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Responses to the 2013-2014 Amador County Civil Grand Jury 

Final Report and Follow-Up Reports 

 

 

Pursuant to the law, the government entities investigated by the Civil Grand Jury must respond 
to the findings and recommendations found in the Final Report. We thank the agencies who 
understand that this process enables them to improve the public trust between the citizens of 
Amador County and their government. 

This section of the Final Report enables the public to evaluate individually whether the agencies 

in question are serving the public interest to the fullest extent possible. 

Following are the Responses of the entities reported on by the 2013-2014 Civil Grand Jury, and 

summary reports on their compliance with that Grand Jury’s Findings and Recommendations: 

 

City of Amador City  

 Transparency and Communications in Civic Projects 

 Special Events in Amador County 

 

Amador County Board of Supervisors 

 Health and Human Services Building—We Did the Math! 

 Communications in Child Welfare Cases 

 Special Events in Amador County 

 

Amador County Public Prisons 

 Pine Grove Youth Conservation Camp 

 Amador County Jail 

 Mule Creek State Prison 

 

Amador County Unified School District 

 Bad Behavior on the Board 
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Follow-Up Report:  Responses by City of Amador City to 

2013-2014 Amador County Civil Grand Jury 

 

 

Planning and Environment Committee: 

1. Transparency and Communications in Civic Projects 

2. Special Events in Amador County 

 

BACKGROUND 

The California Penal Code, §925, allows a Civil Grand Jury to selectively investigate the 

operations, accounts and records of departments, officers, or functions of the County.  

Pursuant to Penal Code §933, a response by these entities to the findings and 

recommendations of the grand jury's reports is required. 

The 2013-2014 Grand Jury Planning and Environment Committee chose to look into: 

1. Several complaints from citizens concerning decisions made and contracts awarded 

during Amador City’s bridge replacement and downtown modifications projects.  

2. Complaints regarding the impacts of special events within the County, on community 

safety and dealing with leftover clutter and property damage; Amador City was the one 

city choosing to respond to this report. 

 

DISCUSSION     

 Transparency and Communications in Civic Projects 

 The Grand Jury received citizen complaints about various aspects of the bridge 

 replacement project and the accompanying downtown modifications, which took place 

 in 2013-2014, alleging that some actions and costs were not legally authorized. Further, 

 there was contention that the public was allowed little or no participation in decision-

 making processes, which began in 2009 after the completion of the Highway 49 Bypass. 

 In their investigation, the Grand Jury spoke with City officials and citizens, reviewed City 

 Council agendas and minutes as well as plans and specifications for the bridge and 

 streetscape. The design contracts were looked at, and the construction area inspected. 

 The investigation report resulted in 11 Findings, many favorable to the conduct of the 

 City and contrary to some citizen complaints, and 6 Recommendations. 
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 The City of Amador City Response letter to the Grand Jury arrived in September of 2014, 

 wherein there were several attachments demonstrating its efforts at communication 

 with its citizens by the City during the project in question. The text of the letter 

 expressed agreement or partial agreement with Findings F1 - F6 and F8. Findings F7, and 

 F9 - F11 found disagreement, with explanations from the City Council. The responses 

 to the 6 Recommendations ranged from agreement because the Recommendation 

 covered policies already in place (R1, R3, R5), to agreement that the Recommendation 

 would be fully implemented (R2, R6), to disagreement because of unreasonable costs 

 to the City (R4).   

 

 Special Events in Amador County 

 Following complaints to the 2013-2014 Grand Jury about the effects on traffic, 

 pedestrian safety and littering, of the increasing number of special events in the County 

 (fun walks and runs, bicycling events, etc.), it was discovered by the Jury that although 

 Amador County, and the Cities of Ione, Jackson, and Sutter Creek do have their own 

 permitting processes in place, the cities of Plymouth and Amador City do not. Plymouth 

 was, at that time, reported to be establishing one. 

 Several areas of inquiry were developed by the Jury, including neighborhood, road and 

 litter impacts on the cities and County, profitability to the County, complaint 

 procedures, and also the issue of unpermitted events. The Final Report produced 6 

 Findings and 3 Recommendations.   

 In the City of Amador City’s response letter, received by the Grand Jury in September of 

 2014, there was agreement with all the findings. Regarding the Recommendations, the 

 City stated that it would study the special events ordinances in place in Sutter Creek and 

 Ione, and adopt applicable measures from these. Implementation was to begin 

 immediately, and information is to be posted on the City website.       

 A letter from the Grand Jury was sent to the City Clerk in April of 2015, requesting 

 verification of the establishment of a special events policy. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Transparency and Communications in Civic Projects 

 The responses in this matter from the City of Amador City were found to be satisfactory 

 to the 2014-2015 Grand Jury. A letter to this effect was sent to the City Council.  No 

 further action is necessary.  
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2. Special Events in Amador County 

 The City of Amador City had responded positively to the Findings and Recommendation 

 of last year’s report. However, as of the close of the 2015 Grand Jury term, a Special 

 Events Ordinance had not yet been provided to the Jury by the City if such exists. 

 It is requested that the subsequent Grand Jury follow this issue to its agreed-upon 

 conclusion.  
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Follow-Up Report:  Responses by Board of Supervisors to 

2013-2014 Amador County Civil Grand Jury 

 

 

County Administration Committee: 

1. Health and Human Services (HHS) Building Lease – We Did the Math! 

Planning and Environment Committee: 

1. Special Events in Amador County 

Public Health Committee: 

1. Communication in Child Welfare Cases 

 

BACKGROUND 

The California Penal Code, §925, allows a Civil Grand Jury to selectively investigate the 

operations, accounts and records of departments, officers, or functions of the County.  

Pursuant to Penal Code §933, a response by these entities to the findings and 

recommendations of the grand jury's reports is required. 

The 2013-2014 Jury chose to look into: 

1. The means by which the County entered into, and then revised, the lease of the new 

HHS building, resulting in “grossly excessive rent” paid by the County and its tenants. 

2. Complaints regarding the impacts of special events within the County, on community 

safety and dealing with leftover clutter and property damage. 

3. Several complaints from citizens who felt that they or their families were not treated 

well by Child Protective Services (CPS).                                                                                                                                    

 

DISCUSSION     

The HHS Lease 

Based on the review of a list of County-owned or leased properties, buildings and land provided 

to the Grand Jury by the county’s General Services Administration (GSA), the Jury noticed the 

huge lease costs for the relatively new HHS Building, about $1.4 million/year at an initial price 

of $2.43/square foot (the former lease cost to house all the HHS agencies functioning in the 

county, in admittedly “unsatisfactory” facilities, was about $206,000 annually, at $0.76/square 

foot).  The Jury chose to analyze the cost/benefit of the present lease to the County. 
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This investigation focused on: 

1. The history of the HHS housing needs and costs evaluations  

2. The decision to build such a huge new facility with what is now seen as inadequate 

justification (disregard of a professional evaluation showing significantly lower space 

needs over time than finally decided upon by the County; growth projections that were 

already in decline from estimates even at the time of the RFP) 

3. The original 15-year 2006 lease  

4. The 2008 lease renegotiation, which extended the original lease payment amount for 5 

more years and eliminated the “escape clause” found in previous contracts. There was 

documented compensation to the County for assuming the risks of this new situation, a 

check in the amount of $400,000. According to the 2014 Final Report, the amended 

lease contained a clause referring to this check as “Valuable Consideration” in exchange 

for amending the lease.  

Based on their conclusion that the rents are “grossly excessive,” but which might be 

inescapable under the terms of the 2008 lease, the 2013-2014 Jury chose to outline the ways 

such a perceived blunder could be avoided in the future. The Final Report listed 10 Findings and 

4 Recommendations related to the errors made, and the necessity for set policies and 

procedures for real estate transactions involving the County, including costs and benefits. There 

were no existing policies or procedures in any area of purchase/lease of land or buildings, nor 

was there any requirement that an experienced professional participate, nor that real estate 

matters should be decided in Open Meeting sessions, among other issues.  

The Board of Supervisors’ (BOS) Response letter was dated October 8, 2014 and included the 

initial response from the appropriate County Agency Department Head, followed by the BOS 

comment on the agency’s statement. In it, there was agreement by the agency, and 

corresponding agreement by the BOS, with Findings F1, F2, F4, F6, F7, F9 and F10.  Findings F3, 

F5, and F8 saw partial agreements, with explanations of areas of disagreement. There was 

partial agreement from the County Agencies and BOS with all of the 4 Recommendations, again 

with explanations of the disagreed-upon aspects of each Recommendation. The first 3 

Recommendations were related to the establishment of written and procedural guidelines for 

all real estate transactions undertaken by the County. The Board stated that such policies will 

be organized over the year following their response. Recommendation R4 addressed the issue 

of the $400,000 check being neither formally acknowledged nor its use restricted; it was stated 

in the response letter to the Grand Jury that ANY amount encompassed by any agreement 

should be publically acknowledged and included within the same agreement or contract (as it 

was not in this case).  
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A letter was sent to the Board of Supervisors in mid-April of 2015, requesting a progress report 

on their establishment of the appropriate real estate policies. This will require monitoring by 

the subsequent Grand Jury, as it was recommended by the 2014 Jury and agreed upon by the 

County, but the Board had requested as much as a year to complete this. 

 

Special Events in Amador County 

There were complaints to the 2013-2014 Grand Jury about the traffic and pedestrian safety 

effects of some of the special events in the County (fun walks and runs, bicycling events, etc.), 

the numbers of which are increasing. There was a further complaint about the resulting litter 

and property damage. It was discovered by the Jury that although many City, County and State 

entities do have their own permitting processes in place, these are not uniform from one to 

another, and it may not be easy for an organizer to determine the need for and locate the 

source of appropriate permits for either a fund-raising or topic-related event.   

Several areas of inquiry were developed by the Jury, including neighborhood, road and litter 

impacts on the cities and County, profitability to the County, complaint procedures, and also 

the issue of unpermitted events. The Jury looked into the special event permit processes in 

place (as well as numbers of permits granted and fees collected over certain periods of time) in 

the Cities of Ione, Jackson, and Sutter Creek; Plymouth was reported to be establishing one, and 

Amador City had none. Amador County has a permit process and collaborates with the Sheriff’s 

Department, who coordinates with other agencies such as the Highway Patrol, local Police 

Departments, etc. The State Department of Transportation (CalTrans) issues permits for events 

on State highways that might impact vehicular traffic.   

The Final Report contained 6 Findings and 3 Recommendations.  In their October 9, 2014 

response letter, the County Department of Transportation and Public Works, with concurrence 

by the Board of Supervisors, agreed with all 6 Findings and the 3 Recommendations. Attached 

to the letter were draft Special Events and Complaint forms, as well as the Contact Sheet to be 

updated annually and distributed to all agencies involved with Special Events Permitting, both 

provided by Transportation and Public Works. Also in this letter, Public Works requested a time 

frame “over the next year” for investigating the “possibilities for central postings of Special 

Events” (per Recommendation R2) and said it would begin immediate notification of “other 

permitting agencies of events which may need permitting from them.”  

A Letter was sent to Public Works in mid-April of 2015 to inquire about progress made by them 

on the agreed-upon central posting and notification recommendations. 
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Communications in Child Welfare Cases 

The Grand Jury received citizen complaints about the treatment they or their relatives, 

particularly extended family members (who are not the child’s parents or legal guardians), had 

received from Child Protective Services (CPS). Communication between CPS and both core and 

extended family members was claimed to be poor, and consideration was not given to 

extended family members, according to complaints.   

No specific case could be used in any way, so the Jury used handouts, websites, staff interviews, 

statistics, and procedural manuals for their study. There was a fairly large Glossary of Terms, 

and definitions were also taken from these sources and included within the Method of Study 

and Discussion sections of the report.   

The report began with a graph and written description of how Child Welfare Services works (the 

sequence from case referral through to the two possible results:  either family reunification, 

always the primary goal, or permanent placement of the child in another situation).  

The rest of the report reviewed regulations, services, personnel requirements, legal 

representation (where it was stated that in the eyes of the law, extended family members do 

not have legal standing in CPS cases), Communications (again, the only way extended family 

members can be included is if one of the core family members completes a Notification of 

Relatives form for them), and Funding.   

All child welfare services exist for the preservation of the core family, a fact about which there 

are “assumptions and misconceptions” regarding extended family rights, as stated in the Grand 

Jury’s Finding F1. Most of the 7 Findings that were derived from the facts of the investigation 

were related to the importance, to all County staff involved, of maintaining core families 

whenever possible, in accordance with State mandates. The 2 Recommendations were 

addressed to helping extended family members to better understand their limited roles. 

In the October 2014 Response letter, prepared by the HHS Director and the Board of 

Supervisors, there was agreement with all 7 Findings, with clarifications of F1 and F7. The 

responses to the 2 Recommendations made clear that with the consent/cooperation of the 

child’s core family members, extended family is notified about proceedings and given basic 

information, followed by a document explaining their roles if they wish to participate.  

 

CONCLUSIONS  

1. HHS Lease 

 The Board of Supervisors had not yet completed the written real property policy it has 

 agreed to establish, as of the time of the finalization of the 2015 Reports. Such a policy 
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 was seen by the 2014 Grand Jury as a way to avoid repeating what it considered to be 

 major mistakes made in the HHS lease(s) process. 

 In May of 2015, a draft version of the County’s “Leasing of Real Property” policy was 

 received in the Grand Jury office. The 2014-2015 Jury requests that the 2015- 2016 Jury 

 follow up on this matter.    

 

2. Special Events in Amador County 

 In its Response letter, the BOS requested time for Public Works to determine the 

 possibilities for central postings of Special Events. As of the end of this Grand Jury’s 

 term, there has been no further word. The 2014-2015 Jury requests that the 2015- 2016 

 Jury follow up on this matter.    

 

3. Communications in Child Welfare Cases 

 The Grand Jury acknowledged and thanked the Board of Supervisors and CPS for their 

 satisfactory responses to the Findings and Recommendations of this report. No further 

 action is required. 
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Follow-Up Report:  Responses by Amador County Public 

Prisons to 2013-2014 Amador County Civil Grand Jury 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

Penal code §919(b) states that a civil grand jury shall inquire into and report on the condition 

and management of the public prisons within the County. There are three facilities in Amador 

County Pine Grove Youth Conservation Camp (PGYCC), Mule Creek State Prison (MCSP) and 

Amador County Detention Facility (Jail). Pursuant to Penal Code §933, a response by these 

entities to the findings and recommendations of the grand jury's reports is required. 

 

DISCUSSION 

Pine Grove Youth Conservation Camp 

The 2013-2014 Grand Jury inspected the PGYCC on January 13, 2014. The ensuing report 

contained 6 Findings and 3 Recommendations. The PGYCC Superintendent responded on July 

10, 2014 to the Recommendations only. He agreed, with explanations, with 2 of the 3 

Recommendations. The Findings in the report were, except one, facts or positive observations 

regarding the functions of the facility. The exception was the Finding descriptive of the 

Recommendation with which the Superintendent disagreed: that the PGYCC turn on and use 

the cell phone scramblers reported by two previous Grand Juries as partially or fully installed. A 

letter requesting clarification of the scrambler issue was sent to him by this Grand Jury; the 

Superintendent's subsequent letter explained that the State Department of Corrections and 

Rehabilitation was no longer requiring them at this facility.    

 

Amador County Jail 

The report produced after the Grand Jury's inspection of the Amador County Jail on January 21, 

2014 contained 7 Findings and 5 Recommendations. In the County Sheriff's response letter, 

dated July 31, 2014, he prefaced his responses with a correction and clarification of information 

given in the Final Report regarding the capacity of the jail. He then agreed with Findings F1, F5, 

F6, and F7, and partially agreed with F2, F3, and F4, giving explanations in all cases that this jury 

found satisfactory. He agreed with all the Recommendations, again with helpful explanations. 

Finding F1 and Recommendation R1 address the video arraignment equipment already installed 

at the Jail, but which is not presently being used, and has been used only intermittently 

because of several factors. These include the apparent refusal of certain Court staff to 
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participate. Although the Sheriff agreed with the Grand Jury that this equipment should be 

used, the solution to the video arraignment matter does not lie in his hands.    

 

Mule Creek State Prison 

The Grand Jury's inspection of Mule Creek State Prison took place on January 16, 2014, and the 

Warden’s August 5, 2014 response letter to the Jury's report answered to the Findings only.  

However, these did also address the resulting Recommendations satisfactorily although not 

conforming exactly to response requirements.      

The Warden corrected and clarified the references by the Grand Jury to the Prison Industries 

Authority (PIA) in Finding #4 and Recommendation #2, explaining the difference between this 

program and that of the Career Technical Education Department. This Grand Jury accepted the 

Warden's response.  

 

CONCLUSIONS 

The 2014-2015 Amador County Civil Grand Jury accepts each of the Responses from the three 

Public Prisons in Amador County regarding the Final Report of the 2013-2014 Grand Jury. No 

further action is required. 
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Follow-Up Report:  Responses by Amador County Unified 

School District/County Office of Education (ACUSD/COE) 

School Board Members (Trustees) to 

2013-2014 Amador County Civil Grand Jury 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

The 2013-2014 Amador County Civil Grand Jury (2013-2014 Grand Jury) investigated several 

complaints regarding unprofessional behavior by the Amador County Unified School 

District/County Office of Education (ACUSD/COE) School Board members (Board). Additional 

complaints were investigated concerning violations of both the Brown Act and the Board 

bylaws (bylaws). The basis for the 2013-2014 Grand Jury Final Report was: 

 

 Review of bylaws, agendas, and minutes 

 Interviews with trustees, ACUSD/COE School District (district) management, and current 

and former district staff 

 Research into the California Education Code and the Brown Act 

 Consultation with legal counsel on interpretation of the bylaws and Education Code 

 

DISCUSSION 

The 2013-2014 Grand Jury identified 11 Findings that resulted in 8 Recommendations in their 

Final Report. The Board initially responded in September 2014 agreeing with 9 Findings and 

partially agreeing with 2 Findings. They agreed with 7 Recommendations with some noted 

variances and 1 Recommendation needing further analysis. The Board submitted a timeline to 

implement all the recommendations no later than March 2015. 

 

The 2014-2015 Amador County Civil Grand Jury (current Grand Jury) accepted the responses to 

all 11 Findings.  

 

The Recommendations were implemented by the Board as follows: 

 

 R1.  Complaint process against trustees:  The Board amended Bylaw 9401 on October 8, 

 2014 to have complainants use the existing Amador Public Schools Uniform Complaint 

 Procedure (UCP) form and process, and to submit it to the Compliance Officer/Executive 

 Director of Personnel. 
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 R2.  Censure policy against Board members (trustees):  The Board amended Bylaw 9401 

 on October 8, 2014 to update the existing censure procedure to use a committee of two 

 trustees from the five-member Board (previously three trustees for a seven-member 

 Board). 

 

 R3.  Trustee training:  The Board reported to the current Grand Jury on February 11, 

 2015 on which California School Board Association (CSBA) classes each of the trustees 

 has taken between September 2014 and January 2015. Each trustee was given the CSBA 

 booklet on the Brown Act. The current Grand Jury requested that the Board strengthen 

 the Bylaws to be in compliance with California Government Code § 53235 requiring 

 ethics training (including Brown Act) and records be kept of all training taken. The 

 Board amended Bylaw 9240 on April 22, 2015 as requested.  

 

 R4.  Self-evaluation:  The Board approved a new self-evaluation form, including two 

 additional sections recommended by the current Grand Jury to cover Board goals, and 

 Board training. Each trustee completed the self-evaluation and a compiled version of 

 all of the self-evaluations was included in the April 22, 2015 meeting packet and was 

 included on the agenda. 

 

 R5.  Public comments on self-evaluation:  The public had the opportunity to review and 

 comment at the April 22, 2015 meeting on the compiled self-evaluations included in the 

 meeting packet.  

 

 R6.  Consequences if Bylaws are not followed:  Bylaw 9401 was amended to use the UCP 

 process for complaints.       

 

 R7.  Cure and Correct Brown Act violations:  The current Grand Jury will not pursue, as a 

 practical matter, the “cure and correct” Brown Act violation portion of R7, and has 

 observed that the current Board has been active in acquiring Brown Act training. 

 

 R8.  Legal Counsel:  The Board agrees to seek legal counsel (but at the discretion of the 

 Board President and Superintendent) to review and approve the agendas as needed to 

 avoid Brown Act violations. 

 

 

CONCLUSION  

Based on the above actions taken by the Board, the current Grand Jury accepts the responses 

and implementation of all 8 Recommendations. No further action is required. 


