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RESPONSE COMPLIANCE REPORT 
2025-26 PLACER COUNTY GRAND JURY 

 
 

SUMMARY 

Governing boards of local government entities and elected county officials are required by law 

to respond to the findings and recommendations in reports the grand jury directs to them. The 

responses must be submitted to the superior court within the statutory timeframe and must 

conform to content requirements contained in Penal Code1 section 933.05.  

The 2025-26 Placer County Grand Jury reviewed the responses to the eleven reports2 issued by 

the 2024-25 grand jury on June 30, 2025. In sum, we found that one entity failed to submit a 

response and that the responses of two others failed to provide the mandated wording. We 

recommend that those three entities submit legally compliant responses. 

 

BACKGROUND 

Reponses to grand jury reports must adhere to Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05.  

For each finding, required respondents must either agree or disagree. If the respondent 

disagrees, they must explain what part of the finding they disagree with and explain the reasons 

for the disagreement. (See Penal Code § 933.05, subd. (a).) 

For each recommendation, respondents must choose one of the following four responses: 

1) That the recommendation has been implemented, with a summary of actions taken 

2) That it will be implemented within a specified timeframe 

 
 
2 All referenced reports issued by the 2024-25 Grand Jury can be located on the Placer County Superior Court’s 

website: https://www.placer.courts.ca.gov/general-information/grand-jury/grand-jury-reports-resolutions/grand-
jury-reports-2024-2025. Accessed on March 12, 2026. ; 
https://www.placer.courts.ca.gov/sites/default/files/GJ_Final%20Response%20Report_December%2015%202025.
pdf.  Accessed March 18, 2026.  
 

https://www.placer.courts.ca.gov/general-information/grand-jury/grand-jury-reports-resolutions/grand-jury-reports-2024-2025
https://www.placer.courts.ca.gov/general-information/grand-jury/grand-jury-reports-resolutions/grand-jury-reports-2024-2025
https://www.placer.courts.ca.gov/sites/default/files/GJ_Final%20Response%20Report_December%2015%202025.pdf
https://www.placer.courts.ca.gov/sites/default/files/GJ_Final%20Response%20Report_December%2015%202025.pdf
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3) That the recommendation needs further analysis, with an explanation, the scope of the 

analysis, and the timeframe (not to exceed six months from issuance of the report) as to 

when the response will be considered by the respondent; or 

4) That the recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or not 

reasonable, with an explanation. (Penal Code § 933.05, subds. (b)(1-4).) 

The 2024-25 Placer County Grand Jury issued eleven reports during its term from July 2024 

through June 2025. The responses to nine of the reports fully complied with the law; 

accordingly, no extended discussion of those reports is included herein. This Response 

Compliance Report instead focuses on two reports for which the Placer County Grand Jury has 

noted non-compliance: 

• Conflict of Interest Code, Form 700, Ethics Training Compliance 

• Foresthill Public Utility District, Transparency and Governance 

Required respondents for the former report included the mayors of the City of Colfax and the 

Town of Loomis, respectively; the latter required a response from the Foresthill Public Utility 

District Board of Directors. 

Please note, this report does not address or comment on the merit or wisdom of any 

disagreements expressed by any respondent to last year’s reports, but merely upon whether 

the responses complied with legal requirements. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

The 2025-26 Placer County Grand Jury evaluated responses to the findings and 

recommendations to determine their compliance with Penal Code Sections 933 and 933.05. The 

following criteria were considered: 

1) Timeframe: Were responses submitted to the judge in the timeframe required by the 

law? 
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2) Findings: Did the governing board or elected county official indicate their agreement or 

disagreement with each finding? If there was disagreement, did they explain the reason 

for the disagreement? 

3) Recommendations: Did each response include one of the four statements required 

under Penal Code section 933.05(b)(1-4)? Did the response also contain the required 

content? 

a) If a response stated a recommendation had been implemented, did the response 

include a summary of what had been done? (Penal Code § 933.05(b)(1)) 

b) If a response stated a recommendation would be implemented, did the response 

include a summary and timeframe for what would be done? (Penal Code § 

933.05(b)(2)) 

c) If a response stated a recommendation required further analysis or study, did the 

response include an explanation of the scope and parameters of the analysis or 

study, and a timeframe (within six months of receipt of the report) for the matter 

to be prepared for discussion by the applicable public official, department head, 

or governing body? (Penal Code § 933.05(b)(3)) 

d) If a response stated a recommendation would not be implemented because it 

was not warranted or not reasonable, did the respondent include an explanation 

supporting that position? (Penal Code § 933.05(b)(4)) 

 

DISCUSSION 

The law requires county elected officials to respond to a grand jury report in writing. The 

elected official’s response must be submitted to the presiding judge within sixty days of 

receiving the report. (Penal Code § 933(c).) Governing boards have ninety days after receiving a 

grand jury report to submit their response to the presiding judge. (Id.) 

The multiple respondents to ten of the eleven reports were fully compliant with the timeframe 

required by law.  One respondent to one report was not. Although their response was due no 

later than September 1, 2025, the mayor of Colfax has not, as of the date of this report, 

responded to the report titled “Conflict of Interest Code, Form 700, Ethics Training Compliance.”  
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All of the respondents to findings within the eleven reports complied with the California Penal 

Code by indicating their agreement or disagreement with findings.  For all disagreements, an 

explanation was given.   

 

The responses to grand jury recommendations require specific content as described above. For 

the report titled, “Conflict of Interest Code, Form 700, Ethics Training Compliance,” the mayor of 

the Town of Loomis failed to provide a target date in five of the responses that indicated a 

recommendation would be implemented.  

 

The grand jury also identified instances of non-compliance with the responses from the 

Foresthill Public Utility District Board of Directors. In five of the twelve recommendations, the 

board of directors failed to provide a clear response that aligns with the recommendation; 

further, no target dates were provided when the response seemed to indicate future 

implementation. 

 

All other respondents were compliant. 

 

FINDINGS 

F1. The mayor of Colfax failed to respond to the report titled “Conflict of Interest Code, 

Form 700, Ethics Training Compliance” within sixty days of receiving the report, as 

mandated by Penal Code section 933, subd. (c).  

F2. The mayor of the Town of Loomis failed to provide target dates for the implementation 

of recommendations R1, R2, R4, R5, and R6 in the report titled “Conflict of Interest 

Code, Form 700, Ethics Training Compliance.” Providing such timeframes is required by 

Penal Code section 933.05, subd. (b)(2).  

F3. The Foresthill Public Utility District Board of Directors failed to provide a timeframe for 

implementation of recommendations in the report titled “Foresthill Public Utility District, 

Transparency and Governance,” violating Penal Code Section 933.05, subd. (b)(2), 
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specifically for recommendations R1, R3, R4, and R5. Providing such timeframes is 

required by Penal Code section 933.05, subd. (b)(2). 

F4. The Foresthill Public Utility District Board of Directors in its responses did not comply 

with the specific content of Penal Code section 933.05 (b)(1-4) to recommendations R1 

through R5.    

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R1. The mayor of Colfax will respond to the report titled “Conflict of Interest Code, Form 

700, Ethics Training Compliance” by May 30, 2026 to comply with Penal Code section 

933.  

R2. The mayor of the Town of Loomis will update the grand jury with target dates for the 

implementation of recommendations R1, R2, R4, R5, and R6 in the report titled “Conflict 

of Interest Code, Form 700, Ethics Training Compliance” by June 30, 2026, to comply 

with Penal Code section 933.05(b)(2). 

R3. The Foresthill Public Utility District Board of Directors will review the required response 

language in the California Penal Code and update the grand jury as to their responses by 

July 31, 2026, as to recommendations R1 through R5 and provide a timeframe for 

implementation of those recommendations in the report titled “Foresthill Public Utility 

District, Transparency and Governance” to comply with Penal Code section 933.05, subd. 

(b)(2). 

REQUIRED RESPONSES 

Pursuant to Penal Code Section 933.05, the following responses are required: 

• The mayor of Colfax is required to respond to F1 and R1 within sixty days of receipt of 

this report. 
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• The mayor of Loomis is required to respond to F2 and R2 within sixty days of receipt of 

this report. 

• The Foresthill Public Utility District Board of Directors is required to respond to F3 and 

R3 within ninety days of receipt of this report. 

Responses must be submitted to the presiding judge of the Placer County Superior Court in 

accordance with the provisions of Penal Code Section 933.05. Responses must include the 

information required by Section 933.05. 

CONCLUSION 

The 2025-26 Placer County Grand Jury is following the precedent set by past Placer County 

Grand Juries by publishing this Response Compliance Report. This jury believes it is important to 

verify that these respondents were compliant with Penal Code Section 933.05.  

 

COPIES SENT TO:  
 

Colfax City Council 
City of Colfax 
P.O. Box 702 
Colfax, CA 95713 
 

Loomis City Council  
Loomis Town Hall 
3665 Taylor Road 
Loomis, CA 95650 
 
Foresthill Public Utility District Board of Directors  
24540 Main Street 
Foresthill, CA 95631  
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