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AGENDA FOR REGULAR MEETING OF JANUARY 07, 2014 TO BE HELD AT 10:00 A.M.
IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ROOM 308, COURTHOUSE, QUINCY, CALIFORNIA

HAPPY NEW YEAR

www.countyofplumas.com

AGENDA

The Board of Supervisors welcomes you to its meetings which are regularly held on the first three Tuesdays of
each month, and your interest is encouraged and appreciated.

Any item without a specified time on the agenda may be taken up at any time and in any order. Any member of
the public may contact the Clerk of the Board before the meeting to request that any item be addressed as early
in the day as possible, and the Board will attempt to accommodate such requests.

Any person desiring to address the Board shall first secure permission of the presiding officer. For noticed
public hearings, speaker cards are provided so that individuals can bring to the attention of the presiding officer
their desire to speak on a particular agenda item.

Any public comments made during a regular Board meeting will be recorded. The Clerk will not interpret any
public comments for inclusion in the written public record. Members of the public may submit their comments in
writing to be included in the public record.

CONSENT AGENDA: These matters include routine financial and administrative actions. All items on the
consent calendar will be voted on at some time during the meeting under “Consent Agenda.” If you wish to have
an item removed from the Consent Agenda, you may do so by addressing the Chairperson.

S REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS: In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you

need special assistance to participate in this meeting please contact the Clerk of the Board at (530) 283-
~” 6170. Notification 72 hours prior to the meeting will enable the County to make reasonable
arrangements to ensure accessibility. Auxiliary aids and services are available for people with
disabilities.
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STANDING ORDERS

10:00 AM. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ADDITIONS TO OR DELETIONS FROM THE AGENDA

PUBLIC COMMENT OPPORTUNITY

Matters under the jurisdiction of the Board, and not on the posted agenda, may be addressed by the general
public at the beginning of the regular agenda and any off-agenda matters before the Board for consideration.
However, California law prohibits the Board from taking action on any matter which is not on the posted
agenda unless it is determined to be an urgency item by the Board of Supervisors. Any member of the public
wishing to address the Board during the “Public Comment” period will be limited to a maximum of 3 minutes.

DEPARTMENT HEAD ANNOUNCEMENTS/REPORTS
Brief announcements by, or brief reports on their activities by County Department Heads

ACTION AGENDA

1. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Selection of Chair and Vice Chair of the Board of Supervisors for 2014

Set schedule for interviews of Alcohol & Drug Administrator position

Approve and authorize the Chair to execute Employment Agreement with Daniel Prince as Acting Chief
Probation Officer. Approved as to form by County Counsel. Discussion and possible action _
Continued from December 17, 2013: Response to FY 2012-2013 Grand Jury Report. Discussion,
possible action and/or direction to staff

Correspondence

Weekly report by Board members of meetings attended, key topics, project updates, standing
committees and appointed Boards and Associations

Appointments

CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION

Appoint Members and Alternates to the Child Abuse Prevention Council for 2014 as submitted and

recommended

nm o owy

®

Convene as the Flood Control & Water Conservation District Governing Board

SPECIAL DISTRICTS GOVERNED BY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
The Board of Supervisors sits as the Governing Board for various special districts in Plumas County including
Dixie Valley Community Services District; Walker Ranch Community Services District; Grizzly Ranch
Community Services District; Beckwourth County Service Area; Plumas County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District; Quincy Lighting District; Crescent Mills Lighting District; County Service Area #12.

2. FLOOD CONTROL & WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT — Robert Perreault
Report on the status of the public negotiations with the California Department of Water Resources and the
State Water Contractors having to do with the State Water Project Contract Extension. Discussion,
possible action and/or direction to staff

Adjourn as the Flood Control & Water Conservation District Governing Board and reconvene as the
Board of Supervisors
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3.

DEPARTMENTAL MATTERS

A

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH - Jerry Sipe
Adopt RESOLUTION Supporting Categorical Exemption for Low-Risk Hazardous Material Facilities
from Unified Hazardous Material Management Program Business Plan Requirements. Roll call vote

SOCIAL SERVICES - Elliott Smart

Authorize the Department of Social Services to recruit and fill vacant, funded, and allocated 1.0 FTE
Benefits Assistance Counselor I/ll; and 1.0 FTE Office Assistant I/ll positions. Discussion and possible -
action

MENTAL HEALTH — Peter Livingston

Authorize the Department of Mental Health to recruit and fill vacant, funded and allocated 1.0 FTE
Department Fiscal Officer I/ll; and 1.0 FTE Mental Health Therapist I/ll or Behavioral Health Therapist
I/ll. Discussion and possible action

PUBLIC WORKS — Robert Perreault

1) Authorize the Department of Public Works to recruit and fill vacant, funded and allocated 1.0 FTE
Road Maintenance Worker I/l in Quincy. Discussion and possible action

2) Adopt RESOLUTION Re-Naming a Certain Road near the Town of Chester (Stover Mountain
Road). Roll call vote

PROBATION — Doug Carver

Approve budget transfer request of $53,750 from Regular Wages (20400-51000) to Other Wages
(20400-51020 $50,000) and Special Department Expense (20400-52400 $3,750) to cover costs for
wages and expenses of Acting Chief Probation Officer. Discussion and possible action

AUDITOR/CONTROLLER - Roberta Allen

Approve and authorize the Chair to execute renewal of Service Agreement between County of Plumas
and Susan Scarlett for preparation of the FY 2013-2014 Plumas County Budget not to exceed $30,000.
Approved as to form by County Counsel. Discussion and possible action

4. CONSENT AGENDA

These items are expected to be routine and non-controversial. The Board of Supervisors will act upon them at
one time without discussion. Any Board members, staff member or interested party may request that an item
be removed from the consent agenda for discussion. Additional budget appropriations and/or allocations from
reserves will require a four/fifths roll call vote.

A.

FISH & GAME ADVISORY COMMISSION

Authorize the Plumas County Fish & Game Advisory Commission to release $50,000 held for the
Feather River Land Trust purchase of the Smith property in northwest Sierra Valley; said funds to be
paid directly into escrow

ELECTIONS
Adopt RESOLUTION authorizing the Clerk-Recorder/Registrar of Voters to conduct all Federal, State

and L.ocal Elections for 2014

. CLERK OF THE BOARD

Approve Board minutes for December 2013

EARLY EDUCATION & CHILD CARE COUNCIL
Approve and authorize the Chair to execute 2013 Certification Statement regarding composition of
Local Planning Council Membership
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E. PUBLIC WORKS :
Approve extension for Extra-Help employee in the Public Works Engineering Department not to exceed

an additional sixty (60) days

F. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS '
Accept donation from Supervisor Thrall of $483.17 for costs of Wi-Fi service at Aimanor Rec Center

5. CLOSED SESSION

ANNOUNCE ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED IN CLOSED SESSION

A. Conference with Legal Counsel: Significant exposure to litigation pursuant to Subdivision (d)(2) of
Government Code Section 54956.9

B. Conference with Legal Counsel: Initiation of litigation pursuant to Subdivision (d)(4) of Government
Code §54956.9 - Plumas National Forest Travel Management Plan

C. Conference with Labor Negotiator regarding employee negotiations: Sheriff's Administrative Unit;
Sheriff's Department Employees Association; Operating Engineers Local #3; Confidential Employees
Unit o

REPORT OF ACTION IN CLOSED SESSION (IF APPLICABLE)

ADJOURNMENT
Adjourn meeting to Tuesday, January 14, 2014, Board of Supervisors Room 308, Courthouse, Quincy,

California.
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EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT

This Agreement is entered into by and between the COUNTY OF PLUMAS, a political
subdivision of the State of California, hereinafter referred to as “COUNTY” and DANIEL
PRINCE, hereinafter referred to as “CONTRACT EMPLOYEE,” for the provision of services to
the COUNTY in the capacity of Acting Chief Probation Officer.

This Agreement is made with reference to following facts and circumstances:

A. The COUNTY’s current and incumbent Chief Probation Officer has been unavailable as
a result of an extended excused absence.

B. The date the incumbent Chief Probation Officer will return to active duty is not known at
the time of this Agreement.

C. From June 25, 2013, to the present, Doug Carver, has served as “Acting Chief Probation
Officer during the absence of the incumbent Plumas County Chief Probation Officer.
However, Mr. Carver’s last day of work for Plumas County will be January 31, 2014.

D. During the absence of the incumbent Chief Probation Officer, the Plumas County
Probation Department is in need of experienced management and supervision to direct
the activities of deputy probation officers and other staff to assure the delivery of
competent services to Probation Department clients, the courts, victims of crime, and
other persons and agencies with whom the Probation Department interacts.

E. CONTRACT EMPLOYEE has experience and knowledge concerning the operation of a
county probation department having served as the Superintendent of Nevada County
Juvenile Hall, a Division of the Probation Department in Nevada County, California, and
as the Director of Log Cabin Ranch, San Francisco Juvenile Probation Department in San
Francisco, California.

F. CONTRACT EMPLOYEE is willing and able to provide services to COUNTY as an
“Acting Chief Probation Officer” during the absence of the incumbent Plumas County
Chief Probation Officer.

The parties agree as follows:

1.  SERVICES PROVIDED

CONTRACT EMPLOYEE shall provide to the COUNTY necessary services as the
Plumas County Acting Chief Probation Officer, and other duties as may be assigned. A copy of
the Plumas County Chief Probation Officer’s job description is set forth in Exhibit A, and
incorporated herein by this reference. Unless otherwise required by law or direction of the court,
CONTRACT EMPLOYEE shall act consistent with prior known policies and directions of the
incumbent chief probation officer. CONTRACT EMPLOYEE’s employment with COUNTY
shall be full-time. Any outside employment shall not interfere with CONTRACT EMPLOYEE’s
duties and responsibilities of county employment. CONTRACT EMPLOYEE shall advise the
County Administrative Officer (CAO), or in the absence of the CAO, the Chairperson of the
Board of Supervisors, of any outside employment.
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2. TERM

CONTRACT EMPLOYEE begins employment with Plumas County effective January
27, 2014, and upon the departure of Doug Carver on or about January 31, 2014, he shall assume
the duties as the Acting Chief Probation Officer, and continuing until the occurrence of any of
the following:

a. The return to active duty of the current incumbent Plumas County Chief
Probation Officer, Sharon Reinert.

b. This Agreement is terminated as set forth in paragraph 3, below.

3. TERMINATION

CONTRACT EMPLOYEE may terminate this Agreement and separate from
employment in good standing, by giving at least thirty (30) days prlor written notice of the
proposed effective date of termination.

COUNTY may terminate this Agreement at any time, with or without cause, upon a
seven (7) days prior written notice to CONTRACT EMPLOYEE. The parties hereby expressly
waive any County Code provisions to the contrary, and/or any other County rules relating to
notice of dismissal and to any rights to hearing or appeal thereon. Further, COUNTY may ‘buy-
out’ any part of the seven-day notice period, by providing the equivalent of 40 hours earnings, or
portion thereof equivalent to the notice not provided, (hereinafter “Severance”) to CONTRACT
EMPLOYEE. At COUNTY’s option, severance may be paid bi-weekly for the remainder of the
notice period, or in one payment.

Further, this contract may be terminated for cause for reasons that shall include, but not
be limited to:

a. Conviction of any felony, or conviction of any misdemeanor involving dishonesty or
moral turpitude.

b. Any material breach of this Agreement, including but not limited to a serious
dereliction of, or inexcusable failure to perform, the duties set forth by this contract.

c. Gross insubordination.

d. Misappropriation or theft.

e. Intentional misrepresentation or willful failure to disclose a material fact to the Board
of Supervisors (Board), County Administrative Officer (CAO), or Presiding Judge of

the Plumas County Superior Court.

f. A serious violation of the County’s personnel rules.
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Any termination for cause shall be made in good faith. Upon such termination, Contract
Employee shall immediately cease providing service pursuant to this contract and will not be
provided the severance pay described above.

4. SALARY

CONTRACT EMPLOYEE shall be considered an “extra-help” employee paid at an
hourly rate, on bi-weekly basis, in the same manner as appointed department heads.
CONTRACT EMPLOYEE shall be paid at the hourly rate of forty-two and 41/100s dollars
($42.41) for service as the Plumas County Acting Chief Probation Officer. In addition,
CONTRACT EMPLOYEE shall be paid a Travel/Living Expense of five hundred and No/100s
dollars ($500.00) per month paid on a bi-weekly cycle together with his hourly earnings.
CONTRACT EMPLOYEE is subject to unpaid furlough as determined by the Board of
Supervisors, consistent with the provisions of COUNTY’s Personnel Rules and law.

5. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

[Not Applicable.]
6. BENEFITS
Currently, CONTRACT EMPLOYEE’s benefits include the following:
a. Sick leave accrual: (based on 15 days per year/no limit on accrual)

b. Vacation accrual: (based on 10 days per year for 1% and 2™ year, thereafter
according to County Personnel Rules).

C. PERS retirement: If CONTRACT EMPLOYEE is a “classic” member of the
California Public Employees Retirement System (CalPERS), 2% at age 55,
highest one (1) year; otherwise, CONTRACT EMPLOYEE is subject to PEPRA
which provides for 2% at 62, highest three (3) years.

d. Holidays: Thirteen (13) paid holidays per year as listed in the County personnel
rules.

COUNTY shall pay professional dues, memberships and related conference travel for
approved professional development memberships and activities as approved in the annual budget
process.

CONTRACT EMPLOYEE shall receive cost of living adjustments based on the
COUNTY’S agreement with other County department heads.

Upon separation from County employment, CONTRACT EMPLOYEE shall be paid off
for all accrued vacation time and sick leave in accordance with County policy.
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7. COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS AND ORDINANCES

CONTRACT EMPLOYEE shall perform all services pursuant to this Agreement in
accordance with all applicable federal, state, county and municipal laws, ordinances, regulations,
titles and departmental procedures. See attached job description and scope of work (Exhibit A).

8. NON-ASSIGNABLE:

This Contract is personal to CONTRACT EMPLOYEE and is not assignable under any
circumstances.

9. MODIFICATION

This Agreement may be modified only by a written amendment hereto, executed by both
parties.

10.  ATTORNEY’S FEES AND COSTS

If any court action is necessary to enforce or interpret the terms of this Agreement, the
prevailing party shall be entitled to reasonable attorney’s fees and costs, in addition to any other
relief, to which such party may be entitled.

11.  INTEREST OF CONTRACT EMPLOYEE

CONTRACT EMPLOYEE hereby declares that he has no interest, direct or indirect,
which would conflict in any manner or degree with the performance of service required to be
performed pursuant to this Agreement, and that he shall not in the future acquire any such
interest.

CONTRACT EMPLOYEE shall comply with the laws of the State of California
regarding conflicts of interest, including but not limited to Government Code Section 1090, and
provisions of the Political Reform Act found in Government Sections 87100 et seq., including
regulations promulgated by the California Fair Political Practices Commission.

12. SEVERABILITY

If any provision of this Agreement is held to be unenforceable, the remainder of the
Agreement shall be severable and not affected thereby.

13. ENTIRE AGREEMENT

This written instrument constitutes the entire agreement between the parties, and
supersedes any other promises or representations, oral or written, which may have preceded it.
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14. RIGHT TO CONSULT WITH COUNSEL

CONTRACT EMPLOYEE and COUNTY acknowledge that each has read and understood
the contents of this written instrument, and have had the opportunity to consult with legal
counsel prior to entering into this Agreement. Each warrants that it has either so consulted with
legal counsel of its choice, or has elected not to so consult.

15. INTERPRETATION OF AGREEMENT

No portion of this written instrument shall be construed against the other, and all portions
shall be construed as though drafted by each party.

16. NOTICES

Notices pursuant to this Agreement shall be given by deposit in the custody of the United
States Postal Service, postage prepaid. Alternatively, notices required pursuant to this Agreement
may be personally served in the same manner as is applicable to civil judicial practice. Notice
shall be deemed given as of the date of the personal service, or as of the date of deposit of such
written notice in the course of transmission in the United States Postal Service. Notice to the
COUNTY shall be given to The Board of Supervisors, 520 Main Street, Room 309, Quincy, CA
95971, with a copy to the County Counsel, 520 Main St., Room 301, Quincy, CA 95971. Notice
to CONTRACT EMPLOYEE shall be given to the last address on file with the Human
Resources Department for CONTRACT EMPLOYEE.

17. INDEMNIFICATION

For purposes of indemnification and defense of legal actions, CONTRACT EMPLOYEE
shall be considered an employee of the COUNTY and entitled to the same rights and subject to
the same obligations as are provided for other employees of the COUNTY.

18. REPORTING

CONTRACT EMPLOYEE will report directly to the County Board of Supervisors
through the CAO. If the office of CAO is vacant, CONTRACT EMPLOYEE will report directly
to the County Board of Supervisor through the Chairperson of the Board of Supervisors.

19. GENERAL PROVISIONS

This Agreement is entered into in Quincy, California, and shall be governed by California
law. Venue for any action arising out of this Agreement shall lie in Plumas County, California.
If a court determines that venue is not proper in Plumas County, the parties agree that venue shall
be Sierra County.

This Agreement reflects the entire agreement of the parties and supersedes any prior

agreements, promises or commitments. This Contract may be amended in writing by mutual
consent of the parties.
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20.  EFFECTIVE DATE

This Agreement shall be effective on January 27, 2014, (the “Effective Date™) if
approved and signed by both parties.

21. SIGNATURES

COUNTY: CONTRACT EMPLOYEE:

County of Plumas,
a political subdivision of the State of California

By
, Chair
Plumas County Board of Supervisors DANIEL PRINCE
“Contract Employee”
Dated:
Dated:
ATTEST:

Nancy DaForno,
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

Dated:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

R. Craig Settlemire
Plumas County Counsel

Dated:

[WHMXL0120415\1 COCO SHARED\CONTRACTS\EMPLOYMENT CONTRACTSIPROBATION ~- ACTING CHIEF -~ PRINCE.DOC)
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January 07, 2014

The Honorable Janet A. Hilde

Presiding Judge

Superior Court of California, County of Plumas County
520 Main Street, Room 104

Quincy, CA 95971

Re:  RESPONSE TO 2012-2013 PLUMAS COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORT

Dear Judge Hilde:

Please find the Plumas County Board of Supervisors’ response and comments to the 2012-
2013 Plumas County Grand Jury final report. Each finding or recommendation in the Grand
Jury’s Report is quoted in ifalics and the Board of Supervisors’ response is set forth
immediately following.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

Plumas County’s Financial Situation:

Finding F1: “The audit found four recurring deficiencies. These are repeats of prior year
findings.

Fl(a). “Lack of Timely Processing: Disbursements were paid in excess of 30 days
past the invoice date of the vendor billing. The Auditor staff was not able to perform
this function in a timely manner due to the departments not submitting claims for
payment to the Auditor’s office in a timely manner.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees that this was a finding of the Smith &
Newell Audit Report for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2012. Please see the
Response to Recommendation R1(a), below.

F1(b). “Sheriff Inmate Welfare Reconciliation: Although the Inmate Trust bank
account is being reconciled to the accounting records on a monthly basis, the balance
held in the account does not appear to be reconciled to an open listing of balances
held for each inmate. The County could not provide a listing of balances held for
inmates that reconciled to the bank balance.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees that this was a finding of the Smith &
Newell Audit Report for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2012. However, this is a
matter that is more appropriately directed to the Sheriff’s Office.
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FI(c). “Compensated Absences: For the close of FY 2011/2012, the audit exposed a
negative balance of 325,202 in the County’s Compensated Absences Account. In
simple terms, the County paid out over $25k to employees for vacation time, leave
time, and comp time before the benefits were earned.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees that this was a finding of the Smith &
Newell Audit Report for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2012. However, the Board
of Supervisors understands that the Plumas County Auditor has responded to this
finding as follows:

“This is not true, and has been discussed with the outside auditors after completion of
the audit. (Unfortunately the previous Auditor had resigned in May and a new
Auditor was appointed in November just as the audit was wrapping up).

“The compensated leave balances account referred to in the audit is a tracking
account for all types of leave hours that employees qualify for. When someone
qualifies for any type of leave, the total hours available are calculated and posted to
this account (as a negative). As the leave hours are used, the account is drawn down
until the leave balance is zero. The payroll program tracks each person's leave total
by employee number, but the balances are combined into this holding account.

“In reviewing the findings of the outside auditors for fiscal year 11/12, we have
discovered that our system did allow the leave balances to go into the negative for
two individuals for one pay period before it red flagged the pay category. To keep
such errors from happening the Auditor’s office is double checking the leave
balances as each payroll is run. The amount that was overpaid in respect to these two
individuals is under $1000.”

Fl(d). “Risk Management — Landfill: The County does not have adequate insurance
coverage for the landfill.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees that this was a finding of the Smith &
Newell Audit Report for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2012. Please see the
Response to Recommendation R1(d), below.

’

Finding F2: “The audit found two new items requiring correction for this year:’

F2(a). “Outside Bank Accounts: There is an inadequate review of all outside bank
accounts. Various departments of the County hold bank accounts outside the County
Treasury for which the purpose of these accounts is to collect credit card payments.
There are several accounts that the County Auditor Controller’s office has not been
obtaining monthly bank statements and reconciliations from the departments and the
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reconciled balance for one bank account had not been recorded on the general ledger
of the County."

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees that this was a finding of the Smith &
Newell Audit Report for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2012.

F2(b). “Animal Control: There is a lack of controls within the Animal Control
department and department employees are not following policies and procedures.
Even though the Animal Control department is not authorized to accept cash and an
employee writes a personal check to cover the amount of cash received, deposits the
personal check with department deposit, and takes the cash. Good internal control
requires proper cash handling. The risk of errors or irregularities is increased when
department employees are not following proper policies and procedures.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees that this was a finding of the Smith &
Newell Audit Report for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2012. However, Animal
Control is a function within the Sheriff’s Office. This finding is more appropriately
addressed to the Sheriff’s Office for a response.

Finding F3: “The General Fund’s Unassigned Fund balance is down from 3410,299 in
2011 to zero as of June 30, 2012.”

Response: Unassigned Fund Balance as discussed in Finding F3 is not an indicator of any
change in the financial health of the County. In the June 30, 2012 financial statements there
is an increase in the “committed” fund balance of $564,035, and the unassigned fund balance
designation was not used at all.

Finding F4: “The County’s Reserve Fund has been used to cover temporary shortfalls and
to pay bills. GASB 54 (Governmental Accounting Standards Board) calls for a target
balance of 8% of the previous year’s General Fund revenues, or a minimum of $2 million to
be in the Reserve Fund account. The Reserve Fund balance was $454,253 as of June 30,
2012.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees that the County’s reserve fund was used to
cover temporary shortfalls and pay bills as the “Great Recession” began to take hold in
Plumas County and the County government suffered declining General Fund revenue
primarily as a result in the decrease in real estate values. Once the budget is adopted the
reserve account cannot be changed for the year and therefore could not be used to cover
temporary shortfalls. The Board also agrees that prior to the beginning of the Great
Recession the Board of Supervisors had established a policy objective to maintain reserves at
eight percent (8%), or a minimum of $2 million. GASB 54 does not call for the target
balance. However, the $454,253 figure in Finding F4 was actually the assigned fund balance
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for the year. The “reserve account” balance was $1,564,917. The reserve balances going back
to 2007 are as follows:

Fiscal Year Reserve Balance
2006-2007 $2,893,085.00
2007-2008 $2,293,085.00
2008-2009 $2,433,968.00
2009-2010 $1,983,968.00
2010-2011 $1,983,968.00
2011-2012 $1,564,917.00
2012-2013 $1,564,917.00
2013-2014 $2,000,000.00

In the budget for Fiscal Year 2013-2014, the Board of Supervisors approved an addition to
the reserve of $435,083.00 to bring the reserve balance back up to $2,000,000 goal as
established by the Plumas County Board of Supervisors.

Finding 5: “Over the past 11 years, the County has spent on average 3397,353 more per
year from the General Fund than it is taking in.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees with this Finding. According to the audited
financial statements the following shows the use of or increase in Fund Balance in the
General Fund. Over the past eleven (11) years the average use of fund balance was $7,266
per year.

Increase (or Use)
Fiscal Year of Fund Balance

2001-2002 1,368,895.00
2002-2003 (156,892.00)
2003-2004 7,629.00
2004-2005 643,700.00
2005-2006 (121,529.00)
2006-2007 (339,246.00)

2007-2008 (145,304.00)
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Increase (or Use)
Fiscal Year of Fund Balance

2008-2009 (34,279.00)
2009-2010 109,515.00
2010-2011 (725,413.00)
2011-2012 (687,003.00)
Average over

11 years = (7,266.09)

Finding F6: “The County Auditor reported that the County has not been funding its Retiree
Health Benefit Program. As such the potential liability to the County as of this writing is
approximately $5.4 million dollars.”

Response: The members of the Plumas County Board of Supervisors disagree in part with
this finding. The statement is misleading. The $5.4 million is not a potential liability in the
context of an amount of money the County would have to pay as of June 30, 2013, for
current liabilities for retiree health insurance. The County has been funding retiree health
insurance each year on a pay-as-you-go basis (for Fiscal Years 2011-2012 and 2012-2013,
the County paid approximately $190,000 each year for retiree health insurance). The $5.4
million figure is an estimate calculated by an actuarial firm that represents the present value
of the amount of money the County would have to have on deposit as of June 30, 2013, to
fund retiree health insurance benefits for all current and future retirees. In other words, if
the County invested $5.4 million as of June 30, 2013, earned five percent (5%) interest
annually, and continued to pay the health insurance premiums of current retirees, the County
would have enough funds to pay the health insurance of all current and future retirees over
the next 26 years without having to make any outlays in future years.

Alternatively, the actuarial firm calculated the estimated annual contributions that could be
invested each year to reach the same goal. This amount was $237,843 for Fiscal Year 2011-
2012, and $267,855 for Fiscal Year 2012-2013 (assuming the current pay-as-you-go
premiums were continued, $196,690 and $187,199 for each year, respectively). This is a
much more realistic funding plan, given the fact that the County does not have the ability to
invest the full $5.4 million at this time. In order to begin the annual funding of the liability,
the Plumas County Budget adopted for Fiscal Year 2013-2014 includes an appropriation to
fund the full annual required contribution.
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Recommendation Rl “The Grand Jury recommends that the County immediately correct the
deficiencies found during the audit. These are repeats of prior year findings.”

Recommendation Rl(a). “Modify procedures to ensure that County departments
submit invoices to the Auditor for processing and payment in a timely manner.”

Response to Recommendation No. Rl(a): The recommendation has been
implemented as provided in the Corrective Action Plan stated in the audit report by
the Plumas County Auditor, “We will remind departments to submit the invoices and
appropriate support documentation with sufficient time remaining for the County
Auditor’s Office to complete processing within a thirty-day period. The County
Auditor’s Office will work with department to improve the processing of claims.”

Recommendation RI1(b). “Reconcile the Inmate Trust bank account to an open
listing of balances held by each inmate on a monthly basis. The detailed listing of
inmate balances should be printed and maintained as an audit trail showing that this
procedure was performed.”

Response to Recommendation No. R1(b): This recommendation is more
appropriately addressed to the Sheriff’s Office. However, the Board of Supervisors
understands that the recommendation has been implemented as provided in the
Corrective Action Plan stated in the audit report, “The [Sheriff’s] department has
changed the methodology of reconciling this fund from spreadsheets to reconciling
using an accounting software with the jail. The department is working with the
County Auditor’s Office to improve this reconciliation process and listing of balances
for each inmate.”

Recommendation R1(c). “Review balances of compensated leave on a regular basis
to determine that employees are not being paid for more time than what has
accrued.”

Response to Recommendation No. Ri(c): The Board of Supervisors understands
that the recommendation is in the process of being implemented as provided in the
Corrective Action Plan stated in the audit report, “We have identified the issue and
are working with County Information and Technology to resolve the issue.” Please
also see the Response to Finding F1(c), above.

Recommendation No. RI(d). “Maintain adequate insurance coverage for the
landfill to minimize the risk of loss.”

Response to Recommendation No. R1(d): This recommendation will require further
study before being implemented. As provided in the Corrective Action Plan stated in
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the audit report, “The County is currently discussing the feasibility of obtaining this
insurance coverage.” While County Risk Management has confirmed the availability
of such coverage, the Public Works Solid Waste Program will need to identify a
funding source for the insurance premiums. For example, it may be necessary to
process a solid waste collection fee increase to provide the necessary funding.
Additional study should be completed by January 2014, with a decision with regard to
implementation soon after.

Recommendation No. Rl(e). “Take steps to re-negotiate its employee retirement
and sick leave policies to be more in line with other counties of similar size and
population.”

Response to Recommendation No. R1(e): This was not a deficiency found during
the audit of the fiscal year ended June 30, 2012, nor is it listed as prior year
recommendation. In any event, this recommendation has been substantially
implemented in that as of August 2013 all but two employees are paying a greater
portion of their retirement contribution than was the case two years prior. In the case
of employees hired prior to January 1, 2013, this ranges from three percent (3%) to
six percent (6%) of the seven percent (7%) “member contribution” in the case of
employees in the “miscellaneous” classification; and up to eight percent (8%) of the
“member contribution” in the case of employees in the “safety” classification.
Employees hired on or after January 1, 2013, are subject to the new public employee
retirement law (“PEPRA”) and pay an even larger percentage toward their retirement
benefit. With regard to sick leave, the County’s labor negotiators have proposed a
lower cap on the accrual of sick leave to various employee bargaining groups, but
have yet to reach agreement on the topic.

Recommendation No. R2. “The County needs to correct the deficiencies found during the
audit.”

Recommendation No. R2(a). “Record on the County general ledger all bank
accounts in the County’s name, reconcile all outside bank accounts, and forward the
information to the Auditor Controller monthly.”

Response to Recommendation R2(a): This recommendation has been implemented
by the County Auditor. As provided in the Corrective Action Plan stated in the audit
report, “All outside bank accounts are properly recorded in the general ledger. We
will remind departments that timely reconciled bank accounts and statements must be
submitted to the County Auditor’s Office each month.”

Recommendation No. R2(b). “All County departments must follow County policies
and procedures for cash handling.”
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Response to Recommendation No. R2(b): This recommendation has been
implemented. The Board of Supervisors will continue to work with the Auditor and
Treasurer’s offices to monitor compliance.

Recommendation No. R2(c). “All department employees must follow policies and
procedures.”

Response to Recommendation No. R2(c): This recommendation has been
implemented. The Board of Supervisors will work with County department heads to
ensure that employees are aware of, and will follow, policies and procedures. Also,
the Board of Supervisors will continue to work with the Auditor and Treasurer’s
offices to monitor compliance.

Plumas County Legal Salary Report:

Finding F1. “It is apparent to this Grand Jury that there is, indeed, a significant
compensation disparity between the Plumas County Counsel and the Plumas County District
Attorney.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with this Finding. There is a compensation
disparity, as there should be, between the County Counsel and the District Attorney. County
Counsel is the legal counsel for all of the county departments and this requires a wider
knowledge of all laws, not just criminal law, such as is the case with the District Attorney.
The District Attorney is an elected position. Any licensed attorney is eligible to serve as a
district attorney and previous experience as a prosecutor is not required. The County
Counsel is a contracted, appointed employee whose reappointment is “at will.” The Board of
Supervisors can require a prospective county counsel to demonstrate much more extensive
experience and breadth of knowledge than simply possessing a license to practice law. A
thorough and fair investigation was not conducted by the Grand Jury. The County Counsel
and staff reported that none of them were interviewed by the Grand Jury to review the
workload and duties employed by the three-person staffed office. The Grand Jury states it
looked at job descriptions instead of conducting face-to-face interviews with the County
Counsel office staff to find out about caseload and duties. When the current County Counsel
was hired, there was only one person in the office (the Paralegal) and a huge backlog of work
due to the resignation of the former County Counsel. The County Counsel’s job was
reorganized in 2010 to include conducting labor negotiations, and that additional cost was
added to the salary. Since his appointment, the County Counsel has taken on extra duties that
were formerly conducted by the CAO and legal services that were formerly provided by the
Flood Control District manager, all without additional compensation. The County Counsel
salary is a negotiated salary, unlike the District Attorney and the rest of the Plumas County
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Elected Officials. Although the proposed salary range for the County Counsel was well
publicized at the time of recruitment, there was no objection or criticism raised at that time.

Finding F2. “Not only is there a significant difference between the salaries of the DA and
the CC, the DA salary is woefully below the average for a county of our size and the CC is
considerably higher than the average for a county of our size.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees that there may be a disparity with other counties
with District Attorney salary, the County Counsel salary, and all other county employee
salaries when compared to other counties. However, what other counties pay is only one
factor, among many factors, to consider when establishing the salaries of county officials and
employees.

Finding F3. “The size of the staff in the District Attorney’s Office, specifically the number of
prosecutors available to prosecute crime is inadequate.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees. The District Attorney’s office is currently
staffed at historic levels, as a deputy DA was recently hired.

Recommendation No. 1. “The 2012-2013 Plumas County Civil Grand Jury recommends
that the Board of Supervisors collaborates with the DA’s office to determine the extent of the
need for added staff.

Response to Recommendation No. 1: This Recommendation has been implemented. The
Board of Supervisors has granted every request for hire presented to the Board by the District
Attorney’s office and continues to work with the District Attorney to address appropriate
staffing levels within budgetary constraints.

Recommendation No. 2. “Understanding that county budget constraints prohibit pay hikes
at a time other county employees are taking pay cuts, the 2012-2013 Plumas County Grand
Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors takes every opportunity to adjust the salary
of the District Attorney to a level commensurate with that of other counties of our size. As a
minimum, the next budget year should allow for a 10% (approximately $10,300) raise for the
District Attorney, which would put him still below the average but would make a significant
step to resolve the disparity.”

Response to Recommendation No. 2: This Recommendation will not be implemented in
Fiscal Year 2013-2014 because it is not reasonable to do so given current budgetary
constraints. The Board of Supervisors agrees that the District Attorney salary should be
adjusted when the other elected officials (Sheriff, Treasurer/Tax Collector, Auditor,
Assessor, and Clerk/Recorder) salaries are studied for salary adjustments and when
budgetary constraints allow and are appropriate. As a result of the “Great Recession” Plumas



The Honorable Janet A. Hilde, Presiding Judge
Superior Court of California, County of Plumas County
Re: RESPONSE TO 2012-2013 PLUMAS COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORT

December 17, 2013
Page 10 of 24

County saw a significant decline in county revenues. Not only have County employees not
received any cost of living adjustments since 2007-2008, but all employees have experienced
decreased compensation as a result of having to contribute more to their own retirement plan
and having to pick up a larger share of their insurance costs. Plumas County’s recovery from
the recession has lagged behind other areas of California. As mentioned in response to
Finding F2, what other counties pay is only one factor, among many factors, to consider
when establishing the salaries of county officials and employees.

Recommendation No. 3. “The 2012-2013 Plumas County Civil Grand Jury recommends
that, before the next contract period, the Board of Supervisors considers adjusting the salary
of the County Counsel down 10% (approximately $16,800), which would continue to put him
above the local counties average.”

Response to Recommendation No. 3: The Board of Supervisors agrees that when the
County Counsel’s current contract has expired, that salary and duties be reviewed and
negotiated again. However, the Grand Jury should not recommend to the Board a reduction
in salary of any department head, as this is not within their duties. The Board of Supervisors
acknowledges that although the current County Counsel’s four-year contract had not expired,
the County Counsel nevertheless has picked up paying an additional three percent (3%) of
salary toward retirement contribution (previously paid by the County); took unpaid furloughs
for over one year amounting to a ten percent (10%) reduction in salary; and, for over a year
and a half, has paid (and continues to pay) all increases in health insurance effective January
1, 2012. Although at times these changes have amounted to reduced compensation more
than 13%, the workload of the County Counsel’s office has not decreased, but has increased
as additional duties were assigned by the Board to the County Counsel as described in the
response to Finding F1. As mentioned in response to Finding F2, what other counties pay is
only one factor, among many factors, to consider when establishing the salaries of county
officials and employees.

Plumas County Jail Report

Finding F1. “Electronic security systems in the control center are in partial failure due to
previous power surges with no funds to repair or replace.”

Response: It is more appropriate for the Plumas County Sheriff to respond to this finding.
To the extent the Board of Supervisors has budgetary authority with regard to the repair or
replacement of electronic security systems at the jail, the Board has given, and will continue
to give, careful consideration to the Sheriff’s requests for funds for maintenance and repair of
electronic security systems at the jail.

Finding F2. “At least three floor drains have been plugged with concrete, thereby
compromising adequate drainage in food preparation areas.”



The Honorable Janet A. Hilde, Presiding Judge
Superior Court of California, County of Plumas County
Re: RESPONSE TO 2012-2013 PLUMAS COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORT

December 17, 2013
Page 11 of 24

Response: It is more appropriate for the Plumas County Sheriff to respond to this finding.
To the extent the Board of Supervisors has budgetary authority with regard to the repair or
replacement of plumbing systems at the jail, the Board has given, and will continue to give,
careful consideration to the Sheriff’s requests for funds for maintenance and repair of
plumbing systems at the jail.

Finding F3. “The jail lacks a sufficient number of electrical circuits and outlets resulting in
over loading of electrical systems.”

Response: It is more appropriate for the Plumas County Sheriff to respond to this finding.
To the extent the Board of Supervisors has budgetary authority with regard to the repair or
replacement of electrical systems at the jail, the Board has given, and will continue to give,
careful consideration to the Sheriff’s requests for funds for maintenance and repair of
electronic security systems at the jail.

Finding F4. “Missing filters from the kitchen hood allows grease to accumulate in the flue.
The exhaust fan was found to be pushing air into the kitchen rather than exhausting it.”

Response: It is more appropriate for the Plumas County Sheriff to respond to this finding.
To the extent the Board of Supervisors has budgetary authority with regard to the repair or
replacement of kitchen fixtures at the jail, the Board has given, and will continue to give,
careful consideration to the Sheriff’s requests for funds for maintenance and repair of kitchen
fixtures at the jail.

Finding No. 5. “The last Health Department inspection was completed 3 years ago.”

Response: It is more appropriate for the Plumas County Sheriff to respond to this finding
since this does not involve a budgetary matter over which the Board of Supervisors has
budgetary authority.

Finding No.6: “The Jail’s Policy and Operations Manual is still outdated as reported in
previous 2010-2011 and the 2011-2012 Grand Jury Reports.”

Response: It is more appropriate for the Plumas County Sheriff to respond to this finding
since this does not involve a budgetary matter over which the Board of Supervisors has
budgetary authority.

Recommendation R1. “The Grand Jury recommends that the Plumas County Board of
Supervisors make Public Safety their number one priority for Plumas County. The Grand
Jury requests the Board of Supervisors respond to this recommendation.”
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Response to Recommendation R1: This recommendation has been implemented.

The Board of Supervisors does make Public Safety a priority and allocates the greatest
percentage of the county general fund budget to law enforcement and public safety.
However, we must live within available resources. The Board of Supervisors has not cut or
restricted the Sheriff from increasing his staff.

Recommendation R2. “The Grand Jury strongly recommends the Board of Supervisors
support the Sheriff in the acquisition of a new Correctional Facility and Administration
Office, and submit a plan for public comment that will move this much needed project
forward. The Grand Jury requests the Board of Supervisors respond to this
recommendation.”

Response to Recommendation R2: This recommendation has been implemented in part.
The Board of Supervisors continues to work with the Sheriff to seek funds and appropriate
land to build a new correctional facility. Any plan developed for a new facility will be
subject to public comment at a meeting of the Board of Supervisors At this time, we do not
have the funding to build a new correctional facility. We will continue to look for ways to
fund a new correctional facility.”

Recommendation R3. “The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors increase
the Sheriff’s Jail budget when requested by the Sheriff, specifically targeting staffing and
essential inmate needs. The Grand Jury requests the Board of Supervisors respond to this
recommendation.”

Response to Recommendation R3: This recommendation has been implemented. The
County’s budget consultant, the County Auditor, and members of the Board of Supervisors
met with the Sheriff to carefully consider all the Sheriff’s budgetary requests for the Jail with
regard to the staffing and essential inmate needs in developing the County Budget for Fiscal
Year 2013-2014. The Sheriff had an opportunity to personally address the full Board of
Supervisors in open and public workshop sessions relating to the Budget. The Board of
Supervisors approved the Sheriff’s revised budget and staffing requests with regard to the
jail. The Board of Supervisors takes this opportunity to commend the Sheriff’s careful and
prudent use of limited County resources when it comes to the operation of the jail facility.

Recommendation R4. “The Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors make an
annual tour of the Jail Facility when requested by the Sheriff. The Grand Jury requests a
response to this recommendation.”

Response to Recommendation R4: Since this recommendation does not involve budgetary
or personnel matters over which the Board of Supervisors has some decision making
authority, a response by the Board of Supervisors is not required. However, members of the
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Board of Supervisors have toured the jail in the past. Members of the Board of Supervisors
will tour the jail in the future as necessary to be adequately informed.

Recommendation R5. “The Grand Jury encourages the Board of Supervisors to do a ride-
along with a Deputy when requested by the Sheriff, within three months of this report. This
would enable the Board of Supervisors to have a clearer understanding of what Deputies are
Jfacing with the implementation of AB-109, the Federal Consent Decree and the effects on
Officer Safety, both on the street and within the Jail. The Grand Jury requests the Board of
Supervisors respond to this recommendation.”

Response to Recommendation R5: Since this recommendation does not involve budgetary
or personnel matters over which the Board of Supervisors has some decision making
authority, a response by the Board of Supervisors is not required. However, members of the
Board of Supervisors are willing to consider a ride-along with a deputy and will confer with
the Sheriff concerning the recommendation.

Plumas County Probation Department Report

Finding F1: “The Probation Department prepares presentencing reports, using their best
Judgment about public safety, and information regarding the offender’s background, for the
court’s use in sentencing. These court mandated reports can take a minimum 6 to 8 hours to
complete and often more. Their case load is not a factor in preparing the presentencing
report so they have no control over the total number of cases they are required to handle.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors substantially agrees with this finding, and, in
particular, adopts the following information provided by Acting Chief Probation Officer
Douglas Carver:

It is true that the volume of Pre-Sentence reports is not under the control of the Probation
Department. It is a function of the workload of the Courts and the number of cases referred
from the Courts. The reports are one of the many mandated functions the Probation
Department is required by statute to perform. The reports are required by the Rules of Court
to contain certain information. This includes the current charges adjudicated, a synopsis of
the current offense, defendant’s prior criminal history, social history, addiction history,
victim’s statement and financial loss calculation, applicable laws for sentencing and a
sentencing recommendation. Appointments must be made with the defendant, law
enforcement agency and victims in order to conduct interviews and gather information. The
reports are complex and time consuming to prepare. There is a corresponding report that is
required to be prepared in regards to juvenile offenders known as a Dispositional Report that
the Probation Department is required to prepare. Pre-Sentence and Dispositional reports are
one of many mandated functions the Probation Department must carry out.
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Finding F2: “Interviews with the County Board of Supervisors have found that the majority
of the Board does not have public safety as their #1 priority for Plumas County.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees with this finding. ‘“Public safety” in Plumas
County needs to be viewed as an entire system. Probation is a part of the Criminal Justice
System, which is comprised of the District Attorney, Sheriff’s Department, Probation, Public
Defenders, and Courts. All but the Courts are primarily funded by the County’s General
Fund and together receive the greatest portion of the General Fund. Recent years, during the
Great Recession, saw a significant decline in Plumas County General Fund revenues. While
there was some decrease in General Fund contributions to the criminal justice system
departments of Plumas County government mentioned above, even greater reductions,
including the elimination or partial elimination of some jobs, occurred in other departments’
General Fund contributions.

Finding F3: “Grand Jury determined there is minimal support from the Board of Supervisors
regarding department staffing levels.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees with this finding. The Board of Supervisors
supports having adequate Probation Department staffing levels. Over the last five years, the
Probation Department has had the following position allocations:

Fiscal Year 08-09 09-10  10-11 11-12  12-13
Positions 14.875 17.875 16.875 20.625 21.125

Finding F4: “The Probation Department is extremely under budgeted.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees with this finding. Over the last five years,
the Probation Department has received the following appropriations from the Plumas County
General Fund and other sources:

Fiscal Year 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14

Appropriation $1,072,462 $1,333,855 $1,348,484 $1,213,622 $1,327,389

Although the General Fund contribution was decreased in Fiscal Year 2012-2013, the
Probation Department still underspent its appropriation from all sources in the prior fiscal
year by $283,381, or approximately 18% of the budget.

Finding F5. “The Probation Department is critically under staffed because of budget cuts
and the inability to fill positions.”
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Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees with this finding. Please see the response to
the Finding F4 with regard to budgeting. As to “inability to fill positions,” this is partially
correct, but the inability to fill positions is not a result of budget cuts as implied by this
Finding. There a number of factors that affect the ability to fill positions as discussed below
in the response to Findings F8.

Finding F6. “The Department Head must depend on grant monies to pay some salary
positions.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with this finding, but that is to be expected,
since the state and federal governments offer grants or categorical funding to address
specified goals or objectives. As stated by Acting Chief Probation Officer Douglas Carver,
“Grant funds must be screened to be sure that they can legally be used to pay salaries. Some
grant funds have prohibitions against being used to fund salaries. Grants for treatment or
rehabilitation purposes often times have ratios that specify how much can be expended on
salaries and how much for treatment. Additionally those salaries paid out of grants limit the
position from working on caseloads or projects that are outside of the grant funding
parameters.”

Finding F7. “The Deputy Probation Officer (DPO) compensation is lower than those
counties of similar size and population of Plumas County.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees in part with this finding to the extent it
suggests that Plumas County compensation for entry level deputy probation officers is lower
than all comparable counties. Acting Chief Probation Officer Douglas Carver advises, “The
Chief Probation Officers of California organization prepares a salary survey each year.
According to the 2012 Survey comparing entry level Deputy Probation Officer salaries,
Plumas ranked 49™ out of 55 counties reporting. Comparing the 9 closest in size counties
Plumas ranked 2™ to last by only $44.”

Finding F8. “Plumas County is losing experienced DPO’s to other counties, due to better
opportunity, advancement possibilities and salary.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees that there are many factors that hinder hiring
and retention of deputy probation officers in Plumas County. In addition to compensation
(see response to Finding No. 7), acting Chief Probation Officer Douglas Carver advises,
“This is more a function of Plumas County hiring out of the area DPOs who, after having
been trained by Plumas County, are an attractive candidate to move back to their counties of
original residence. Additionally, there has been a huge hiring burst going on throughout the
State in regards to probation officers creating ideal situations to move to home counties with
better benefits. Plumas County is a small department and has a flat administration structure
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so there are not a lot of upward advancement opportunities available. It is easier to take a job
with a larger department than to advance in Plumas County Probation.”

Finding F9. “When the Probation Department lost a line supervisor, the Board of
Supervisors would not authorize the funding to replace that staff member.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees with this Finding because there are
insufficient details, making it misleading. The Board assumes that the Grand Jury is
referring to the situation where a Deputy Probation Officer III promoted to the Supervising
Probation Officer position in the prior fiscal year, then elected to return to the Deputy
Probation Officer III position in the next fiscal year. However, that Deputy Probation Officer
I1I position was not funded in the current fiscal year (FY 2012-2013). At the December 18,
2012, meeting of the Board of Supervisors, the Chief Probation Officer sought additional
funding from the General Fund Contingency account in the amount of $30,059 in order to
fund both positions, rather than rely on the existing funding appropriated to the Probation
Department. On a four to one vote, the Board denied the request for additional funding and
denied the request to fill the position absent the identification of the funding for the position.
The additional funding requested was not necessary because, as it turned out, the Probation
Department underspent its appropriation for the year by $283,381 as discussed in the
response to Finding F4, above.

Finding F10. “SB678, enacted in 2009, grant monies took a 94% decrease, and going from
$400,000 to $24,000 in 2012, further exacerbating the department’s funding issues.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees with this Finding. Acting Chief Probation
Officer Douglas Carver advises, “The amount of SB 678 money received by Plumas County
Probation for 2012 was $342,825, the amount received in 2011 was $423,932, thus only a
19% decrease. The $24,000 figure quite possibly came from a preliminary estimate for SB
678 funding that came out of the Governor’s May revise budget that was never enacted. That
figure was put out early on in the State political budget meetings in order to force full
funding.”

Finding F11. “A BoS Member stated that “arming probation officers would place them in a
higher cost retirement category, costing the County money”. It was suggested probation call
a deputy if they got “in trouble.” Lack of adequate availability due to Sheriff’s Office
personnel makes this an officer safety issue. The Plumas County Grand Jury found this
comment to typify the County Board of Supervisor’s attitude towards both officer and public
safety and was found to be short sighted.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees with this finding in part. The Board of
Supervisors had been previously informed that arming deputy probation officers would
require “safety” retirement classification with the California Public Employees Retirement
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System (CalPERS) at a much higher cost to the County (and the employee) than is the case
for the current “miscellaneous” classification applicable to Plumas County probation officers.
Recently, the Acting Chief Probation Officer has informed the Board of Supervisors that
probation officers may be armed without the requirement of the “safety” classification for
CalPERS purposes. However, as indicated in the response to Finding F13, below, the Acting
Chief Probation Officer has noted that an arming program must be carefully planned for,
policy drafted, trained for, and implemented in a limited assignment based manner.
Department personnel must be up to the task and responsibility of being armed. Arming
probation officers will result in additional cost to the County for training, maintenance of
skills, proficiency, and qualification, and higher salaries and benefits. Alternatives to arming
probation officers also need to be considered. For example, because of the expected increase
in high risk probationers as a result of the AB 109 shift from state prisons to local
supervision, the Board of Supervisors has approved the funding of a Plumas County Deputy
Sheriff position for the express purpose of accompanying unarmed probation officers on field
visits with such higher risk probationers.

Finding F12. “The Board of Supervisors mandated the Probation Department move to the
Courthouse Annex, while every staff member interviewed felt the move an ill-conceived and
an unwarranted waste of time and resources.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees that the Board required the Probation
Department to relocate from its former offices in East Quincy to its present offices in the
Courthouse Annex. The Board also agrees that there were staff employees of the Probation
Department that were opposed to the move. However, the opinions of the staff members are
misplaced. There is a surplus of County government office space. There was space available
in the County’s newest office building as a result of other tenants relocating. Relocating the
Probation Department to the Annex reduces County expenses and frees up the former office
building for sale or lease. In addition, the move has proved to be successful, providing
probation officers easy access to other county services for probationers. The Board of
Supervisors looks for ways to consolidate departments and sell unneeded buildings to save
the taxpayers’ money.

Finding FI13. “In spite of the number of high risk offenders, there are no Deputy Probation
Officers (DPO) authorized to carry firearms; this is due to the fact that there is no Policy
and Procedure in place regarding “Use of Force” as well as the lack of funds for required
training.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors generally agrees with this finding, although the Board
disagrees with the implicit conclusion that probation officers should be armed. Whether or
not probation officers should be armed will require further study. The Board of Supervisors
will work with the Chief Probation Officer to address this. Acting Chief Probation Officer
Douglas Carver has offered the following comments and observations:
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The Department needs to develop a Use of Force Policy, as the Department uses less than
lethal force options presently. Currently there are no lethal force (armed) trained Deputy
Probation Officers in the Department. Those Officers trained in the past have left the
Department. It is true the Department is supervising a potentially higher risk offender.
However an arming program must be carefully planned for, policy drafted, trained for and
implemented in a limited assignment based manner. Department personnel must be up to the
task and responsibility of being armed. Under California law and California Attorney General
opinion the Chief Probation Officer has the sole authority to arm Officers within the
Probation Department. This authority cannot be taken lightly and must be used in careful
consideration of a variety of factors. An arming program [will] cost money as armed officers
are subject to additional training, maintenance of skill proficiency and qualification
requirements. There is some funding for training available through the Standards for Training
in Corrections (STC) program; however it is not nearly enough to cover the cost of a properly
implemented arming program.

See also, the Response to Recommendation No. 4, below.

Finding F14. “Probation Officers have personal safety concerns in dealing with increasing
numbers high risk offenders, partially due to AB-109.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees that AB 109 has made it necessary for deputy
probation officers to deal with an increased number of high risk offenders. Acting Chief
Probation Officer Douglas Carver has provided the following comments and observations:
“Currently the Probation Department is doing very limited field work. Any field work that is
being done is vetted against a risk assessment and potential for violence to officers or
community members. Additionally much of the field work is coordinated with Sheriff
Department personnel and conducted in a team approach. This has gone a long way to ensure
officer safety and relieve the concerns of the Probation Officers.” As indicated in the
response to Finding F11, above, the Board of Supervisors approved a request that resulted in
the funding of a Plumas County Deputy Sheriff position for the express purpose of
accompanying unarmed probation officers on field visits with such higher risk probationers.

Finding F15. “There are varied perceptions by Probation Office Staff of overall Judicial
oversight.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors has no reason to question this finding. Acting Chief
Probation Officer Douglas Carver advises: “The Probation Department operates in a unique
position in the judicial system. While the Chief Probation Officer is appointed by the Courts
all of the employees are County employees. The Department is dependent on the Board of
Supervisors for all personnel, budget and facilities matters. The Probation Department works
for the Courts in preparing all the Court mandated / ordered reports, yet work out in the
community supervising offenders.”
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Finding F16. “Due to the lack of personnel there is [sic.] high case/workloads resulting in
low morale. Currently there are approximately 275 adult probationers and 30 juvenile
probationers.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors generally agrees with this finding. As indicated in the
response to Finding F3, the Board of Supervisors has authorized a sufficient number of
positions in the Probation Department which, if filled, would reduce the individual caseloads
on deputy probation officers to more manageable levels. The Board of Supervisors will work
with the Chief Probation Officer to fill positions and work on incentives to keep deputy
probation officers in Plumas County. See the response to Finding F8 with regard to retention
of deputy probation officers.

Finding No. 17. “There is no Line Probation Supervisor for the Probation Officers.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with this finding. Currently the Supervising
Probation Officer position is vacant. The position is authorized but not funded. It is the
understanding of the Board of Supervisors that the Acting Chief Probation Officer has
tentatively identified a source of funding and will be going before the Board of Supervisors
to seek approval to fill this vacancy.

Finding F18. “There are currently 9 vacant positions out of 21 full time positions.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees, in part, with this finding. There are 20.625
full-time equivalent (FTE) positions allocated for the Probation Department. While positions
may be allocated to the Probation Department that does not mean they are all funded.
Probation must find a funding source before gaining permission to fill some of the positions.
As of November 2013, 9 FTE positions are filled, leaving 11.625 FTE positions vacant.

Finding F19. “Staff members use their own vehicles to come to the Court House from the
Probation Department due to few County vehicles being available.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees with this finding. Acting Chief Probation
Officer Douglas Carver advises, “With current staffing there are more than enough vehicles
for Probation staff to use for official county business. There are five vehicles available for
employee use. Many Department employees drive their personal vehicles so that they may
smoke or run personal errands after conducting county business. This finding appears to have
resolved itself through Department attrition.”

Finding F20. “The Chief Probation Officer (CPO) has nearly 20 years of experience.”
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Response: The Board of Supervisors generally agrees with this finding. The current Chief
Probation Officer has six (6) years of experience in that position, having been appointed
Plumas County Chief Probation Officer by the presiding judge of the Plumas Superior Court
on April 18, 2007. Prior to appointment as Chief Probation Officer, the incumbent had 12 2
years’ experience as a probation officer in the Plumas County Probation Department.

Finding F21. “The Probation Department and the Sheriff Department have a cooperative
working relationship.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with this finding, and observes that the
Probation Department and Sheriff should have a cooperative working relationship. Acting
Chief Probation Officer Douglas Carver has observed, “I believe the two Departments have a
very good collaborative relationship. The Sheriff’s Department is ready to assist the
Probation Department at any time they are able. The Sheriff’s Department is working within
the constraints of their own staffing shortage but has not let this interfere in their support to
the Probation Department. In the upcoming year the Probation Department will be working
on implementing a closer partnership with the Sheriff’s Department in developing some new
strategies in working effectively and efficiently.”

Finding F22: “The District Attorney and the Probation Department have a cordial working
relationship.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors agrees with this finding, and observes that the District
Attorney and the Probation Department should have a good working relationship. Acting
Chief Probation Officer Douglas Carver has observed, “The District Attorney and Probation
work together. There has been some blurring of the duties and responsibilities between the
two Departments as the District Attorney runs the Alternative Sentencing Program, which is
normally operated and under the supervision of the Probation Department. The issues are not
insurmountable and solutions are available to allow both Departments to operate effectively
and efficiently in conjunction with each other.”

Finding F23: “Interaction between the Board of Supervisors and the Chief Probation
Officer continues to be confrontational, demeaning, and unprofessional toward the CPO.”

Response: The Board of Supervisors disagrees with this finding. The Board of Supervisors
continues to treat all county department heads and staff in a professional and respectful way.

Recommendation R1.  “Plumas County Grand Jury recommends that the Board of
Supervisors make public safety their unanimous top priority for the protection and the
wellbeing of the citizens of Plumas County. The Grand Jury requests the Board of
Supervisors respond to this recommendation.”



The Honorable Janet A. Hilde, Presiding Judge
Superior Court of California, County of Plumas County
Re: RESPONSE TO 2012-2013 PLUMAS COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORT

December 17, 2013
Page 21 of 24

Response to Recommendation No. 1: This recommendation has been implemented. The
Board of Supervisors rejects the implication of this recommendation that the Board does not
have public safety as its priority. As stated in the response to Recommendation R1 in the Jail
report section, above, the Board of Supervisors does make public safety a priority and
allocates the greatest percentage of the county general fund budget to law enforcement and
public safety. However, we must live within available resources. Also, as is stated in the
response to Finding F2, above, “public safety” in Plumas County needs to be viewed as an
entire system. Probation is a part of the Criminal Justice System, which is comprised of the
District Attorney, Sheriff’s Department, Probation, Public Defenders, and Courts. All but the
Courts are primarily funded by the County’s General Fund and together receive the greatest
portion of the General Fund. Recent years, during the Great Recession, saw a significant
decline in Plumas County General Fund revenues. While there was some decrease in
General Fund contributions to the criminal justice system departments of Plumas County
government mentioned above, even greater reductions, including the elimination or partial
elimination of some jobs, occurred in other departments’ General Fund contributions.

Recommendation No. 2. “The Board of Supervisors should place an emphasis on returning
the Probation Department’s staffing levels to sustainable working levels and attain a better
caseload ratio by increasing the budget to authorize the hiring of additional probation
officers.  The Grand Jury requests the Board of Supervisors respond to this
recommendation.”

Response to Recommendation No. 2: While the Board of Supervisors agrees with the
recommendation that additional deputy probation officers be hired in order to attain a better
caseload ratio, the Board does not agree that it is reasonable and appropriate to increase the
budget to hire additional deputy probation officers when there are a sufficient number of
allocated positions that are presently funded by the budget, but are unfilled. The Board of
Supervisors will work with the Chief Probation Officer to address staffing levels in the
Probation Department.

Recommendation No. 3. “At the request of the Chief Probation Officer, the Board of
Supervisors should increase the budget to authorize hiring additional probation officers so
more probationers, who may be a threat to public safety, can be kept in the actively
supervised categories. Grand Jury requests the Board of Supervisors respond to this
recommendation.”

Response to Recommendation No. 3: While the Board of Supervisors agrees with the
recommendation that additional deputy probation officers be hired in order to actively
supervise more probationers, the Board does not agree that it is reasonable and appropriate to
increase the budget to hire additional deputy probation officers when there are a sufficient
number of allocated positions that are presently funded by the budget, but are unfilled. The
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Board of Supervisors will work with the Chief Probation Officer to address staffing levels in
the Probation Department.

Recommendation No. 4. “The Board of Supervisors should support the CPO in the arming
of those DPO’s that must work with high risk probationers to ensure their personal
protection. The Grand Jury requests the Board of Supervisors respond to this
recommendation.”

Response to Recommendation No. 4; The recommendation has not been implemented and
requires further analysis. Whether or not probation officers should be armed will require
further study. The Board of Supervisors will work with the Chief Probation Officer to
address this and is willing to consider the presentation of a study and report from the Chief
Probation Officer of the need for armed probation officers in Plumas County, the cost of
arming probation officers (e.g., additional training, maintenance of skills, proficiency, and
qualifications, and salary and benefit expenses), the expected benefits from arming probation
officers, and alternatives to arming probation officers (such as unarmed deputy probation
officers partnering with Sheriff’s deputies to monitor higher risk probationers). The Board of
Supervisors would expect to receive such a study in January 2014. As noted in the response
to finding F13, above, Acting Chief Probation Officer Douglas Carver has offered the
following comments and observations:

The Department needs to develop a Use of Force Policy, as the Department uses less than
lethal force options presently. Currently there are no lethal force (armed) trained Deputy
Probation Officers in the Department. Those Officers trained in the past have left the
Department. It is true the Department is supervising a potentially higher risk offender.
However an arming program must be carefully planned for, policy drafted, trained for and
implemented in a limited assignment based manner. Department personnel must be up to the
task and responsibility of being armed. Under California law and California Attorney General
opinion the Chief Probation Officer has the sole authority to arm Officers within the
Probation Department. This authority cannot be taken lightly and must be used in careful
consideration of a variety of factors. An arming program [will] cost money as armed officers
are subject to additional training, maintenance of skill proficiency and qualification
requirements. There is some funding for training available through the Standards for Training
in Corrections (STC) program; however it is not nearly enough to cover the cost of a properly
implemented arming program.

Recommendation No. 5. “The Grand Jury believes the Board of Supervisors must recognize
that the criminal justice dollar is favorably placed in probation efforts. By making a
commitment to invest in probation services, Plumas County can increase rehabilitation of
offenders, thereby decreasing recidivism and the high cost of re-incarceration. The Grand
Jury requests the Board of Supervisors respond to this recommendation.”
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Response to Recommendation No. 5: This Recommendation has be implemented in that
the Board of Supervisors recognizes the value of probation services to increase the
rehabilitation and of offenders, decrease recidivism, and avoid the higher cost of re-
incarceration. The Board of Supervisors rejects the implication of this recommendation (and
the other recommendations and findings concerning the Probation Department) that the
Plumas County Probation Department has been inadequately funded in relation to all other
demands upon the County’s General Fund. The Board of Supervisors will continue to work
with the Chief Probation Officer to address staffing levels in the Probation Department and
work to increase rehabilitation of offenders and ways to decrease recidivism to stop re-
incarceration.

Recommendation No. 6. “The Board of Supervisors should work toward fostering a more
constructive working relationship with the CPO based on professionalism and respect for
each other’s values and viewpoints. The Grand Jury requests the Board of Supervisors
respond to this recommendation.”

Response to Recommendation No. 6: This recommendation has been implemented. The
Board of Supervisors will continue to work with the CPO in a professional and respectful
manner.

Recommendation No. 7. “The Grand Jury further recommends that should there ever be
any kind of potential conflict of interest that could be construed, that County Supervisor must
recuse from any decision making in regards to that Department. This action will ensure all
efforts are in place to preserve transparency, ethics and prevent possible conflict. The Grand
Jury requests the Board of Supervisors respond to this recommendation.”

Response to Recommendation No. 7: The Board of Supervisors observes that the
avoidance of a conflict of interest by an individual member of a county board of supervisors
is the individual responsibility of the individual member. Members of the Board of
Supervisors are mandated by law to take an ethics course every two years to be educated
about transparency, ethics, and conflicts of interest and recuse themselves in decision-making
when conflicts of interest appear.”

Respectfully submitted,

PLUMAS COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

By

Terry L. Swofford, Chair

LS:cs
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Plumas Children’s Council
Plumas County’s Child Abuse Prevention Council

Janine P.O. Box 382 (530) 283-5333
Coordinator Quincy, CA 95971 janine@plumaschildren.org
DATE: December 30, 2014
TO: The Honorable Plumas County Board of Supervisors

FROM: Janine, Coordinaw

SUBJECT: Council Membership

RECOMMENDATION/ACTION: I am requesting that the Board appoint
Members and Alternates to the Child Abuse Prevention Council for 2014.

BACKGROUND: Attached please find the current list of Members and
Alternates for the Plumas County Child Abuse Prevention Council that need
to be appointed for 2014.

Thank you.



Plumas County Environmental Health
270 County Hospital Rd., Ste 1277, Quincy CA 95971
Environmental Health Quincy Environmental Health Chester

Phone 530-283-6355 Phone 530-258-2538
FAX 530-283-6241 FAX 530-258-2844

Date: December 23,2013

To: Honorable Board of Supervisors

From: Jerry Sipe, Environmental Health

RE: Board of Supervisor Agenda Iteny for Jayuary 7, 2014

Recommendation: Approve a Resolutior’ supporting categorical exemption for low risk
facilities from hazardous materials business plan program requirements.

Background and Discussion: As the Board is aware, Environmental Health is the local
Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) responsible to implement and enforce the state’s
unified hazardous materials management program. This program, among other things, requires
businesses that store hazardous materials exceeding certain threshold quantities to develop
emergency response/contingency plans and report the types, locations, and quantities of
hazardous materials handled or stored. The CUPA in turn provides this information to local fire
and emergency responders, and develops area plans to effectively respond to hazardous materials
incidents and releases.

State law allows Environmental Health, acting as the CUPA, to exempt certain hazardous
materials handlers from these requirements. This exemption only applies to the Business Plan
element of the hazardous materials program, and only to low risk facilities or handlers.
Additionally, the CUPA must make a finding that the exemption would not pose a significant
present or potential risk to health, safety, or the environment and public input must be considered
in the exemption process. Because Plumas and Sierra Counties share program staff and have a
number of low-risk businesses like farms and ranches that operate in both counties, both CUPAs
want to coordinate the exemption criteria and implementation processes. Over the past few
months, a small working group comprised of individuals from both counties has developed a
standardized approach for these exemptions including consistent requirements for exemption
eligibility, consistent application paperwork and a plan for consistent outreach and information to
regulated businesses.

At this time, the Board is asked to approve a resolution supporting the implementation of
standardized categorical exemption for low-risk hazardous materials facilities from the hazardous
materials business plan. The Environmental Health Director will continue developing the
necessary exemption processes and applications and working with Sierra County CUPA to
ensure consistent and coordinated program implementation. The proposed resolution has been
reviewed and approved as to form by County Council and is attached for your consideration.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 283-6367. Thank you.



Plumas County Resolution Number

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION FOR LOW-RISK
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS FACILITIES FROM UNIFIED HAZARDOUS MATERIAL
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM BUSINESS PLAN REQUIRMENTS

WHEREAS, Environmental Health is the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) for
Plumas County to administer and carty out the Unified Hazardous Materials Management program
countywide; and

WHEREAS, California Health and Safety Code Section 25507(a) requites that businesses
that handle certain types of hazardous materials establish and implement a business plan for
emetgency response to a release or threatened release of hazardous materials; and

WHEREAS, the CUPA is granted administrative authority under Section 25507(g) of the
California Health and Safety Code to exempt certain businesses from the hazardous materials
business plan requirements upon a written finding that the exemption will not pose a significant
present or potential hazard to human health ot safety or the environment; and

WHEREAS, the CUPA finds it beneficial to standardize the business plan exemption
process with Sierra County in order to best meet program objectives and the needs of the regulated
facilities, some of whom have operations in both Plumas and Sierra Counties,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Plumas County Board of
Supervisors supports the implementation of standardized categorical exemption criteria for low-risk
hazardous materials facilities from the hazardous materials business plan requirements of the
California Health and Safety Code and Unified Program regulations. The Director of
Environmental Health is hereby authorized to develop all necessary exemption processes and
applications and to coordinate these activities with the Sietra County CUPA to ensure consistent

and coordinated program implementation.

The forgoing resolution was duly passed and adopted by the Board of Supervisots of
the County of Plumas, State of California at a regulat meeting of the Board of Supervisors on
January 7, 2014 by the following vote:

Ayes:

Noes:

Absent;

Abstain:

Chair, Board of Supervisors

Attest:

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors



DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVIEES

AND PUBLIC GUA
/ Courthouse Annex, 270 County Hospital Rd., Suite 207, Quincy, CA 95971-9174
ELLIOTT SMART (530) 283-6350
DIRECTOR . Fax: (530) 283-6368
DATE: DECEMBER 17, 2013
TO: HONORABLE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
FROM: ELLIOTT SMART, DIRECTOR&
DEPT. OF SOCIAL SERVICES
SUBJ: BOARD AGENDA ITEM FOR JANUARY 7, 2014
RE: REQUEST TO FILL A VACANT BENEFITS ASSISTANCE COUNSELOR

I/l POSITION AND A VACANCY AT THE OFFICE ASSISTANT I/1i
LEVEL IN THE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES

It is Recommended that the Board of Supervisors

Authorize the Department of Social Services to fill the following positions:
1. 1.0 FTE Benefits Assistance Counselor I/I1.
2. 1.0 FTE Office Assistant /Il

Background and Discussion

1. Benefits Assistance Counselor /Il

The Department of Social Services has incurred a vacancy at the Benefits Assistance
Counselor (BAC I/ll) level. As explained in more detail on the attached position
classification form, this position is responsible for performing eligibility determinations
for CalFresh assistance (formerly the Foodstamp program) and for the Medi-Cal and
CMSP programs. The prior incumbent has left the position to take another county job.
The position became vacant on December 6, 2013

The continuing high caseload levels and ACA make it essential that the Department
move forward immediately to fill the vacant position. A description of the duties and
other matters related to filling this position appears in the attached forms. We have also
enclosed a Table of Organization to assist the Board with the review of this request.



2.

Office Assistant I/ll

The Department has incurred a vacancy at the Office Assistant I/l level. The OA I/li
position provides reception services, fingerprint imaging, pre-screening of applicants
and other forms of support to the staff at large.

Financial Impact

The positions are budgeted in the Department of Social Services budget for FY 2013-
2014. Funding to support these positions comes from federal pass through dollars,
State General Fund dollars, 1991 Realignment funds and 2011 Realignment funds.
There is no impact to the County General Fund.

Copy: Leslie Mohawk, Program Manager
Neal Caiazzo, Program Manager
Pat Leslie, Principal Staff Services Analyst

Enclosures
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Position Classification: Benefits Assistance Counselor (BAC) /i1

FTE: 1.00
Budgeted Position: Yes
Mandated Program: Yes

Position Description:

This position is primarily responsible for performing eligibility determinations for the
Medi-Cal, CMSP and CalFresh (Foodstamp) programs. Eligibility determinations for the
Medi-Cal and CMSP programs are critical to the mission of assuring that county citizens
who do not have medical insurance or another payer for health care services have
access, to the extent that they are eligible, to the State Medi-Cal and County CMSP
programs. This also helps to assure that hospitals that are required by law to serve
poor and indigent county residents receive payment for the services they provide.
Eligibility determinations for the CalFresh (Foodstamp) program are a state mandated
activity.

Funding Sources: Medi-cal is entirely funded by State General Fund and federal pass
through dollars. There is a small apportionment of Realignment dollars that is part of
the funding mix for this position, generally 15% of the cost of time spent performing
CalFresh (Foodstamp) eligibility determinations. As is explained below, there are
potential Realignment funding implications when the position is left empty.

Special Considerations: Department of Social Services funding mechanisms are
structured on a very specific cost allocation plan that generates the distribution of fixed
overhead costs based on filled positions. To the extent that a position is not filled, the
fixed overhead costs redistribute themselves in uncontrolled and unpredictable ways
adding unanticipated costs to other program areas particularly to program areas that
contain Realignment dollars in their cost structure. It is in the County’s best interests to
avoid such a scenario.

Reason for the Vacancy: The reason for this vacancy is because the prior incumbent
has resigned to accept employment in another County Department.



Position Classification: Office Assistant I/l

FTE: 1.00
Budgeted Position: Yes
Mandated Program: Yes

Position Description: This position is responsible for clerical support and reception
services that support all programs in the Department. The incumbent performs a variety
of clerical/reception work including screening and logging into the ISAWS system
including the initial eligibility application for public assistance benefits. This position is
also responsible for logging new clients into the Fingerprint Imaging System. The
incumbents sorts and delivers incoming Departmental mail and, may make deliveries to
the Courthouse.

Funding Sources: The funding to support this position comes from federal pass
through dollars, the State General Fund and county Realignment dollars. There is no
cost to the County General Fund associated with this position.



QUESTIONS FOR STAFFING CRITICAL POSITIONS WHICH ARE
CURRENTLY ALLOCATED.

Position: Benefits Assistance Counselor — Medi-Cal/CalFresh Program

e Is there a legitimate business, statutory or financial justification to fill the
position?

Answer: Yes. Medi-Cal and CalFresh (Foodstamp) administration is a state
mandated service. The Benefits Assistance Counselor performs eligibility
determinations for these services

e Why is it critical that this position be filled prior to the adoption of the County’s
budget this summer?

Answer: The position is funded in the current budget and has no General
Funds associated with it. Additionally the caseload is growing and the state
provides funds to meet this growth.

e How long has the position been vacant?

Answer: The position became vacant effective November 18, 2013 due to an
employee resignation to accept another County position.

e Can the department use other wages until the budget is adopted?
Answer: No.

e What are staffing levels at other counties for similar departments and/or
positions?

Answer: Other counties are structured in a very similar way. The state

determines appropriate staffing levels and funds accordingly.

e What core function will be impacted without filling the position prior to J uly 1?

Answer: We will not be able to process applications for Medi-Cal, CalFresh
and CMSP in accordance with the state requirements.

e What negative fiscal impact will the County suffer if the position is not filled
prior to July 1?



Answer: We will not expend state funds that have been allocated to this
function and Realignment dollars will be disbursed to other programs
costing the Department money.

A non-general fund department head need to satisfy that he/she has developed a
budget reduction plan in the event of the loss of future state, federal or local
funding? What impact will this reduction plan have to other County
departments?

Answer: The Department has developed a variety of budget reduction
strategies that are dependent upon state policy decisions. Other
Departments could be impacted by such reduction strategies.

Does the department expect other financial expenditures which will impact the
general fund and are not budgeted such as audit exceptions?

Answer: No.

Does the budget reduction plan anticipate the elimination of any of the requested
positions?

Answer: No.
Departments shall provide an estimate of future general fund support for the next
two years and how the immediate filling of this position may impact, positively or

negatively, the need for general fund support?

Answer: The Department does not currently utilize County General Fund
dollars. Filling this position does not change that.

Does the department have a reserve? If yes, provide the activity of the
department’s reserve account for the last three years?

Answer:_The Department does have a reserve. The balance fluctuates
depending upon a number of factors including whether or not the State
achieves the base amount of collection for any given year.




QUESTIONS FOR STAFFING CRITICAL POSITIONS WHICH ARE
CURRENTLY ALLOCATED.

Position: Office Assistant — Clerk/Receptionist

e Is there a legitimate business, statutory or financial justification to fill the
position?

Answer: Yes. Public social services are state mandated,

e Why is it critical that this position be filled prior to the adoption of the County’s
budget this summer?

Answer: The position is funded in the current budget and has no General Funds
associated with it. Additionally the caseload is growing and the state provides
funds to meet this erowth. The position performs state mandated fingerprint
imaging and screening of applicants.

e How long has the position been vacant?

Answer: The position has been vacant since December 17, 2013.

e Can the department use other wages until the budget is adopted?
Answer: No.

e What are staffing levels at other counties for similar departments and/or
positions?

Answer: Other counties are structured in a very similar way. The state
determines appropriate staffing levels and funds accordingly.

e What core function will be impacted without filling the position prior to July 17

Answer: We will not be able to process perform tasks associated with eligibility
determinations due to not having a clerk receptionist that can log in and conduct
screening for program eligibility.

e What negative fiscal impact will the County suffer if the position is not filled
prior to July 1?

Answer: We will not expend state funds that have been allocated to this function .




A non-general fund department head need to satisfy that he/she has developed a
budget reduction plan in the event of the loss of future state, federal or local
funding? What impact will this reduction plan have to other County
departments?

Answer: The Department has developed a variety of budget reduction strategies
that are dependent upon state policy decisions. Other Departments could be
impacted by such reduction strategies.

Does the department expect other financial expenditures which will impact the
general fund and are not budgeted such as audit exceptions?

Answer: No.

Does the budget reduction plan anticipate the elimination of any of the requested
positions?

Answer: No.

Departments shall provide an estimate of future general fund support for the next
two years and how the immediate filling of this position may impact, positively or
negatively, the need for general fund support?

Answer: The Department does not currently utilize County General Fund dollars.
Filling this position does not change that.

Does the department have a reserve? If yes, provide the activity of the
department’s reserve account for the last three years?

Answer: The Department does have a reserve. The balance fluctuates depending
upon a number of factors including whether or not the State achieves the base
amount of collection for any given year.




PLUMAS COUNTY MENTAL HEALTH

Peter Livingston, LCSW, Director

270 County Hospital Road, Suite 109  Quincy, CA 95971
(530) 283-6307 FAX (530) 283-6045
plivingston@kingsview.org

MEMO

DATE: January 7, 2014

TO: HONORABLE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS @
FROM: Peter Livingston, LCSW, Director of Mental Health

SUBJECT: Agenda Item for Board of Supervisors Meeting of January 7, 2014

REGARDING: Fill a 1.0 FTE Department Fiscal Officer position and a 1.0 FTE Clinical
Therapist position.

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS: Approve a request to recruit and
hire into the following vacant positions which are funded, budgeted, and approved in the FY 13-14

Personnel Allocation:

a. 1.00 FTE Department Fiscal Officer (DFO) | or Il, and
b. 1.00 FTE Mental Health Therapist (MHT) | or Il or Behavioral Health Therapist (BHT) | or Il

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION: The Mental Health Department has recently accepted a letter
of resignation from Bianca Harrison, DFO I, which is effective as of January 3, 2014, after which time
Ms. Harrison will be working in the Auditor’'s Office. Ms. Harrison’s position is crucial to the fiscal
operation of the Department and must be filled not only to comply with County requirements
pertaining to fiscal matters, but also to attend to State and Federal fiscal demands. Filling the Clinical
Therapist position is part of an ongoing effort to fill all currently allocated Clinical Therapist positions.
Given that the Board of Supervisors is considering the possibility of adopting some type of Behavioral
Health Model in the future, it seems prudent for the Department to have the flexibility of filling clinical
positions currently allocated to MHT job descriptions with individuals who meet the requirements for
either MHT or BHT positions. The BHT clinical position exceeds the criteria for the MHT position in
that it requires an additional focus in the Substance Use Disorder field, and as such, may be more
targeted to providing services to the Co-Occurring Disorders population which is a key focus under
most Behavioral Health models.

FINANCIAL IMPACT: There are no General Fund dollars involved in this matter. Any costs
associated with this matter are covered by a combination of Federal and State funds.
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QUESTIONS FOR STAFFING CRITICAL POSITIONS WHICH ARE
CURRENTLY ALLOCATED.

RE: PCMH request to fill 1.00 FTE Department Fiscal Officer for the Board
of Supervisors meeting of 1-7-14.

o Is there a legitimate business, statutory or financial justification to fill the
position? Yes, this position is responsible for all fiscal operations.

e Why is it critical that this position be filled at this time? To keep the Department
financially sound and in compliance with County, State, and Federal
regulations and requirements relating to fiscal matters.

e How long has the position been vacant? The position became vacant on
January 6, 2014,

¢ Can the department use other wages until the next budget cycle? No

e What are staffing levels at other counties for similar departments and/or
positions? Most counties have multiple individuals who cover the job
responsibilities that Bianca has been able to accomplish on her own.

e What core function will be impacted without filling the position prior to July 1?
As above.

e What negative fiscal impact will the County suffer if the position is not filled
prior to July 1?7 Loss of revenue; out of compliance with County, State, and

Federal regulations.

e A non-general fund department head need to satisfy that he/she has developed a
budget reduction plan in the event of the loss of future state, federal or local
funding? What impact will this reduction plan have to other County
departments? This position is funded by MediCal and MHSA sources, and as
such, the funding is expected to remain stable.

o Does the department expect other financial expenditures which will impact the
general fund and are not budgeted such as audit exceptions? No

¢ Does the budget reduction plan anticipate the elimination of any of the requested
positions? No

e Departments shall provide an estimate of future general fund support for the next
two years and how the immediate filling of this position may impact, positively or
negatively, the need for general fund support? This position does not rely on GF

support
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¢ Does the department have a reserve? If yes, provide the activity of the
department’s reserve account for the last three years? PCMH has a prudent
reserve that would provide service coverage for some time.
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QUESTIONS FOR STAFFING CRITICAL POSITIONS WHICH ARE
CURRENTLY ALLOCATED.

RE: PCMH request to re-fill 1.00 FTE Mental Health Therapist I or II
position or Behavioral Health Therapist I or II position. Board Meeting of
January 7, 2013

» Is there a legitimate business, statutory or financial justification to fill the
position? Yes, the need to provide an adequate number of clinical personnel
to meet the ongoing needs of the community.

e Why is it critical that this position be filled at this time?
This position needs to be filled as the result of an existing vacancy and to
provide clients and citizens with a baseline level of service.

e How long has the position been vacant? The position has been vacant since
mid October 2013; as other MHT positions have also been open during that
period of time, there has been no delay to the hiring process.

e Can the department use other wages until the next budget cycle? No

e What are staffing levels at other counties for similar departments and/or
positions? Staffing by county depends upon population, caseloads, and
management style.

e What core function will be impacted without filling the position prior to July 1?
There will be a further reduction of service availability to the community.
Existing clients will not receive ongoing services as good ethical practice
would indicate. There will be a decrease in staff resources to provide 24 hour
crisis services. New requests for services will be delayed.

e What negative fiscal impact will the County suffer if the position is not filled
prior to July 1? There will be a possible increase in liability exposure to the
county as the result of a decrease in services and additional stress on
remaining staff in terms of providing adequate emergency services. A
reduction of services to citizens will occur. A further decrease in staffing
support will result in additional deterioration of staff moral and will risk
additional staff turnover which will incur additional cost.

e A non-general fund department head need to satisfy that he/she has developed a
budget reduction plan in the event of the loss of future state, federal or local
funding? What impact will this reduction plan have to other County
departments? This position is funded by MediCal and MHSA sources, and as
such, the funding is expected to remain stable. In the event of a considerable
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