among the various emergency agencies assisting.

Pavement in the emergency vehicle parking area is breaking down; one hole
crosses the area of three (3) parking lanes, another hole crosses the area of one (1)
lane. One load of gravel has been added to fill one of the holes (see pictures in Exhibit
3).

FINDINGS

F1. Funding is needed to fill vacant staff positions and to bring the department into

safe operational levels.

F2. Wages are not comparable to surrounding county law enforcement positions. An
employee can move out of the county, qualify to do the same job with less hours worked

and receive higher wages.
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F3. Updated communication equipment is needed to meet the new communication
guidelines, to adequately communicate internally in first-responder or crisis issues and

to more efficiently respond in the out-lying areas of the county.

F4. The driveway and parking lot are in need of repair.
RECOMMENDATIONS

R1. The Grand Jury recommends that the TCSO review and implement salary
position re-alignments to include reclassification of top-level positions to fill lower pay
scale classifications. Review and release frozen positions to fill vacant positions to help

alleviate overtime hours and to help begin to realign salaries with surrounding counties.

R2. The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors implement binding

arbitration for contract negotiations before a contract is set to expire.

R3. The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors review and plan for
the purchase of needed new digital communication equipment. Review and plan for
communication towers and/or repeater stations to create and ensure regular and
consistent communication in all corners of the county. This will also facilitate better

communication with other agencies assisting in an emergency situation.

R4. The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors have the TCSO

driveway and vehicle storage area repaired to meet safety standards.
REQUIRED RESPONSES

Pursuant to Penal Code section 933 and 933.05, the Grand Jury requests responses as

follows:
From the following elected county officials within 90 days:

e Tehama County Sheriff Dave Hencratt, P. O. Box 729, Red Bluff,
California 96080
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From the following governing bodies within 90 days:

e Tehama County Board of Supervisors, P. O. Box 250, Red Bluff, California

96080
EXHIBITS
1. Law Enforcement Management Salary Benchmark Comparisons 3/2019
2. Law Enforcement Line Staff Counties Salary Comparisons 2020
3. Pothole pictures
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EXHIBIT 1
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EXHIBIT 2
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EXHIBIT 3
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ISHI CONSERVATION CAMP #18
CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMMITTEE

SUMMARY

Penal code 919(b) requires that the Grand Jury look into the condition and
management of the “public prisons” within the county which includes both state and

local correctional facilities.

The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR)
operates thirty-five (35) Adult Institutions, three Juvenile Correctional Facilities and
numerous fire and conservation camps. CDCR currently incarcerates
approximately 135,000 inmates and employs approximately 65,000 employees.
CDCR'’s institutions are geographically located throughout the State of California,

spanning from the Arizona, Nevada, Oregon and Mexico’s borders.

GLOSSARY

e [shi Conservation Camp #18, herein referred to as ICC

e California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, herein
referred to as CDCR

e California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, herein referred
to as CAL FIRE.

e California Correctional Center, herein referred to as CCC.
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BACKGROUND

Ishi Conservation Camp #18 (ICC) opened in April 1961, and is jointly
operated by the CDCR and the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (CAL FIRE). The Camp’s primary mission is to provide inmate fire crews
for fire suppression activities in the Tehama, Glenn, Shasta and Plumas County
Areas. In addition, inmate hand crews provide a workforce for conservation service
projects in the local area. The in-camp project is the CAL FIRE Boxed Meal Shop
which produces Ready-2-Go (ready-to-eat) meals which are distributed throughout
the state to firefighter crews. ICC also serves as an intensive CAL FIRE training
camp for multiple Northern California Conservation Camps.

METHODOLOGY

Members of the 2019-2020 Tehama County Grand Jury conducted interviews
with California Correctional Center (CCC), ICC, and Cal-Fire Personnel on January 28,
2020. A tour of ICC and lunch was provided. Arrangements were made to attend the

annual Preparedness Exercise scheduled for May 4, 2020.
DISCUSSION

ICC is designed to house 110 male inmates and is currently at capacity. They
are housed in open dormitories with an attached mobile dining vehicle as the original
kitchen facilities were destroyed in a fire. Plans are currently being made to replace the
kitchen facility. Inmates are selected by a classification system that excludes those
who would have committed any sex related offense, murder, escape, arson or history
of violent crimes. If an inmate meets certain criteria they might also be chosen for a
specialized trade that is needed at Camp. Inmate numbers are constantly in flux as

inmates rotate in and out of the program.

Inmates receive extensive training at the California Correctional Center and

Rehabilitation Center at Susanville in:

e Clearing roads and trails, tree removal, weed abatement

e Cutting fuel line breaks, clearing ditches, flood prevention
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e Fence installation and removal, snow removal
e Construction projects, building maintenance and cleanup

e Trash and litter pick-up

They use their own time and skills to give to other Community Service projects such
as:
e Making items for the Susanville Correctional Center Annual Hobbycraft Sale
which benefits victims of violent crimes.

e Restoring bicycles then donated to Tehama County Social Services for Foster
Children.

The CCC, along with the various outlining camp facilities, is in compliance with the
Americans Disabilities Act. The Camp facility was found to be clean and operating at a

level of extreme professionalism.
FINDINGS

F1. ICCis housing 110 male inmates in open dormitories with a mobile dining
vehicle and is at maximum capacity. Plans are currently being made to replace the

kitchen facility. The numbers fluctuate as inmates cycle in and out of the program.

F2. The inmates are selected for the program through a rigorous review process
that excludes those who have committed any sex related offense, murder, escape,

arson or have a history of violence.

F3. CDCR is responsible for the selection, supervision, care and discipline of
the inmates. CAL FIRE maintains the camp, supervises work of the inmate fire
crews and is responsible for the custody of inmates on CAL FIRE project

activities.

F4. Fire Crew inmates receive extensive training and, if they do well, they
can apply to enroll in further education in Southern California. They are
provided resources needed to complete their General Education Diploma (GED)
and to take college classes through Coastline College and Feather River

College.
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F5. ICC is currently made up of 3 fire crews with 15-17 inmates in each crew
and others serving as cooks, clerks, landscapers, porters, camp maintenance

workers and skilled shop workers.

F6. ICC has the CAL FIRE Boxed Meal Program which produces Ready-2-
Go meals for firefighting crews around the State.

F7. ICC hosts the annual CAL FIRE Crew Preparedness Exercise which is
the largest in the state. This exercise provides an opportunity for 31 fire crews
and 4 California Conservation Corps crews to be evaluated on safety,
performance, physical conditioning, Base Camp behaviour and firefighting
knowledge. The fire crews will perform a “Tool Out”, deploy fire shelters under
simulated emergency conditions, then hike four miles into the incident site with
a time limit of between 60 to 70 minutes, then hike another half mile and
construct a fire line 300 feet long by 8 feet wide within a one hour time limit.

(Due to the Covid-19 pandemic, this year's Annual Preparedness
Exercise was limited to ICC camp, to three Inmate Fire Crews and, in
consideration of the health and safety of the inmate crews, with

recognized social distancing.)
F8. Inmates from ICC provided 44,000 hours of firefighting hours in 2019.

F9. Inmates from ICC provided 71,000 hours of community service hours in
2019.

F10. Inmates are provided extensive training, building their skills and resumes,
making them more likely to be employed and less likely to reoffend upon

release from the program.

F11. Inmate Canteen is conducted within compliance of rules and regulations
mandated by Title 15, Division 3. The inventories were clean, orderly, and

accurate.
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COMMENDATIONS

1. CDCR, CAL FIRE and the inmates of ICC are to be commended for their ongoing
community service of 71,000 community service hours and 44,000 firefighting hours in
2019.

2. CDCR, CAL FIRE and the inmates of ICC are to be commended for their ongoing
commitment to community projects benefiting Lassen and Tehama County.

PICTURE

In the southern Cascade foothills, approximately twenty miles east of Red BIuff,
California, lies the Ishi Wilderness, a unique 41,000 acre, low-elevation wilderness. Th
is a land incised by wind and water, dotted with basaltic outcroppings, caves, and
bizarre pillar lava formations. This is an up and down country, a series of east-west
running ridges framed by rugged river canyon.

REFERENCE

United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service. (2020). Lassen National
Forest: Ishi Wildernerness. Retrieved from:

https://www.fs.usda.gov/recarea/lassen/recarea/?recid=4018

is
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SALT CREEK CONSERVATION CAMP #7
CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMMITTEE

SUMMARY

Penal Code section 919(b) requires that the Grand Jury inquire into the condition

and management of state and locally operated correctional facilities within the county.

The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) operates
thirty-five (35) Adult Institutions, three Juvenile Correctional Facilities and numerous fire
and conservation camps. CDCR currently incarcerates approximately 135,000 inmates
and employs approximately 65,000 employees. CDCR’s institutions are geographically
located throughout the State of California, spanning from the Arizona, Nevada, Oregon

and Mexico’s borders.
METHODOLOGY

The Grand Jury visited the Salt Creek Conservation Camp on January 30, 2020.
The interview and tour was facilitated by the Department of Corrections and
Rehabilitation and the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection staff.

Lunch was provided in the Camp Dining Hall.

2019-2020 Tehama County Grand Jury Final Report 54



GLOSSARY

e (California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, herein referred to as
CDCR

e California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, herein referred to as CAL
Fire

e Salt Creek Conservation Camp, herein referred to as SCCC

DISCUSSION

Established in 1984, the SCCC is jointly operated by CDCR and CAL Fire. The
primary mission of the camp is to provide inmate crews for fire suppression principally in
the Tehama and Glenn Counties area. Inmate hand crews also provide a work force for

flood control, conservation projects and community services.

Camp projects include a CAL Fire vehicle shop for the repair and maintenance of
state, federal and volunteer fire department vehicles. A CAL Fire woodshop is utilized
in building cabinets for government agencies. A fire extinguisher shop services the CAL
Fire unit and the Tehama County Fire Departments.

CDCR is responsible for the selection, supervision, care and discipline of the
inmates. CAL Fire maintains the camp, supervises work of the inmate fire crews and is

responsible for the custody of inmates on CAL Fire project activities.
INMATE SELECTION

The camp is designed to accommodate 120 minimum security male convicted
felons. Inmates are excluded for any sex-related offense, murder, escape, arson or
history of violent crimes. Most of the inmates are committed for alcohol, drug or
property related crimes. The number of inmates is down due to the State Prison early
release policies currently in place leaving less inmates eligible for this program.

This represents four fire crews of 15-17 men, cooks, clerks, camp maintenance
workers, landscapers and skilled shop workers. They are housed in open dormitories

and fed in a dining hall. There is a small weight room and a small running track to
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facilitate the fire crews conditioning to be able to carry 60-pound packs for long periods

of time in all types of terrain and in hot weather.

The Camp, staffed by inmates, is supervised by CDCR 24-hours a day, seven

days a week. Fire crews are in the custody of and supervised by CAL Fire when fighting

fires.

FINDINGS:

F1. The camp is housing 80 inmates with a maximum capacity of 120.

F2. The camp has 4 Fire Crews, each with 15-17 inmates.

F3. The inmates are eligible for camp based on their classification and level of
security which excludes any sex-related offense, murder, escape, arson or
history of violent crimes.

F4. Camp inmates provided 66,956 community service project work hours in 2019.

F5. Camp inmates provided 36,112 firefighting work hours in 2019.

COMMENDATIONS

1. Salt Creek inmates and staff are to be commended for providing 66,597
community service hours through project and conservation work in 2019.
2. Salt Creek inmates and staff are to be commended for providing 36,112

firefighting hours in 2019.

The Salt Creek Conservation Camp lies 29 miles west of

Corning outside the town of Paskenta.
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CORNING CEMETERY DISTRICT
SPECIAL DISTRICTS COMMITTEE
SUMMARY

Members of the Grand Jury conducted an interview of Corning Cemetery District
(CCD). The interview was not complaint based but the CCD had not been investigated
in the past ten years. During the interview it was learned that the Corning Cemetery
District had a loss of revenue putting it in peril of being unable to continue. Included

here is the report of the Tehama County Auditor.
METHODOLOGY

Members of the 2019-2020 Grand Jury Special Districts Committee met at the
office of the CCD, at 4470 Oren Avenue, Corning, CA 96021, on March 3, 2020, to
conduct the interview with two members of the CCD.

DISCUSSION

The Sunset Hills Cemetery was established in 1905. They are now a Tehama

County Special District and have a website:

https://corningcemetery.specialdistrict.org

The CCD comprises 14 acres, seven which are currently in use. CCD is funded
by property taxes, burial fees, and interest from the reserved endowment fees. A
portion of all burial fees go to an endowment fund which will be used to maintain the

grounds when no more burial plots are available. This is not likely to occur soon.
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The District currently has a full-time manager hired on January 16, 2020, one
part-time office employee, two grounds keepers, and another office worker employed
through Cal Works at no cost to the District.

The CCD was near financial collapse in 2017. The bookkeeping system now
uses checks and balances for recording purchases. Purchases are made with a
Warrant Request to the County. An inventory system has been put in place. Funds

are balanced monthly or more often.

The CCD Board of Trustees oversee and approve all expenditures at monthly
meetings. In addition to the County Auditor, an independent certified special district

auditor reviews the income and expenditures yearly.

Although now financially stable, CCD is currently at 52% of projected monies
needed for the fiscal year. The increase in cremations, in lieu of full plot burials, has
resulted in a reduction of revenue. Some adjustments have been made to the fees to

put them in alignment with other local districts.
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Capital expenditures needed for a tractor, golf cart, small truck and a trailer have

been put on hold. It has been necessary to rent a trailer when needing to move dirt.

FINDINGS

F1. Credit goes to the present Trustees and staff in pulling the District back to solvency.
They were able to hire a 14-man convict crew from Cal Fire to paint and restore the

rusted metal perimeter fencing for $2,000 plus the cost of paint.

F2. The employee handbook and standard procedures book have been brought up to

date including rules for operation and decoration allowed on burial sites.

F3. Increased revenue avenues being considered are the option for decorative
memorial objects made from decedent ashes, and the possibility of a memory wall that
would display memorial plaques for people wishing to have a recorded marker even

though ashes may be held or dispersed elsewhere.

COMMENDATION

The Grand Jury wishes to commend the Corning Cemetery District and the
Tehama County Auditor for their work in restoring financial health of the District and for

considering potential future revenue sources.
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EXHIBITS

1. E-Mail from Tehama County Auditor
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EXHIBIT 1

Subject: Preliminary audit
From:

To:
deancofer@sbcglobal.net;
Date

Monday, April 16, 2018 4:51 PM

Good Afternoon Dean,

We have completed the preliminary audit of Corning activity. We found many issues
where activity has not been recorded in the county treasury. We will work on our end to
correct that. In addition, we

activity to receipts and deposit. Since there are no descriptions
added to the deposit slip for cash sales, it is not always easy to match the deposit to the
receipt. That being said, over the past three years, the net deposit for cash activity
(receipts given without evident deposit made) is over $20,000.

| have attached a letter with my findings explained in a little more detail, the net cash
activity by year that is a potential issue, and a credit card activity list sorted by vendor
with potential non-business related charges.

Please let me know if you have questions related to the attached
documents.
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CORNING WATER DISTRICT
SPECIAL DISTRICTS COMMITTEE

SUMMARY

Members of the 2019-2020 Grand Jury conducted an interview on February 12,
2020, of the Corning Water District (CWD). The interview provided background of how
the operations of the District are conducted. There are 110,935 acres in the Corning
Water District, serving between 150-200 customers from a potential customer base of
400-450. The District, established in the mid 60’s, is a three person operation

comprised of maintenance, office staff, and manager.

METHODOLOGY
Members of the Grand Jury met at the office of the CWD, 22240 Gallagher Ave,

Corning, CA 96021 for the interview. The interview was not complaint based, but the

CWD had not been investigated in the past ten years.
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DISCUSSION

The purpose of CWD is to be a reliable source of irrigation water to members,
thus not depleting ground water. Meeting the water demands of the growers is always
the goal. The Board of Directors consists of five landowners. They meet and decide

on the price per acre feet (AF) for the current season.

The income for the CWD in 2019 was $812,000 and costs were $844,000 with

the deficit covered from reserve funds.

The CWD maintains all the pipelines supplying water for irrigation. When a new
customer comes online, they are billed for the pipe and meter to their location and after
that they have only maintenance on their side of the meter. Meter sizes vary from 1
inch to 12 inches depending on the customer’s needs.

The water for irrigation is supplied from the Sacramento River, purchased from
the US Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) and transported via the Corning Canal from Red
Bluff, a distance of about 20 miles. The USBR performs water quality tests three times a

year. The water is for irrigation and is not potable.

The CWD has an up-to-date computer program running on out-of-date
computers that is used to control five of the six pumps used for water deliveries and
metering to customers. It will be four or five years before the last pump can be

controlled by computer.

The power to operate the pumps is supplied by the Western Area Power

Association and managed by Pacific Gas and Electric.

Water is generally delivered starting February 15th for frost protection and ending
November 30th.

Fees of $108,000 are charged for the Tehama Colusa Canal Association (TCCA)
regardless if any water is transported. Operating/Maintenance Assessment is $10.41
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per AF for members. This is a 2% assessment by the TCCA regardless if any water is

transported.

The allotment for CWD from the USBR is 15,000 AF maximum but each year the
Bureau tells the District what percentage of their allotment they will receive. This is
dependent on water conditions at Shasta Lake and Sacramento River. In a drought
year they may receive less than the allotment. The 2019 delivery to customers was
8500 AF and projected to be 9,000 AF in 2020. The original District allotment was
23,000 AF. This was reduced in prior years by a 3,000 AF “sell off” (selling water rights
back to the USBR). In those prior years, only transferred water was used, but the USBR
produced the bill regardless for $700,000-$800,000. This was an interest bearing debt.
In 2019, another 5,000 AF were sold back to the USBR at $800 each, netting the
District $4,000,000 to pay towards the debt.

The USBR sets the cost of water that is delivered based on an “ability to pay”
evaluation that is done every five years. This has hurt the District as the evaluation was
done in a year that yielded a high price per ton for harvested walnuts. The following
year the income from the walnuts dropped significantly from $1.25 to $.70. An attached
report shows that the cost for the water with the construction component increased from
$44.60 acre foot in 2018 to $92.51 per acre foot in 2019. After presenting their case to
the USBR, the “ability to pay” fee was reduced by 50%. The Board of Directors decided
to deplete the reserves of $150,000 - $200,000, and purchased water at a much
reduced price in June, 2019 for $5 an AF. This, and using the $4,000,000 to pay off
debt, will put them back on an even basis. The board felt it was worth depleting
reserves in order to maintain the customer base. Next year the AF cost should drop
back to the $44.60 AF.

If for any reason the allotment is reduced below the needs of the District,
transfers from other Districts can be purchased. In 2019 100% of the allotment was

used and no further purchases were needed.

In view of the large increase by the USBR, the board decided to lower the fee per

AF and charge $75 instead of the $91.58 to maintain the grower base. The board
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chose $92.51 to help a little with reserves and expenses. The resulting $17.51
reduction in price will be managed from CWD reserve funds. Next year the debt will be

resolved with the $4,000,000 and the fee can drop again.

Because olives had always generated a negative number in the past, it offset the
extra AF for the almonds and walnut orchards. However, that negative number was

changed to “0” and caused 10,000 extra acres to be assessed.

Orchards, gardens and ranches not using District water must rely on their own
wells. The cost saving for CWD members comes from not needing to install and
maintain private groundwater wells, or extend to deeper footage during drought years,

as well as costs for electricity and contracts to use their own pumps.

The CWD needs customer growth in order to increase its revenue. It is a difficult
task to communicate with such potential customers. Direct contact is hampered
because of absentee landlords, or owners that have no computers or email. Contact is
primarily “low tech,” consisting of leaving messages on boards at feed stores,
commercial irrigation stores, and the District bulletin board. It is now required that
Special Districts have a fully accessible webpage. CWD is presently asking for a

hardship exclusion.

FINDINGS

F1. The costs of running the CWD exceed the revenue and must be supplemented with
reserve funds.

F2. The computers are very old and need replacing.

F3. Itis not economically feasible to have generator backup power available to run the
pumping equipment in the event of a prolonged power outage.

F4. If more customers were to come onto District water, it would help the overall
budget.

F5. Finding new customers is difficult as the District is still using “old school” methods
of advertisement.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

R1. The Grand Jury recommends that a free Facebook page and occasional press
releases be established until a webpage is developed, as an avenue to promote the
District and keep the public informed of the advantages of using District water instead of
ground wells.

COMMENDATION
The Grand Jury finds that the Corning Water District is doing a good job

managing the needs of customers as well as covering debts and increased water fees.
This is especially true as the District has no control over the fees they have to pay for
water and the assessments incurred for construction and maintenance to have the

water available for distribution.

REQUIRED RESPONSES

Pursuant to Penal Code section 916, the 2019-2020 Grand Jury requests a response
within 60 days from:

e Corning Water District, 22240 Gallagher Avenue, Corning, California, 96021

EXHIBITS
1. CWD 2019 Water Rate Worksheet
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EXHIBIT

EXHIBIT 1
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TEHAMA COUNTY MOSQUITO AND VECTOR CONTROL DISTRICT
SPECIAL DISTRICTS COMMITTEE

SUMMARY

Members of the Grand Jury conducted an interview on March 13, 2020, of the

Tehama County Mosquito and Vector Control District (TCMVCD). The interview

provided an update regarding the status of Zika and West Nile Virus in Tehama County.

The TCMVCD maintains a website which can be accessed at:

https://tcmvcd.specialdistrict.org. There are six full time and one part time employees.

METHODOLOGY

Members of the Grand Jury met at the office of the TCMVCD, 11861 Highway
99W, Red Bluff, CA 96080. The interview was not complaint based, but provided an
update to the thorough interview of the 2016-2017 Grand Jury. The report is available

online: https://www.co.tehama.ca.us/images/stories/grandjury/GrandJury2017.pdf.

DISCUSSION

TCMVCD feels that the Zika threat has died down at this time. Zika is transferred
from human to mosquito to human. It was first found in Florida after being introduced
from Brazil, Mexico, and other South American countries. Cases worldwide number

about 20,000 with 29-30 cases in the US. There have been cases in southern
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California. No cases of Zika or West Nile have been found in Tehama County. There
have been many West Nile cases in Butte County.

In 2004, the Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCO) of the State of
California annexed all of Tehama County for mosquito abatement. The fee to property
owners in Tehama County is $24 per parcel. This is paid through property taxes and is
the sole funding of TCMVCD. There are areas in Tehama County that are outside of
the abatement area. These areas include Manton, Paynes Creek, and Mineral. The
property owners in those areas voted against paying for the assessment. They can be
included at any time, however, if passed by popular vote.

TCMVCD is audited yearly by a private auditor. The auditor is changed every seven
years and must be certified by Special Districts. For their normal operating
expenditures TCMVCD is operating within the budget. There are 13 vehicles which are

purchased through the State of California. Two vehicles are replaced each year.

Mosquitos are emerging earlier this year than last year. TCMVCD has already
begun abatement in some areas. TCMVCD responds to areas when they receive a call
from the public for an infestation of mosquitoes. Mosquito fish for ponds are available if
requested. TCMVCD is able to obtain the fish at no charge from a local corporation with
a pond that has a large population of mosquito fish. The company allows TCMVCD to
collect the fish as needed.

COMMENDATION

The Grand Jury commends the Tehama County Mosquito and Vector Control for doing

a good job of handling mosquito infestations in Tehama County.

EXHIBITS

1. Fabricated Mosquito picture

2. History of West Nile Virus in Tehama County
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EXHIBIT 1
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EXHIBIT 2

History of West Nile
Virus in Tehama
County

Positve Positive
Year Positive Sentinal Bird Mammal

Chickens Not horse
2002 Na Na Na
2003 Na Na
2004 12 115
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2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

P
)

squirrel

A P B 0O 0O OO OO O O N O 00 W K-
O O O OO OO0 oo o OO0 o o o

O OO Ok WO Wk oo o

Positive
Horses

O O L OO OO OO O o0 o NDNWw

Horse
Deaths

O O O OO OO0 oo oo o= oNnN

Human
Positives

O NN OGO AU AP O FRP BB O A

Human
Deaths

Na

=2
()

O O O OO Fr OO O O o o o o o e

2019-2020 Tehama County Grand Jury Final Report

71



CONTINUITY COMMITTEE REPORT

SUMMARY

The Tehama County Grand Jury is impaneled annually to investigate city and
county government, special districts, and certain non-profit corporations to ensure that
their functions are performed in a lawful, economical and efficient manner. Findings and
Recommendations developed from investigations are contained in the reports signed by

the Grand Jury Foreperson and the Grand Jury Judge.

The 2019-20 Tehama County Grand Jury reviewed the responses to the findings
and recommendations made by the 2018-19 Tehama County Grand Jury. The 2018-19
Grand Jury presented five investigative reports, each with Findings and
Recommendations. The complete text of these reports can be accessed on the following

website: https://www.co.tehama.ca.us/grand-jury

This website also provides links to the responses given by the various county
agencies and the Tehama County Board of Supervisors to the Findings and

Recommendations contained in the reports.

BACKGROUND

The Continuity Committee reviewed all the 2018-19 Grand Jury Report Findings in
the five presented reports. In order for the reader to understand the Recommendations
and Request for Responses, the Committee felt it prudent to include these Findings in

this summary.

From these Findings, The 2018-19 Grand Jury requested responses to

recommendations in five areas:

1. City Government Committee
Red Bluff City Manager
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Findings: 7
Recommendations: 7

2. Tehama County Clerk and Recorder
Findings: 5
Recommendations: 5

California Secretary of State
Invited Responses: 5

3. Tehama County Auditor-Controller
Findings: 4
Recommendations: 4

Tehama County Board of Supervisors
Findings: 4
Recommendations: 4

Public Works Director
Findings: 3
Recommendations: 3

Department of Social Services Director
Findings: 1
Recommendations: 1

4. Tehama County Sheriff
Findings: 7
Recommendations: 7

Tehama County Board of Supervisors
Findings: 7
Recommendations: 4

5. Tehama County Sheriff
Findings: 3
Recommendations: 2

Tehama County Board of Supervisors
Findings: 1
Recommendations: 2
California Penal Code Section 933.05(a) requires the responding person or entity to

indicate one of the following regarding the Grand Jury’s findings:
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1. The respondent agrees with the finding.

2. The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the
response shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include
an explanation of the reasons therefore.

In reference to each Grand Jury recommendation, California Penal Code Section
933.05(b) requires the responding person or entity to provide one of four possible 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 therefore.

METHODOLOGY

The penal code requires respondents to provide input on the Findings of a report,
this report focuses upon the responses to Recommendations. The information provided
in response to the Findings often affords valuable background and supplementary data.

The 2019-2020 Tehama County Grand Jury Continuity Committee evaluated
responses to the 2018-2019 Tehama County Grand Jury recommendations to ensure
compliance with the governing sections of the penal code. The following criteria were

considered:
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1. Were responses received by the presiding judge within the legal time limits from
the date of each report’s release?

2. Did the response indicate whether the respondent agreed or disagreed, either
wholly or partially, with the finding? If the respondent disagreed, did the response
include an explanation?

3. If a response indicated that a recommendation had been implemented, did it
include a summary of what was done?

4. If a response indicated that a recommendation would be implemented, did it
include a summary and timeframe for what would be done?

5. If aresponse indicated that a recommendation required further analysis or study,
did it include an explanation of the scope, parameters, and timeframe of the
proposed analysis or study?

6. If aresponse indicated that a recommendation would not be implemented because
it was unwarranted or unreasonable, did the respondent include a reasoned
explanation supporting that position?

The Continuity Committee designed a user-friendly table so readers will be able to
see all Responses to Recommendations within each of the five areas. The Committee
then reviewed all Responses in order to determine if the Recommendation was
Adequately Addressed. The following table will outline the Continuity Committee’s review

and report:

RESPONSES TO 2018-19 GRAND JURY FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

CITY GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE
RED BLUFF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Responses required from the City Council of the City of Red Bluff

and Rick Crabtree, City Manager (F1-F7, R1-R7)
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Finding 1: The City of Red Bluff does not employ a full-time City Manager, City Attorney and
Community Development Director. Currently, the City has a combined City Manager/City
Attorney position and uses a contracted Community Development Director who travels to Red
Bluff twice a week from Chico, CA.

Response to Finding F1: The City agrees with the finding.
ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 2: The City of Red Bluff's 20-Year City General Plan is set to expire. The current
plan includes an Economic Development Element that clearly conveys the challenges facing
the City of Red Bluff. A new 20-year plan is currently in the process of being created and
approved by the Red Bluff City Council.

Response to Finding F2: The City agrees with the finding.
ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 3: The City of Red Bluff took the initiative to write a very good Economic
Development Plan that was created and approved in April of 2002. Many of the goals,
policies, and implementation measures are still relevant and continue to be issues in 2019.

Response to Finding F3: The City agrees with the finding.
ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 4: Financial resources are a big challenge for Red Bluff. Development
requirements pose a big challenge for developers planning to build within the city. The City's
infrastructure and public facilities lack ease when planning for new or expanding structures
posing significant growth restrictions.

Response to Finding F4: The City disagrees partially with the finding. It is correct that
financial resources are always a challenge. The City disagrees that "Development
requirements pose a big challenge for developers planning to build within the City." In fact,
the City has sewer and water lines in place, with available capacity, located virtually
everywhere within the City limits. The City has also extended lines outside the City limits in
multiple locations in order to assist citizens in the County needing service and to
accommodate future growth. The recent PJ Helicopter Expansion Project was unique as the
property is located in a relatively remote location on airport property where further
development was not originally anticipated nor planned. Fire Safety Codes required extension
of a City water line to the site of the expanded operations.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 5: Economic development is not actively promoted, it is facilitated. There are no
defined incentives for redevelopment and investment in Red Bluff. The City of Red Bluff
Building and Planning Department may reduce or waive development fees, as approved by
the City Council, however, considerations are made on a case-by-case basis as opposed to
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following specific guidelines for granting financial relief if developments align with the City of
Red Bluff's specific growth objectives.

Response to Finding F5: The City disagrees in part with the finding. The City has a "Fee
Waiver Request Policy" which sets forth 8 Criteria to be considered by the City Council when
evaluating a fee waiver request. The first Criteria asks, "Would the project in question be of
general benefit to the residents of the City of Red Bluff?" The eighth Criteria calls for the
application of "Other factors deemed relevant by the City Manager and Finance Director or
the City Council." Thus, the evaluation Criteria may include economic considerations such as
job creation, sales or TOT tax generated, etc.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 6: The City of Red Bluff does not consistently require individual or joint city
developments involving improvements or changes to the city’s infrastructure or public facilities
such as water, sewer, and solid waste facilities. They do not have a fully executed Business
Development Agreement on file outlining terms, financial obligations and agreed upon
deliverables.

Response to Finding F6: The City disagrees with the Finding. The Finding erroneously
assumes that the City may require property owners/developers to enter into development
agreements (emphasis added). The City incorporates its response to Recommendation # 7
as if fully set forth herein.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

RECOMMENDATIONS

R1. The Grand Jury recommends that the City of Red Bluff employs a full-time Community
Development Director that actively pursues outside funding for community revitalization from
local, state and federal funding sources by July 1, 2020.

Response to Recommendation R1: The recommendation requires further analysis. The City
is now into the 2019-2020 Budget year and this change was not considered in that Budget
process. The proposed change to a full-time Community Development Director requires a
thoughtful analysis regarding the cost, efficiency, ability to recruit and hire a qualified
candidate, etc. This recommendation will be referred to the City's Budget Committee in early
2020 for a thorough evaluation.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R2. The Grand Jury recommends that the City of Red Bluff incorporate financial incentives
tied to “individual positions compensation packages” in order to increase the vested interest in
the community development and help to achieve long-term growth opportunities by July 1,
2020.

Response to Recommendation: R2. The recommendation requires further analysis. It is not
clear what is recommended, but the suggestion appears to promote compensation incentives
for City employees who demonstrate an increased "vested interest in the Community
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development and help to achieve long-term growth opportunities". The recommendation was
not considered or evaluated during the budget process for the current budget year
(2019/2020) and there are no funds budgeted for this purpose. Another issue is developing
an objective measure of an employee's contributions to community development. Attracting
new business is often the result of collaboration with several individuals and entities. This
recommendation will be referred to the City's Budget Committee in early 2020 for evaluation.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R3. The Grand Jury recommends that the City of Red Bluff continue to include the Economic
Development Element in the new 20-year General Plan by July 1, 2020. Input should come
from as many stakeholders as possible, including the DRBBA and RBTCCC in the creation of
the goals, policy, and implementation measures.

Response to Recommendation R3: The recommendation has not yet been implemented
but will be implemented in the future in conjunction with the City's General Plan update
process.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R4. The Grand Jury recommends that the City Manager present to the Red Bluff City Council
an annual progress report update of the City’s 20-Year General Plan beginning with the
adoption of the new 20-Year General Plan. Progress reports beginning in July 1, 2020.

Response to Recommendation R4: The recommendation has not yet been implemented
but will be implemented in the future. Council progress reports will also be made in
conjunction with the City's General Plan update process.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R5. The Grand Jury recommends that the City of Red Bluff determine their available financial
resources to be used for infrastructure and public facilities that can support future growth by
July 1, 2020.

Response to Recommendation R5: This recommendation has been implemented. The
Public Works Department and the Finance Department review financial resources available
for infrastructure and public facilities during the annual budget process as well as multiple
times during the current budget year. Periodic reports are made to Council.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R6. The Grand Jury recommends that the City of Red Bluff create specific guidelines for
granting financial relief to proposed developments that align with the City’s specific growth
objectives by July 1, 2020.

Response to Recommendation R6: The recommendation has been implemented. As
noted in the City's response to Finding F5, the Council has previous adopted a "Fee Waiver
Request Policy" which sets forth eight (8) Criteria to be considered by the City Council when
evaluating a fee waiver request. However, it may be time to update the criteria as the Council
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may direct. The City Manager will present a draft revised Fee Waiver Policy for the Council to
consider within 60 days of this response.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R7. The Grand Jury recommends that the City of Red Bluff require all developments be
under contract that will outline expectations and requirements in order to protect both the
City’'s and Developers’ vested interests, by December 31, 2019.

Response to Recommendation R7: The recommendation will not be implemented
because it is not warranted or reasonable because the City cannot legally require property
owners to sign a development agreement. A development agreement is a mutually agreed
contract between a developer or property owner and the City. Once approved by the City and
property owner, a development agreement governs the development of a specific portion of
land or a project. (GOVC 65866) A development agreement is formed, and may be amended
in whole or in part, by mutual consent of the parties, based on terms that are negotiated
between the developer and the City. (GOV C 65868; City Code 825.246(A), § 25.251(G».
Thus, a development agreement cannot be required by the City, a property owner cannot be
compelled to sign, approve or consent to such an agreement. Pursuant to the City Code, "Any
owner of real property may request and apply through the Planning Department to enter into
a development agreement.” (City Code 825.246(A) emphasis added.) The City is prepared to
process applications for development agreements upon request. As required by the City
Code, "The Planning Department shall receive, review, and process all applications for
development agreements and prepare recommendations for Planning Commission and City
Council consideration for all such applications." (City Code 825.246(B) emphasis added.) The
City agrees that development agreements can be a useful tool in the process for
obtaining/granting land use entitlements. As required by the City Code, the Planning
Department processes all requests for development agreements. The City, however, cannot
compel a property owner to agree to a development agreement or any specific terms thereof.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

COUNTY GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

The State of Tehama County Elections

Responses required from the Tehama County Clerk and Recorder (F1-F5, R1-R5)

Invited responses from the California Secretary of State (SoS) (F1-F5, R1-R5)

Finding 1. Tehama County does not require any proof of citizenship in order to register to
vote. Certification under penalty of perjury on the affidavit of registration is not proof of
citizenship. While the Grand Jury knows that California Election Codes dictate proof of
citizenship law, and SCOTUS decisions limit requiring documentary proof of citizenship, we
consider this a flaw in not only the verification of voter registration, but the integrity of our
elections process.

Response to Finding F1: We concur with the Grand Jury’s finding.
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ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Finding F1 (SoS): Section 2 of Article Il of the California Constitution and
California Elections Code section 2101 (a) provide that a person entitled to vote must be,
amongst other requirements, a citizen of the United States. When filling out an affidavit of
registration, the affiant must check a box stating whether or not they are a United States
citizen (52 U.S.C. 8§ 21083 (b)(4)(B); California Elections Code § 2150(a)(1)). In addition, the
affiant must certify, under penalty of perjury, the content of the affidavit of registration as to its
truthfulness and correctness. (Elections Code 82150(b)).

In the event an affiant does not affirmatively check the United States citizenship box on a
paper affidavit of registration, the elections official is required to notify the affiant of the
deficiency and provide the affiant with an opportunity to cure said deficiency. (52 U.S.C. 8
21083(b)(4)(B); Elections Code §2153).

With respect to affidavits of registration via the Secretary of State’s online voter registration
website, or registrations sent to the Secretary of State from the Department of Motor Vehicles
the affiant is also required to affirmatively check the citizenship box on the affidavit, or they
may not proceed with the affidavit of registration. (Elections Code 88 2196, 2250 et seq.) In
the event the affiant checks the box stating that they are not a United States citizen, they may
not proceed with the remainder of the affidavit of registration.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 2. The SOS has a statewide database of voter rolls. This is important for the
integrity of voter registration around the state. But, the integrity is lost once a voter moves out
of state.

Response to Finding F2: We concur with the Grand Jury’s finding.
ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Finding F2 (SoS): The National Voter Registration Act (NVRA, 52 U.S.C. §
20501, et seq.) and Chapter 3 of Division 2 of the Elections Code provide procedures for
county elections officials to follow to ensure that the voter rolls are kept current. As part of this
process, if a county elections official Secretary of State’s Response to Tehama County Grand
Jury Report and/or the Secretary of State’s office receives information that a California voter
has moved to another state, county elections officials follow procedures to determine if the
voter has in fact moved out of the state, and if so, that voter’s registration will be cancelled
after the statutorily required time frame has passed.

For your reference, the Secretary of State’s office publishes the California NVRA Manual;
Chapter 4 of the manual focuses on list maintenance. The manual can be found at
https://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/voter-registration/nvra/laws-standards/nvra-manual/.
Additionally, the Secretary of State’s office has created training materials for county elections
officials to use for list maintenance procedures. The training materials can be found on the
Secretary of State’s website at https://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/voter-
registration/nvra/training/resources-county-elections-officials/.
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ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 3. The SOS does not provide compensation to the Elections Department to process
all the registrations it collects. This places additional workload on an understaffed Elections
Department.

Response to Finding F3: We concur with the Grand Jury’s finding.
ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Finding F3 (SoS): The Elections Code does not provide for reimbursement to
county elections officials for processing voter registration affidavits. However, the Secretary of
State’s office does provide the paper voter registration affidavits to each county elections
official. (Elections Code 8§ 2161). In addition, counties are reimbursed for certain postage
costs pursuant to Elections Code section 2164, which reads as follows:

(8) The Secretary of State shall pay all postage for all of the following:
(1) Mailing of the voter notification and the address correction service pursuant to Section
2153.

(2) Return to the county elections official of the affidavits of registration pursuant to Section
2157.

(3) Mailing of blank voter registration cards pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 2158.
(4) Any mailing of blank voter registration cards pursuant to programs adopted under
Section 2105.

(b) All payments made pursuant to this section shall be made directly from funds
appropriated to the Secretary of State for this purpose.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 4. State law changes will open additional vulnerabilities in the VBM system. No
verification of who returns VBM ballots creates an integrity and security issue.

Response to Finding F4: We concur with the Grand Jury’s finding.
ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Finding F4 (SoS): While California Elections Code section 3017(a)(2)
allows a vote-by-mail voter to designate another person to return their voted ballot, there are
safeguards in place to maintain the integrity of a voted ballot returned by an individual other
than the voter. Section 301 7(e) provides the following:

1. A person designated to return a vote by mail ballot shall not receive any form of
compensation based on the number of ballots that the person returns and an
individual, group, or organization shall not provide compensation on this basis.

2. For purposes of this paragraph, “compensation” means any form of monetary
payment, goods, services, benefits, promises or offers of employment, or any other
form of consideration offered to another person in exchange for returning another
voter’s vote by mail ballot.
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3. A person in charge of a vote by mail ballot and who knowingly and willingly engages in
criminal acts related to that ballot as described in Division 18 (commencing with
Section 18000), including, but not limited to, fraud, bribery, intimidation, and tampering
with or failing to deliver the ballot in a timely fashion, is subject to the appropriate
punishment specified in that division.

In addition, Section 3019 requires the elections official to verify the signature on the vote-by-
mail ballot return envelope against the voter’s signature(s) contained in the voter’s registration
record. In the event a returned vote-by-mail ballot is returned without the voter’s signature, or
the elections official determines that the signature does not in fact match the signature(s)
contained in the voter’s registration record, the elections official is required to contact the
voter and provide an opportunity for the voter to cure the missing or mismatched signature
prior to the end of the canvass period. (Elections Code § 3019(c), (e)).

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 5. Implementation of the DMV Motor Voter Law has compromised the integrity of
voter rolls by allowing registrations without completion of an affidavit certifying that the person
is applying and complying with voter laws.

Response to Finding F5: While we agree that the implementation of the DMV Motor
Voter Law has caused delays in voter registration or changes to the voter's record that the
voter did not intend, the voter does read and check a box certifying to their ability to comply
with voter laws.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Finding F5 (S0S): The Secretary of State is unclear as to this finding. The
affidavit of registration that an affiant completes at the Department of Motor Vehicles contains
the same fields as a paper registration form. If all required information is not completed or
provided, then the affiant will not be registered.

However, there are rebuttable presumptions that are applied to all voter registration affidavits.
These are found in Elections Code section 2154, which reads as follows:

In the event that the county elections official receives an affidavit of registration, executed
under penalty of perjury, that does not include portions of the information for which space is
provided, the county elections official shall apply the following rebuttable presumptions:

(@) If no middle name or initial is shown, it shall be presumed that none exists.

(b) If no party preference is shown, it shall be presumed that the affiant has declined to
disclose a party preference. The county elections official shall designate the affiant’s
party preference as “Unknown” on a roster under Article 5 (commencing with Section
2183) and the affiant shall otherwise be treated as a “No Party Preference” voter.

(c) If no execution date is shown, it shall be presumed that the affidavit was executed on or
before the 15th day prior to the election, provided that (1) the affidavit is received by the
county elections official on or before the 15th day before the election, or (2) the affidavit
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is postmarked on or before the 15th day before the election and received by mail by the
county elections official.

(d) If the affiant fails to identify his or her state of birth within the United States, it shall be
presumed that the affiant was born in a state or territory of the United States if the
birthplace of the affiant is shown as “United States,” “U.S.A.,” or other recognizable term
designating the United States. The affiant’s failure to furnish his or her place of birth shall
not preclude his or her affidavit of registration from being deemed complete.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

RECOMMENDATIONS

R1. The Grand Jury recommends that Tehama County Elections pursue voter registration
integrity, emphasizing the details of the affidavit during the registration process, by all means
necessary and afforded by the department. This may include a recommendation to the SOS
of California to petition the Election Assistance Commission to alter the Federal Form for
voter registration to require documentary proof of citizenship.

Response to Recommendation R1: We currently review all voter affidavits for
completeness when a voter is registering over the counter. We also remind the voter they are
signing under penalty of perjury when they complete the affidavit. We have reached out to the
Secretary of State to inform them of the recommendation of the Grand Jury to request proof
of citizenship on voter affidavits.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R2. The Grand Jury recommends that Tehama County, along with the State of California,
establish read only access to all other voter registration databases within the United States.

Response to Recommendation R2: While we concur with the recommendation, the only
way this is achievable is through the California Statewide Database and the cooperation of all
50 Secretary of States. We do not have the ability to connect to other state's voter registration
databases at this time.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Recommendation R2 (SoS): The Secretary of State’s office does not have
the authority or the resources to establish read only access to all voter registration databases
within the United States. Additionally, no such nationwide database currently exists. Voter
registration information can contain personally identifiable information, so many states would
hesitate sharing their lists.

It is noted, however, that there is a non-profit corporation known as Electronic Registration
Information Center (ERIC), which has 29 states as members. The California Secretary of
State’s office has made the determination to not join ERIC because the security of their data
is not verified and joining ERIC would be a significant cost to the office.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R4. The Grand Jury recommends that additional safeguards be put in place to prevent ballot
harvesting, such as sending post cards or emails when ballots are received.
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Response to Recommendation R4: Currently, when we receive a ballot from a Vote-by-
Mail voter, the ballot is scanned in and the signature is checked against the voter file. Once
we have marked that ballot with a return status, notification is sent to the Secretary of State's
voter status lookup page: https://voterstatus.sos.ca.gov/. There a voter can see if their ballot
has been returned and the return status i.e. good, missing signature, signature mismatch, etc.
Unfortunately, most ballots are received within the last 7 days of the election and it is not
practicable to spend staff time printing, labeling and stamping thousands of postcards when
we need to be scanning in ballots and preparing them for processing.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R5. The Grand Jury recommends that Tehama County Elections scrutinize voter registration
data received from the SOS, with any changes forcing a notification by post card or email to
the voter within 30 days.

Response to Recommendation R5: We compare the information received against the
information on file and, based on the effective date of the changes, we either update the voter
file or if we have a more current file, we will make no changes. All changes received via the
Statewide Database force a postcard notification to the voter. We are required to process all
records received from the State that update a voter registration file.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

AUDIT & FINANCE COMMITTEE

Responses required from the Tehama County Auditor-Controller

F1, F5, F7, F8, R1, R5, R7, R8

Responses required from the Tehama County Board of Supervisors

F7, F8, R7, R8

Responses invited from the Public Works Director

F2, F4, F6, R2, R4, R6

Responses invited form the Department of Social Services Director

F3, R3

Finding 1. The Single Audit is required by law. The GJ reviews it. It was not sent to the GJ
in a timely fashion.

Response to Finding 1: The Auditor-Controller agrees.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 2. 2017-2018 Audit — Material Weakness 001 — Highway Planning & Construction:
Did not provide accurate information to include on the SEFA that was provided at the
beginning of the audit.
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Response to Finding 2. The Department of Public Works partially agrees with the
Finding. The original SEF A submitted contained only federally funded expenditures.
Accounting staff prepares a spreadsheet on projects that benefit from federal funding showing
the total expenditures, the amount of federal expenditures, and the federal percentage for
each project which varies depending on project type. It is from this report the SEF A is
prepared.

Staff has been aware of the frustration expressed by Smith & Newell, C.P.A. auditors
performing the County-wide Single Audit as it pertains to the Schedule of Expenditures of
Federal Awards by Department, however, in a review of recent Single Audits it had not been
expressed as a Material Weakness until the 2017/18 fiscal year. The frustration stems from
the Caltrans invoices supplied (which reflect total federal and/or state expenditures) as
supporting documents, however, there has always been invoices from the previous year for
which payment was received in the audit year, as well as year-end expenditures that have not
yet been invoiced. This will be remedied by providing only invoices for the audit year along
with a list detailing revenues that are "Still Due From"* the federal government.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 3. 2017-2018 Audit — Material Weakness 001 - Medical Assistance Program: Did
not provide accurate information to include on the SEFA that was provided at the beginning of
the audit.

Response to Finding 3. Regarding Findings F3, The Department of Social Services
agree in part, in that we agree there was confusion around the information provided; however,
we do not agree that the information was inaccurate. The reason for this is that for fiscal year
2017/18, our agency reported consistent with prior years. As a result of the County's audit, we
understand that reporting different from prior years is required. Additionally, through follow-up
communication, it was ascertained that estimated vs final ratios (as described below) may be
involved.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 4. 2017-2018 Audit — Material Weakness 002 — Infrastructure: The support for the
infrastructure of the County and construction in progress related to infrastructure was not
available.

Response to Finding 4. The Department of Public Works partially agrees with the
Finding. There are two items related to this topic.

1) Historically, the infrastructure condition was tracked via Carte Graph software but did not
assign dollar values. This was accomplished by an admittedly outdated and tedious manual
procedure. The Road Department has acquired the Street Saver program that can marry
these two factors and has been updated with specifics pertaining to County of Tehama roads
and conditions. However, that task was assigned to an extra-help engineering technician who
ran out of hours and was not selected for permanent employment in a recent recruitment.
Additionally, the engineering section is currently understaffed so we are unsure when the
program can be maintained, much less loaded with current values.
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2) Road and bridge construction project improvement costs have, historically, been reported
at the conclusion of the project and only those projects were included on the report and there
were no questions on our submittals prior to fiscal year 2017/2018. However, as a result of
this finding, the County Auditor’s Office has recommended adding a column titled Prior Year
Activity/Construction In Progress which will be instituted in the 2018/2019 GASB 34
Infrastructure reports.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 5. 2017-2018 Audit — Material Weakness 003 — Schedule of Federal Expenditures
(SEFA): The SEFA at the beginning of the audit contained errors — it was materially incorrect.
The Auditor-Controller Department did not review schedules from departments before turning
them over to the auditing firm.

Response to Finding 5. The Auditor-Controller agrees.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 6. Corrective Action Plans were written by the departments identified in the
findings. The action plan for Public Works for Material Weakness 2018-001 did not address
the Material Weakness of incorrect information on the initial schedule for the SEFA.

Response to Finding 6. The Department of Public Works agrees with the Finding.
ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 7. The budget and budget quarterly reports cannot be reconciled to each other
without having the work papers or a schedule from the Auditor-Controller to know how
amounts were accumulated.

Response to Finding 7. To this point, the Auditor-Controller must respectfully disagree.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Finding 7. The Board of Supervisors concur with the Grand Jury findings.
ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 8. The budget and financial statements cannot be reconciled to each other since
categories and purposes for each are different.

Response to Finding 8. The Auditor-Controller agrees with the statement in F8 that “the
budget and financial statements cannot be reconciled to each other since the categories and
purposes for each are different.” In fact, the accuracy of that statement formulates our
response and our position that such a reconciliation is impractical.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Finding 8. The Board of Supervisors concur with the Grand Jury findings.
ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes
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RECOMMENDATIONS

R1. Itis recommended that the Auditor-Controller send a copy of the Single Audit and
Financial Statement documents annually by March 1, 2020. These should be sent to the
Grand Jury P.O. Box 1061, Red Bluff, CA 96080.

Response to Recommendation R1: Corrective Action: This year, the Audit documents
were placed in an inter-office mailbox at Administration as instructed. In the future we will malil
the documents and make every effort to provide the documents requested by March 1 of
each year, or as soon as they are available.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R2. Itis recommended that Public Works give a progress report on this matter in their
response to the Grand Jury on Material Weakness 2018-001. It is requested that the next
Grand Jury follow up after June 30, 2019 to see that the Corrective Action Plan submitted by
Public Works for Material Weakness 2018-001 has been implemented.

Response to Recommendation R2. The Public Works Department agrees with this
recommendation. Staff is working towards accomplishing this task.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R3. It is recommended that Social Services give a progress report on this matter in their
response to the Grand Jury on Material Weakness 2018-001. It is requested that the next
Grand Jury follow up after June 30, 2019 to see that the Corrective Action Plan submitted by
Social Services for Material Weakness 2018-001 has been implemented.

Response to Recommendation R2. In response to Recommendations R3, regarding
progress on this matter, following the 2017/18 audit, staff communicated with the County
Auditor's Office to clarify reporting and subsequently change the way that we report federal
expenditures. Fiscal year closing and reporting for 2018/19 is in process. The County
Auditor's Office has provided written instructions, and all year end reporting is due to the
County Auditor's Office by August 5, 2019. Field work by the outside, independent auditor is
scheduled for August 14-16, 2019. As of this writing, fiscal staff is working to complete the
reporting, and will communicate with the Auditor's Office to ensure transparent and accurate
reporting, and to clarify any questions as they arise.

Specific to CalWORKSs assistance expenditures, fiscal staff report amounts using CA-800
assistance claims. As each fiscal year ends, the California Department of Social Services
issues the "Estimated Sharing Ratios ... " for the year ending. This provides the Federal, State
and County percentage share of the expenditures, and is received in June or July. In
December the "Final Sharing Ratios ... " for that fiscal year are received. Potentially in these
few months, the federal share can change.

As fiscal staff work with the County Auditor's Office and the independent auditor in the coming
months, staff will be watchful that all parties are considering the same sharing ratios - whether
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estimate or final - to help reduce misunderstandings and errors. As updates and changes are
needed, we are receptive to instructions and input from the auditors.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R4. It is recommended that Public Works give a progress report on this matter in their
response to the Grand Jury on Material Weakness 2018-002. It is requested that the next
Grand Jury follow up after June 30, 2019 with Public Works to see what progress has been
made for correcting Material Weakness 2018-002 as well as the Qualified Opinion on the
financial statements.

Response to Recommendation R4. The Public Works Department agrees with this
recommendation. Staff is working towards accomplishing this task.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

RS5. It is recommended that the Auditor-Controller give a progress report on this matter in his
response to the Grand Jury on Material Weakness 2018-003. It is requested that the next
Grand Jury follow-up after August 31, 2019 to see that the Corrective Action Plan submitted
by the Auditor-Controller for Material Weakness 2018-003 has been implemented.

Response to Recommendation R5: Corrective Action: The Auditor-Controller is
committed to a preliminary review of the Schedule of Federal Expenditures (SEFA) prior to it
being submitted to the external auditors for further review in the County-wide audit process.
The Auditor Accountant has been tasked with this preliminary review and will work in
cooperation with the fiscal staff at relative departments. The Auditor Accountant will help
determine expenditure types to ensure that only Federal Expenditures are submitted. This will
help verify the accuracy of the department's reports. The Auditor-Controller welcomes the
next Grand Jury to follow up on the implementation of this corrective action plan.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R6. It is recommended that by August 1, 2019, the Public Works amend their Corrective
Action Plan for Material Weakness 2018-001 to address the weakness.

Response to Recommendation R6. The Public Works Department agrees with this
finding. However, the Grand Jury Report was not received until July 2 giving us 20 days to
complete this work. Given our staffing shortages and high-profile projects, we were unable to
meet the August 1, 2019 timeframe. Staff is working towards accomplishing the task.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R7. It is recommended that the Auditor-Controller produce a schedule showing how budget
program numbers have been added together for the quarterly reports to the Board of
Supervisors by August 1, 2019.

Response to Recommendation R7: There appears to be confusion on the part of the
Audit & Finance Committee about the quarterly report. The quarterly financial report that the
Auditor-Controller gives to the Board reflects only the activity of the relative operating fund,
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without the addition of any other program funding. There is nothing 'added together' to create
the report. Therefore, there is nothing to put on a 'schedule' and no schedule can be
provided.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Recommendation R7: The Board of Supervisors respectfully disagrees
with the recommendation and agrees with the response of the Auditor-Controller. It is the
Boards understanding the quarterly financial report that the Auditor-Controller gives to the
Board only reflects the activity of the relative operating fund, without the addition of any other
program funding at a point in time. There is nothing ‘added together’ to create the report.
Therefore, there is nothing to put on a 'schedule’ and no schedule can be provided.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R8. Itis recommended that the Auditor-Controller and external auditors produce a report
reconciling budget reports and financial statements by August 1, 2019.

Response to Recommendation R8: The purpose of the budget is to provide a spending
plan for various operating funds, along with anticipated revenue estimates. The financial
statements, on the other hand, reflect the financial condition of various components of the
County. These two functions are practically not related.

As stated again, in the Grand Jury Report on page 47, under the Budget and Financial
Statements section, last paragraph, last sentence "For these reasons, it is not possible to
reconcile the financial statements to the budget.”

Additionally, the finding and recommendation are a little vague. It is not clear what, exactly, the
Grand Jury is hoping to have 'reconciled'.

Furthermore, any reconciliation is not within the scope of the current contract with the external
auditors. We are open to further discussion on this point with the next Grand Jury.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Recommendation R8: The Board of Supervisors agree with the
Statement in F8 that "the budget and financial statements cannot be reconciled to each other
since categories and purposes are different" and concurs with the response of the Auditor-
Controller. Budget and financial statements cannot be reconciled due to the categories and
purposes for each are different. County funds are not received in a consistent manner during
the year which further supports the position the reconciliation is impractical. The budget
provides a spending plan for the various operating funds along with anticipated revenue
estimates. The financial statements reflect the financial condition of the various County
components.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMMITTEE

Tehama County Coroner’s Department

Responses required from the Tehama County Sheriff - All

Responses required from the Tehama County Board of Supervisors - All

Finding 1. The current vehicle being utilized to transport the deceased is outdated.

Response to Finding 1. Sheriff response: The two vans currently in service have been
used for a number of years. As with our entire fleet, we conduct regular maintenance on all
our vehicles to keep them operable and in good working condition. Just because a vehicle is
old, does not mean it is not functional or safe to drive.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Finding 1. The Board of Supervisors disagree with the finding and concurs
with the response provided by the Sheriff's Department.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 2. A new Coroner's vehicle was purchased but is not currently in commission for
use.

Response to Finding 2. Sheriff response: We agree with the Grand Jury, the new
Coroner's vehicle went into service on July 10, 2019.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Finding 2. The Board of Supervisors concur with the findings and the
clarifying responses provided by the Sheriff's Department.

Finding 3. Body bags are not utilized for every deceased person due to costs.

Response to Finding 3. Sheriff response: We agree with the Grand Jury's assessment. It
is not practical to utilize a body bag for every deceased person. We have an obligation to
operate within the Coroner's Budget.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Finding 3. The Board of Supervisors concur with the findings and the
clarifying responses provided by the Sheriff's Department.

Finding 4. Tehama County Coroner's Office does not currently charge the public for
services

Response to Finding 4. Sheriff response: We agree with the Grand Jury. Please refer to
R-3 for additional information.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes
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Response to Finding 4. The Board of Supervisors concur with the findings and the
clarifying responses provided by the Sheriff's Department.

Finding 5. The estimated weight of a deceased person is inefficient due to being conducted
without a scale.

Response to Finding 5. Sheriff response: We agree with the Grand Jury. There is no
body weight scale within our morgue.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Finding 5. The Board of Supervisors concur with the Grand Jury’s findings.

Finding 6. Tehama County sends their identification fingerprints to various counties for
processing as they do not have their own portable fingerprint scanner in the morgue.

Response to Finding 6. Sheriff response: We agree with the Grand Jury. There is no
portable fingerprint scanner in the morgue. Refer to R-S for further information.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Finding 6. The Board of Supervisors concur with the findings and the
clarifying responses provided by the Sheriff's Department.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 7. An operations manual is not utilized for the removal, storage, and care of
deceased bodies.

Response to Finding 7. Sheriff response: We disagree with the Grand Jury. We have
policies and procedures in place. Please refer to R-6 for additional information.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Finding 7. The Board of Supervisors concur with the findings and the
clarifying responses provided by the Sheriff's Department.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

RECOMMENDATIONS

R1. The Grand Jury recommends the Sheriff's Office update the current Coroner's vehicle to
comply with State regulations for the transport of a deceased person by July 1, 2020.

Response to Recommendation R1. Sheriff response: We disagree with the Grand Jury,
we are confident both vehicles comply with state law.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes
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R2. The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors provide in the Coroner’s
budget funds for a sufficient supply of body bags to be in stock and to be replenished on a
Periodic Automatic Replenishment (PAR) level inventory system by January 1, 2020.

Response to Recommendation R2. Sheriff response: We agree with the Grand Jury's
recommendation to increase the Coroners' budget. We currently maintain and store 20 body
bags, Body bags are utilized at the discretion of the deputy coroner on a case by case
assessment. We already replenish equipment as needed on an ongoing basis.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Recommendation R2. The Board of Supervisors concur with the
recommendation. It is the current practice to maintain and store 20 body bags. The body bags
are utilized at the discretion of the deputy coroner. Although there may not be a Periodic
Automatic Replenishment level inventory system in place, the department restocks and
restores body bags and equipment on an as needed and ongoing basis.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R3. The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors collaborate with the Coroner
in establishing a Coroner’s fee(s) schedule as outlined per California Government Code
Sections 27471 and 27472 by July 1, 2020.

Response to Recommendation R3. Sheriff response: We agree with the Grand Jury's
recommendation to establishing a Coroner's fee schedule. This process is being initiated and
will continue through until we are able to adopt the fee schedule and policies pertaining to it.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Recommendation R3. The Board of Supervisors concur with the
recommendation and is supportive of the steps taken by the Sheriff's Department as outlined
in the department response.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R4. The Grand Jury recommends the Sheriff's Office purchase a rolling weight scale to
provide accurate weight assessment of deceased bodies by January 1, 2020.

Response to Recommendation R4. Sherif response: We agree with the Grand Jury's
recommendation and are investigating funding sources to locate and find a body weight scale
as an addition to equipment in our morgue. We are limited to operate within our budget.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Recommendation R4. The Board of Supervisors concur with the
recommendation and is supportive of the steps taken by the Sheriffs Department as outlined
in the department response.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes
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R5. The Grand Jury recommends the Sheriff's Department procure a portable fingerprint
identification scanner for the Coroner’'s Department by July 1, 2020.

Response to Recommendation R5. Sheriff response: We agree that a portable
fingerprint identification scanner would help in the identification process." However, the
deputy coroners are trained and have procedures in place by which they can use to identify
deceased bodies. The lack of a portable fingerprint scanner has not affected our ability to
identify deceased persons using a variety of investigative methods. There are no current
cases where a fingerprint scanner would make a difference. However, due to changes made
by the Department of Justice that limit how fingerprints are submitted, we are seeking to fund
two fingerprint scanners that would be beneficial to the operation of the Sheriff's office.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R6. The Grand Jury Recommends that the Coroner’s Office establish a procedure manual
for the transportation, identification, processing, and care of deceased bodies by July 1, 2020.

Response to Recommendation R6. Sheriff response: We disagree with the Grand
Jury. Deputy Coroners are sent to and must pass an 80 hour course in "Basic Death
Investigation" administered by the California Coroner Training Center. This is where they
receive most of their training. We have Death Investigation Policy #360 in place. Additionally,
we have "The Tehama County Sheriff s Office, Coroner's Division" policy and procedures
which have been in place since 2007. We are in the process of adopting an in house training
manual which will serve the deputy coroners better.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R7. The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors review and monitor the
procedure manual progress quarterly with a completion date of July 1, 2020.

Response to Recommendation R7. Sheriff response: We disagree with the Grand
Jury. Training and policies are adopted by the Sheriff and administered through the Office of
the Sheriff. Although we confer with the county on most policy and procedures adopted by the
Sheriff, it is not required by law. This would only burden the Board of Supervisors with an
unnecessary process.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Recommendation R7. The Board of Supervisors respectfully disagrees
with the recommendation. We understand the importance of policies, procedures, operation
manuals and training manuals. The Board of Supervisors concurs with the clarifying
responses to R6 and R7 of the Sheriff's Department and is supportive in the steps they are
taking.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMMITTEE

Office of Emergency Services
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Responses required from the Tehama County Sheriff — F4, F5, F6, R1, R3

Responses required from the Tehama County Board of Supervisors — F1, R2, R4

Finding 1. The O.E.S budget was reduced from $189,338 in 2016/2017 to $134,289 for the
2018-19 fiscal year.

Response to Finding 1. The Sheriff agrees with the Grand Jury in that the Sheriffs budget
has been significantly reduced impacting all areas of service provided to the people of the
county.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Finding 1. The Board of Supervisors is unable to verify the Grand Jury
finding. The Board of Supervisors would like to clarify that the Office of Emergency Services
(O.E.S.) budget unit is comprised of County General Fund dollars and grant funding. Some of
the County General Fund match dollars are included in contributions to the Sheriff’'s
Department salaries and benefits budget. The Board recognizes that allocating this match
directly to O.E.S. in the future will provide greater transparency. Refer to RI for further
information.

,ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 2. O.E.S. equipment is stored in an unsecured parking lot.

Response to Finding 2. Sheriff response: We disagree with the Grand Jury. The parking
area utilized around our main office is secured by a border fence and a surveillance system.
This facility has been provided to us by the county since 2009.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 3. O.E.S equipment has become damaged due to weather exposure.

Response to Finding 3. Sheriff response: We agree with the Grand Jury. Equipment and
vehicles stored at the sheriffs parking area are exposed to the weather. This has forced us to
provide maintenance to the equipment and vehicles over and beyond what might be
necessary if it were stored indoors.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Finding 4. The County does not maintain a three-day emergency supply stock of food and
water.

Response to Finding 4. Sheriff response: We disagree with the Grand Jury. To clarify, we
have supplies stored at our main office designed to allow our employees to shelter in place
for at least three days in case of an emergency. We have a goal to supply all governmental
buildings within the county to have the same.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes
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Finding 5. The County is responsible for 50% of grant funding and the State will match
what is spent.

Response to Finding 5. Sheriff response: We agree with the Grand Jury's assessment of
this item. To clarify, this is a dollar for dollar match.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

RECOMMENDATIONS

R1. The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve a budget increase
for the 2020/2021 fiscal year.

Response to Recommendation R1. Sheriff response: We agree with the Grand Jury
and suggest the Grand Jury conduct a budget analysis of the County's budget and revenue
projections to see if it is capable of increasing the Sheriffs OES budget.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Recommendation R1. The Board of Supervisors appreciates the Grand
Jury review of the Tehama County O.E.S. expenditures. Through our investigation it has
been determined that a clear and complete accounting of County General Fund match and
O.E.S. grant funding is needed. Current budgeting and accounting has been administered by
the Sheriff's Department fiscal staff. The County is committed to auditing expenditures over
the last three fiscal years and adjusting our current accounting practices in order to make this
program funding more transparent.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R2. The Grand Jury Recommends the Sheriff's Department provide the funding to purchase
a secure storage area for O.E.S. equipment by the end of the 2020 fiscal year.

Response to Recommendation R2. Sheriff response: As of July 01, 2019, we have
obtained a 5130 square foot warehouse 57' X 90" with a no cost MOU to store vehicles and
equipment. We will have to make some minor structural modifications to make the building
more functional. The project is awaiting approval by the Board of Supervisors.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

Response to Recommendation R2. The Board of Supervisors is pleased to inform the
Grand Jury that this has been accomplished as described in the Sheriff's Department
response. As of July 15, 2019, a 5,130 square foot warehouse was obtained at no cost via a
memorandum of understanding with the Tehama County Transit Agency Board.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R3. The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors to give approval to the
Sheriff's Department to seek grant funding to obtain a covered O.E.S. storage area by the
end of 2020 fiscal year.
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Response to Recommendation R3. The Tehama County Sheriff's Office has a
continuous system in place to research and apply for applicable grants that may be offered.
We are diligent in seeking these types of funding, keeping in mind, a lot of grants come with
restrictions and only awarded if funds-are matched in some-way. Please refer-to our R-2
response.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R4. The Grand Jury recommends that O.E.S. establish a plan to store three days’ worth of
supplies for County emergencies by the end of 2020 fiscal year.

Response to Recommendation R4. The Board of Supervisors concur with the
recommendation. The Sheriff's Department currently has supplies stored to allow their staff to
shelter in place for at least three days in case of an emergency. They also have a goal to
supply ail governmental buildings within the County to have the same.

ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Yes

R5. The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve to seek grant
funding to support an O.E.S. plan for emergency supply stock by the end of 2020 fiscal year.

No Response Required
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GRANDY JURY

Grand Juries are impaneled in every county in California. Article I, §23 of the California
Constitution states: "a grand jury shall be drawn and summoned at least once a year in each
county." Depending on a county's population, a specified number of citizens ranging from 11 to
23 in each of California's 58 counties are empowered to investigate and report on various
activities of county and city government. The rules governing the makeup, organization, powers
and duties of grand juries in California are found in the California Penal Code §888-939. Recent
changes in the Penal Code (§904.6, 1991) permit any county to have an additional grand jury at
the discretion of the presiding judge of the superior court.

Qualifications for grand jurors are outlined in Penal Code §893. This section requires the
prospective grand juror be at least 18 years old, in possession of their natural faculties and have
sufficient knowledge of the English language. In Tehama County, each grand jury begins its term
July 1 and ends its service June 30 of the following year.

HOW THE GRAND JURY IS ORGANIZED

The Foreperson is appointed by the Court at the empanelment; the Foreperson facilitates the
activities of the Grand Jury. Each Grand Jury decides its own meeting schedule. It meets as a full
body and in committees, where the bulk of the work occurs. Each juror is asked to be on two to
three committees, and meetings usually occur at least once a month. In addition, jurors meet
with county and city officials, and conduct independent reviews on matters of interest or
concern. Each committee reports to the full Grand Jury.

Conclusions are reached after study and discussion of the issues and may appear as part of the
Grand Jury's final report. To access current Grand Jury Information and Grand Jury Report,
please see: Tehama County's website.
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THE BENEFITS OF BEING A GRAND JUROR

The benefits of being a grand juror are many and individual. There is the satisfaction and pride
of doing an important job; there is the experience of being a member of a respected panel,
which has the unique authority to see local government workings not available to the regular
citizen. Also, it provides an opportunity to make a difference in your community.

CITIZEN COMPLAINTS

The Grand Jury receives complaints regarding all levels of local government from allegations of
misconduct by public officials or employees to inefficiencies in local government. Any citizen
may submit a complaint by either completing a Grand Jury Complaint Form or by writing a
letter to the Grand Jury. Complaints are treated as confidential. The Tehama County Grand Jury
Mailing Address is: P. O. Box 1061, Red Bluff, CA 96080.

How to File a Complaint

The Tehama County Grand Jury Complaint Form can be obtained in a variety of ways:

e Via this website - click on the attached link Grand Jury Complaint Form
Via email request at: grandjury@tehamacourt.ca.gov

e By calling (530) 527-3946 and leaving your name and address for a form to be mailed to
you, or a form can be picked up at the Courthouse upon request.

ABOUT THE GRAND JURY

The Grand Jury is comprised of 19 members of the community. It is impaneled annually and its
term of service is one year. The Grand Jury has a separate and different function than that of a
jury and does not hear cases in a courtroom. Instead, jurors review and investigate local
governmental activities within Tehama County. The Grand Jury examines county and city
governments, schools and special districts to ensure that its duties are lawfully being carried
out.

The Grand Jury is authorized by law to:

e |nquire into the condition and management of public prisons within the county.
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® Investigate and report on the operations, accounts and records of county officers,
departments and their functions.

e Inquire into allegations of willful or corrupt misconduct of public officials.

e Submit a final report of its findings and recommendations to the Presiding Judge of the
Superior Court.

To be considered for nomination, you must meet the following legal requirements:

e Bea U.S. citizen.

® Be at least 18 years old.

® Be aresident of Tehama County for at least one year immediately prior to the beginning
of your service.

e Possess intelligence, sound judgment, and good character.

e Have sufficient knowledge of the English language to communicate both orally and in

writing.

Desirable Attributes:

Good health
Open-mindedness
Knowledge of and interest in local government and community affairs.

Skill in working productively with others in a group setting where respect and patience
are essential
e Skill and experience in fact finding, investigative techniques, and report writing.

You CANNOT BE considered for selection if any of the following is true:

You are serving as a trial juror in any court in the State of California.
You have served as a Grand Juror in any California court within the previous year.
You have been convicted of malfeasance in office, or any other high crime.

You are serving as an elected public officer.

SOLICITATION/SELECTION PROCESS

In April each year, questionnaires are mailed to randomly selected individuals throughout the
County. Names and addresses are obtained from the Department of Motor Vehicles and Voter
Registration and Elections. In June, a random drawing of qualified candidates is held in open
court and a new Grand Jury is impaneled to begin its year of service on or about July 1.
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SOURCE: Superior Court of California - County of Tehama - Grand Jury

SUPERIOR
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