
FINAL REPORT
2010 - 2011 SISKIYOU COUNTY GRAND JURY

SERVING  SISKIYOU  COUNTY  SINCE  1859

GRAND JURY 2010 - 2011
WATCHDOG FOLLOW-UP ON

YREKA POLICE DEPARTMENT
BACKGROUND

The LC contacted the YPD in
February of 2011.  The LC met
with the Chief and the Lieu-
tenant (LT).  They both reviewed
the 2005-2006 GJ Watchdog re-
port.

FINDINGS

1. The LC determined that the

following personnel positions
have been eliminated: canine pa-
trol officer: two reserve officers;
and two administrative personnel
positions.

2. The LC was advised that
one additional part-time radio
dispatcher had been added.

3. The LC was advised that
Item #6 in the Findings Section
of the

2005-2006 report had been ad-
dressed and corrected.

4. The LC was advised that
no other Findings issues have
been addressed.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The YPD should contact
the Yreka City Council and the

City Manager regarding the
items that were not addressed in
the 2005-2006 Watchdog Re-
port.

RESPONSE

1. The Yreka City Council is
requested to respond to the fol-
lowing issues listed in the Find-
ings Section of the 2005-2006 

Watchdog
Report:  1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, &
10 as per Section 933.05 P.C.

2. The Yreka City Manager is
requested to respond to the fol-
lowing issues  listed in the Find-
ings Section of the 2005-2006
Watchdog
Report:  1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, &
10 as per Section 933.05 P.C.

LAKE SISKIYOU, MOUNT SHASTA, CALIFORNIA
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11. Professional disagreements
among attorneys in the handling
and prosecution of plea bargains,
filing of charges, and court room
demeanor are inevitable.  An
open atmosphere of discussion
between the DDA’s, ADA, and
the DA is essential when these
disagreements arise.  All parties
must feel free to share their con-
cerns and opinions.  There will
be situations when personalities
enter into the picture.  However,
the DA and the ADA shall al-

ways have the final say in these
matters.

12. The DA’s management style,
in most daily operations and case
filings, allows each unit to func-
tion without being microman-
aged.  The DA relies on each
individual employee to make de-
cisions based on their experience
and knowledge.  The DA’s open
door policy enables all employ-
ees to discuss matters that affect
the office.  This usually curtails

major errors or mistakes and
helps the office perform more ef-
ficiently.

13. It appears that there is a bet-
ter working relationship with the
BOS and the Auditor.  This im-
provement benefits the DA’s of-
fice and the County during
budget discussions and other re-
lated matters.

14. The continuation of open
and free communication among

all units and supervisors within
this department is recom-
mended.  This greatly benefits
and enhances the daily opera-
tions.

15. It is imperative that the BOS
maintain the DA’s office current
staffing positions  and that this
department does not suffer any
further monetary reductions.
Monetary reductions would im-
pair the ability of the DA’s office
to properly prosecute all crimi-

nal cases.

IV.  RESPONSE:

1. Per Section 933.05(a) P.C.,
the DA is requested to respond to
the following: Specifically, Sec-
tion III:  Items # 2, 3, 4, 9, & 10.

2. Per Section 933.05 P.C., the
BOS is requested to respond to
the following: Specifically, Sec-
tion III:  Items # 1, 2, 6, & 15.

WATCHDOG FOLLOW-UP ON
YREKA POLICE DEPARTMENT

BACKGROUND

The 2005-2006 Grand Jury
(GJ) conducted a Watchdog on
the Yreka Police Department
(YPD).  This years GJ decided to
follow-up on this previous report
to ascertain if any of the Find-
ings and / or Recommendations
had been addressed.  The Law
Committee (LC) was assigned
this follow-up investigation.

The following is the complete
2005-2006 Watchdog Report on
YPD:

BACKGROUND

The Grand Jury conducted a
watchdog evaluation of the
Yreka Police Department
(YPD).

No record of the last watchdog

was noted.  The YPD building is
located at 412 Miner St. in the
Old Library Building, a Histori-
cal District structure subject to
historical building restrictions.

As of September 2005, the
YPD had the following author-
ized positions:  one chief, one
lieutenant, three sergeants, one
detective, seven patrol officers,
one canine patrol officer, one
narcotics officer, one animal
control officer, one part-time and
four full time dispatchers, and
five administrative personnel.

1. The doors to the front en-
trance have windows with stan-
dard glass.

2. There is no handicapped
access at the front entrance.

3. The self-contained genera-

tor on site is insufficient for full-
building use in case of power
outages.

4. The entire electrical system
is outdated, with too few outlets
for all the modern office equip-
ment.

5. There are no separate
locker rooms for female employ-
ees.

6. The basement windows
and the parking lot are unse-
cured.

7. The new addition to the
building was erected atop an
abandoned fuel tank which re-
mains buried beneath the floor.

8. The building lacks ade-
quate space for existing person-
nel.

9. Employees are evaluated
annually and training is current.

10. The YPD investigates any
citizen complaint received.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The windows in the front
entrance doors should be re-
placed with safety or bulletproof
glass as required for the Depart-
ment security.

2. The City should consider
installing hand railings and
ramps to allow handicapped per-
sons to access the police depart-
ment.

3. A new generator needs to
be purchased to provide ade-
quate power in the event of an
outage.

4. The electrical system needs
to be upgraded.

5. The YPD should provide a
locker room for females.

6. The City should secure the
basement windows and fence the
parking lot.

7. The City needs to evaluate
the possible hazard posed by the
abandoned fuel tank beneath the
station floor.

RESPONSE

The Yreka City Council is re-
quested to respond to the Grand
Jury report as per 933.05 P.C.
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TO THE CITIZENS OF SISKIYOU COUNTY,

The Civil Grand Jury is a branch of the superior Court system in the county.  However the
Civil Grand Jury stands alone in its freedom to investigate the functions and complaints
concerning county departments, cities, special districts, incarceration facilities and schools
within Siskiyou County.

This Final Report from the Civil Grand Jury to the citizens provides a public window into the
operations of our local government entities.  By this public viewing our goal is to suggest use
of more efficient methods of operations.  We are not professional government efficiency
specialists.  But we are interested Siskiyou County citizens who collectively bring many talents
to these investigations.

The Civil Grand Jury would like to thank the elected officials and employees of our local
governments for their cooperation and assistance in our efforts to accumulate accurate and
factual information.  The vast majority of the public employees we encountered are dedicated
to performing their jobs well.  
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19. Most of the DDA’s feel
that the ADA is knowledgeable
about the law, is definitely ap-
proachable on any issue, and ef-
ficiently handles the operations
of the job on a daily basis. In the
absence of the DA, the ADA is
in charge of the office.

20. There have been occasions
where professional disagree-
ments arise between some of the
DDA’s and the ADA over the
handling / prosecution of cases.
These professional disagree-
ments are usually about plea bar-
gains and the criteria for the
filing of cases.  Some DDA’s
feel that if a case has the option
to be filed as an infraction or
misdemeanor, filing the lesser
charge involves less paper work,
less work for the staff, and a
DDA not being required to be in
court.  These type of case deci-
sions would be decided on a case
by case basis.

21. The DDA’s relationship
with the DA appears to be good.
The DDA’s perceive the DA as a
knowledgeable attorney who has
an open door policy, and is ap-
proachable on any subject.

22. In the past there were
problems concerning the DA
dealing with the Board of Super-
visors ( BOS ), Auditor, and the
County Administrative Officer
(CAO).  This matter seems to
have eased somewhat.  However,
there always will remain issues
when it comes to fiscal matters.

23. The ADA’s responsibili-
ties include the overseeing of the
daily operations and manage-
ment of the DA’s office.  The
ADA assigns and assists in the

handling of cases, provides train-
ing for allied agencies as time
warrants it, makes presentations
at  various  
schools, civic organizations, and
coordinates other related duties
and functions as needed.

24. The GJ was left with the
general impression that a good
working, professional relation-
ship exists between the ADA and
the DDA’s.

25. The DA has the final re-
sponsibilities for the functions of
the office.  The DA interacts with
most units on a daily basis.  The
DA prosecutes major felonies,
usually homicides. The DA is
the Public Administrator for the
county, is called upon to speak at
local community events, and will
coordinate any and all functions
as needed for the office.  The DA
feels that his employees are pro-
fessional, efficient, hard work-
ing, experienced in their
respective fields, knowledgeable,
and work well with each other.

26. The GJ was advised by the
DA and all employees regarding
their concern over the DA’s
budget.  All units have seen staff
reductions.

27. The GJ was advised by
the DA that further staff reduc-
tions / budget cuts would greatly
impact the safety of the citizens
of this county.

28. There was an issue with
bats flying around in the hall-
ways last year.  This problem
seems to have been taken care
off.  No issues of bats attacking
people were reported.

29. The DA’s office will apply
for grant funds when available.
These funds can be used to pros-
ecute specific cases applicable to
the grant funding requirements.
Some DDA’s have expressed
concerns that some of these
cases should not be filed.  These
concerns are due to the stringent
application of the law(s) and the
fines imposed.  The GJ did as-
certain that the Superior Court
Judges appear to be imposing the
higher amount fine in these
cases.  The DA’s office has had
conversations with these  judges
regarding this issue.

III.  CONCLUSIONS /
RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. The legal staff is over-
worked due to budget cuts and a
reduction of legal secretaries.
The staff is cross trained in most
areas to handle a vast majority of
different assignments.  An at-
tempt should be made to replace
the lost staff positions.

2. As in the last GJ report of
2003 - 2004, there still is an ob-
vious lack of space for all of the
files generated in the DA’s of-
fice.  Storage facilities located
away from the courthouse are
still being used to store case
files.  An attempt should be
made by the BOS and the DA’s
office to locate a secure place
within the courthouse to store
these case files.

3. Re-institute biweekly or
monthly meetings for all units
within the DA’s office.  This
would keep all employees cur-
rent and provide an opportunity
to discuss any problems or to

make suggestions.  The GJ sug-
gests, if possible and time al-
lows, that employees from other
units attend as needed to discuss
items of mutual interests.

4. Assure that all units and su-
pervisors follow the county code
regarding employee evaluations.

5. When a case is rejected by
the DA’s office, the DDA who
rejected the case should provide
the advocate the reason(s) for the
rejection.  This enables the advo-
cate to give a detailed explana-
tion to the victims as to why the
case is not being filed.  Another
option is for the rejecting DDA
to explain to the victims as to
why the case is not being filed.
This situation has improved
since the last GJ report.

6. The Victim Witness / Ad-
vocate Unit lost its only Hispanic
speaking employee due to
budget cuts and staff reductions.
If at all possible, funds should be
found to replace this position to
ensure proper communication
with any Hispanic speaking per-
son who comes in contact with
this unit.

7. The Victim Witness / Ad-
vocate Unit relies very heavily
on grant funds.  Every attempt
should be made to make ensure
that these funds are still forth
coming.

8. The Victim Witness / Ad-
vocate Unit is composed of two
employees.  These two employ-
ees are dedicated and are hard
working advocates. Their re-
spective caseloads are large and
their duties are extensive.  They
should be commended for all of

their hard work and their assis-
tance to the community.

9. The DA Investigator’s staff
is composed of only three hard
working professional law en-
forcement investigators.  Their
caseload is large and doesn’t ap-
pear that it’ll ease up any time
soon.  There should be an at-
tempt throughout the budget
process or grant funding to add
at least one investigator to this
unit.  Collaboration among the
various allied law enforcement
agencies is recommended. This
is to ascertain if these respective
departments can do more inves-
tigation follow-ups prior to the
case being forwarded to the
DA’s office for review and pros-
ecution. Cases that require less
follow-up by this unit would
greatly ease their workload.  It is
recommended that the Chief of
this unit and the DA make an at-
tempt to set up a meeting with all
allied agencies to address the
above mentioned concerns.

10. The ADA is currently
working on and revising the poli-
cies and procedures manual for
the DA’s office.  Due to budget
cuts and increased workloads,
this has caused this manual to
not yet be completed.  Having a
procedures manual would defi-
nitely let all employees have in
writing what the rules are for the
office and their respective re-
sponsibilities.  Also, this manual
would allow all employees to be
aware of their rights regarding
employment in the DA’s office.
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SUMMARY

The Grand Jury completed
their annual inspection of the
Siskiyou County Jail.  The jail is
well run but does not have
enough capacity and the building
has a number of physical prob-
lems due to age.  

BACKGROUND

The Grand Jury is required to
perform an annual inspection
each year of all jails within the
county per California Penal
Code 919(b).

APPROACH

Prior to the inspections, the
Grand Jury sent a list of ques-
tions to the Siskiyou County Jail.
On October 21, 2010, members
of the Grand Jury inspected the
Siskiyou County Jail and were
accompanied on the tour by the
senior jail personnel.

DISCUSSION

The maximum capacity is 104
and the population number on

the tour date was 93, with the av-
erage daily population of 89.

The jail is very well organized
to deal with a wide variety of
prisoner issues from violence to
mental health/intoxication.  Pris-
oners are also grouped by sever-
ity of offense and/or gang
affiliation.

FOOD SERVICE
The kitchen and food prepara-

tion is well organized.  Many
dishes are made from fresh in-
gredients.

The bread served is made
from scratch with inmates taking
an active part in preparing and
serving these meals.  The kitchen
is immaculate and modern.
There is a program which allows
inmates to learn cooking skills
by participating in the prepara-
tion of the meals so they can
have those skills upon release.

OVERCROWDING
ISSUES

Staff indicates that over-
crowding often results in early

release.  Early release is deter-
mined by those prisoners closest
to release date and based on the
offense severity, with the consent
of the judge.  Staff indicated that
misdemeanor inmates booked
into the jail are rarely kept in the
facility, but are released with a
court date.

REPEAT OFFENDERS
PROGRAMS

Staff has responded to possi-
ble overcrowding in several
ways. These include educational
programs designed to keep in-
mates from returning on addi-
tional crimes.  During the
2009/2010 fiscal year, after a six
month pilot project, the Commu-
nity Service Council and the
Siskiyou County Jail partnered
to offer Parenting Education, Re-
lapse Prevention and Re-entry
Skill classes at the jail.  The ses-
sions are offered weekly to both
male and female inmates in sep-
arate groups.

WORK PROGRAM

The county jail has several
programs inside and outside the
jail itself.  In the facility, inmates
work in the laundry, kitchen and
library along with doing general
cleanup.  In custody (out of fa-
cility) they have work furlough,
auto shop, animal control and
day work with other county de-
partments.  Out of custody, they
work in the Sheriff’s Work Alter-
native Program, Electronic Mon-
itoring Program and the
Sheriff/Cal Fire Conservation
Crew.

BUILDING ISSUES

The jail is 23 years old and
several issues that involve the
building were noted.  The glass
in the inmate area is cracking po-
tentially allowing inmates to
break through into the deputies’
area.  The roof still leaks and this
could be a problem in the future
if not corrected.

The inmate housing control
center in the general population

area is still not protected from in-
mates.  This leaves the deputies
unprotected if the inmates were
ever to get in this area.  This
issue and the leaking roof have
been reported in past Grand Jury
Reports.  Since last year’s report,
close circuit monitors have been
installed in the kitchen area.

FINDINGS,
RECOMMENDATION
AND REQUEST FOR

RESPONSES
FINDING:

The monitoring station for the
housing control center is unpro-
tected from inmates.

RECOMMENDATION:
The entire control center

should be enclosed for the safety
and protection of the 
deputies.

REQUEST FOR
RESPONSE:

Sheriff and Board of
Supervisors

SISKIYOU COUNTY JAIL

JUVENILE HALL AND PROBATION

SUMMARY

The Siskiyou County Juvenile
Hall, Charlie Byrd Youth Correc-
tional Center (CBYCC), 805 Ju-
venile Lane, Yreka, was
inspected by the 2010-2011
Siskiyou County Grand Jury.

The facility is designed to
house a capacity of forty (40) ju-
veniles in two wings. Because
the average occupancy through-

out the year is fifteen (15) juve-
niles, one wing is closed.  There
are adequate staffs for twenty-
four (24) hour, seven (7) day su-
pervision. This requires one (1)
supervisor and two (2) officers at
all times.  At this inspection, sev-
enteen (17) juveniles were
housed.  There are thirteen (13)
permanent staff and nine (9) part
time staff.

BACKGROUND

The Grand Jury is required to
inspect the condition and man-
agement of all public prisons
within Siskiyou County pursuant
to Penal Code section 919(b). 

The facility is funded by a
grant from the California Stan-
dards Authority (CSA) with
matching funds from Siskiyou
County.

JUVENILE HALL

1. A Judge sentences each ju-
venile offender to thirty (30)
sixty (60) or ninety (90) days in
Juvenile Hall.  When the juve-
niles are admitted, they are
brought into a secured sally port.
All entrances to the facility are
locked with double door secu-
rity, and have video/audio recog-
nition for admittance.  They are
given a booklet explaining their

rights and responsibilities in the
facility.

2. The juvenile’s clothes are
washed and secured and they are
given facility clothing.   They are
given a health assessment by the
medical staff.  Medical services
are available five (5) days per
week with emergencies taken to
Fairchild Hospital.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 5
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2. Of the six legal secretaries,
three are classified as Extra
Help. 

These three work anywhere
from a twenty to a forty hour
work week.  

They do not receive any ben-
efits or holiday pay.  The legal
secretaries have varied duties
and assignments, including
being responsible for all paper
work associated with each case
that comes through the office, in-
teracting with the public, law en-
forcement agencies, and other
units within the DA’s office.
They answer the phone, assist
the public at the walk up win-
dow, and assume any task re-
quired to get the job done in a
timely manner.  They prioritize
their workload in an efficient
manner to assure the proper
paper work is completed on
time.  The secretaries have the
training and experience to cover
the work of absent coworkers.  It
appears that the legal staff func-
tions quite efficiently and gets
along on a daily basis.

3. One of the legal secretaries
is also the Assistant Public Ad-
ministrator (APA).  The APA’s
responsibilities include but are
not limited to dealing with a de-
ceased persons fiscal issues, re-
searching / creating legal
documents, contacting heirs,
dealing with real and personal
properties, and basically any-
thing to ensure the finalization of
a deceased persons estate.

4. An issue that was observed
by the GJ and reiterated by a vast
majority of employees of the
DA’s office is the lack of space

within their respective offices.
There are boxes containing files
stacked in hallways.  The old
case files are storied in storage
facilities some distance away
from their office.  If an old case
file is needed, it necessitates an
employee driving to the storage
facility to retrieve the file.  This
condition was also observed in
the Watchdog conducted in
2003.

5. Evaluations for all employ-
ees are not totally up to date.
Most have recently been com-
pleted, others are currently being
prepared and hopefully will be
done within a few months.

6. Monthly meetings varying
from unit to unit.  To set definite
meeting dates or times cannot al-
ways be met due to the shortage
of staff and the huge workload.
The legal staff attempt to meet
about twice a month.  The DA,
ADA and DDA’s will hold meet-
ings as needed, usually twice a
month.  The DA Investigators
confer on a daily basis and also
have a huge workload. There is
such an open door policy in this
office that any employee can
freely talk to their respective su-
pervisors at any time.  This al-
lows the free flow of any
assistance that is needed, a prob-
lem that needs to be resolved,
and suggestions that can be dis-
cussed.

7. There is a security concern
regarding the employee bath-
room facility.  Employees must
currently use a facility that is
open to the general public.  This
issue was also reported in 2003.

8. The air circulation issue in

this office is basically the same
as previously reported.  There is
a moldy smell in the spring time,
lack of heat in certain offices
during the winter, and it is
known that the building does
contain asbestos.  It appears that
there is a leak in the roof. The GJ
observed that a few tiles had
fallen from the ceiling in a legal
secretary’s office, which was un-
occupied at the time.

9. Due to the fiscal issues fac-
ing all county departments, this
office has lost 1/3 of its staff.
The increased workload has af-
fected each unit to different de-
grees.  However, their respective
workloads / caseloads are prior-
itized and the jobs do get done.
A few employees do work some
overtime, but not to a large de-
gree.

10. Ongoing educational and
training opportunities are still of-
fered as the budget allows and
the time is available.  There are
Peace Officer Standards and
Training (POST) classes avail-
able at times and these classes
are reimbursable to the depart-
ment.  The attorneys are required
by California Law to attend cer-
tain classes to maintain their bar
license.  It is the responsibility of
the ADA to make sure all attor-
neys comply and are current in
their class hours.

11. The victim witness / ad-
vocate unit interacts with the
public on a daily basis.  They as-
sist victims throughout the court
process and assist in filing of any
required paperwork.  The advo-
cates are on the case from its be-
ginning to the conclusion.
Based on information ascer-

tained from other employees, the
two advocates are dedicated,
loyal, and professional in their
dealings with the public.

12. The salary of the Victim
Witness Coordinator is totally
funded by state grants.  The
other advocate’s salary is ap-
prox. 42% state grants and 58%
county money.

13. The Chief DA Investigator
is responsible for managing the
daily operations of this unit.  The
Chief assigns cases, does field
investigations, works closely
with the other units within the
DA’s office, interacts with the
public on a limited basis, and in-
teracts with allied agencies.

14. The field investigators
conduct follow up investigations
of cases submitted by allied law
enforcement agencies for prose-
cution.  They interact with the
public and allied agencies on a
daily basis.  They also investi-
gate law enforcement officer
shootings.

15. The DA Investigators
caseload has increased due to re-
duction of staff.  When allied
agencies submit reports to the
DA’s office for prosecution,
most of the follow-up investiga-
tion work is handled by these in-
vestigators.  The GJ was advised
that some of the allied agency re-
ports lack elements and informa-
tion needed for the case to be
properly filed.  If the allied agen-
cies would submit better pre-
pared reports, this would ease a
portion of the investigators
workload.

16. In the past a DA Investiga-
tor would submit a case report to
a DDA for review and prosecu-
tion. There were times that when
the case went to court, a different
DDA would be assigned the
case. This had caused issues with
a newly assigned DDA not being
familiar with the case.   There
are times when one DDA will
cover for another DDA who may
not be available to handle the
case in court.  The majority of
time the DDA who received the
case report from the start will
handle to conclusion.

17. The DDA’s are responsi-
ble for the daily handling of the
cases submitted to the DA’s of-
fice.  These cases include misde-
meanors and felonies.  The
DDA’s prepare cases for prose-
cution, interact with the public to
a certain degree, assist the sub-
mitting case agency on any pos-
sible follow-up required, and
make themselves available to the
other units within the DA’s of-
fice.

18. Most DDA’s are assigned
cases dealing with a specific type
of crime.  This way they can de-
velop an expertise in the prose-
cution of these types of cases.
The DDA’s with the least
amount of experience handled
the misdemeanor cases.  As they
gain experience and knowledge,
they will assist and handle felony
cases.  If a DDA’s caseload be-
comes too big, or a DDA is in a
long trial, other DDA’s will han-
dle some of the caseload to pre-
vent any backlog.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 18
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JUVENILE HALL AND PROBATION
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 4

3. The indoctrination is mon-
itored by video/audio, but not
recorded. There are eighteen
(18) video cameras in the facility
monitored by an officer twenty
four (24) hours seven (7) days
per week from a central observa-
tion pod.

4. Males are housed upstairs
and females downstairs.  They
have contact only during school,
meals and recreation, with con-
stant visual supervision.

5. The juvenile is allowed
three (3) visits per week   Reli-
gious services are every Sunday
from local churches. 

6. The juvenile can earn up to
ten (10) points per day for good
conduct or lose points with bad
behavior.   They can use these
points to purchase commissary
items or other benefits. They
have indoor and outdoor recre-
ation every day, weather permit-
ting.  They shower every day.

7. Grievances are addressed
within twenty-four (24) hours.
There has been one (1) fight and
three (3) incidents of spitting in
the last year. 

8. The kitchen is clean and
well maintained.  There is one
(1) full time cook and one (1)
part time. A nutritionist plans
well-balanced meals.  The
kitchen has video monitoring
and a panic button.  There are

panic buttons placed in strategic
locations throughout the facility.
There have been no incidents. 

9. The Siskiyou County Of-
fice of Education provides two
(2) teachers and one (1) assistant
for the CBYCC High School
who teach five (5) days per
week. 

They also provide a Culinary
Arts Program; Domestic Vio-
lence education; AA; Tobacco
Cessation; Anger Management;
Skill Training; Nutrition and Ex-
ercise; Siskiyou Arts Council.

10. Two (2) juveniles were re-
viewed and placed in the 4E Fos-
ter Homes program.

11. This year the Juvenile
Hall, CBYCC High School hon-
ored and graduated four (4) stu-
dents with high school diplomas,
and also awarded two (2) G.E.D.
certificates.

PROBATION

1. The Chief Probation Offi-
cer is Administrator over the Ju-
venile Hall, the Juvenile
Probation Department and the
Adult Probation Department.  

2. Probation has one (1)
Chief, one (1) Assistant Chief,
two (2) supervisors, and ten (10)
line staff.

3. At present, there are ap-

proximately two hundred (200)
juveniles and six hundred (600)
adults on probation in Siskiyou
County.

4. The probation department
was ordered by the county Board
of Supervisors to cut $430,000
from their budget.  A thirty
(30%) percent staff cut was
made. They lost six (6) officers.  

5. The existing staff must
handle the additional workload.
Their workload is over eight
hundred (800) cases.

6.  The juvenile probation is
in the CBYCC building sepa-
rated from the adult probation
offices. An additional burden is
on the two offices to coordinate
work. The Probation Department
could be much more efficient
under one roof and at the same
time, reduce their maintenance
costs by eliminating a building.

FINDINGS

1. Budget constraints have
delayed any action to bring the
juvenile and adult probation de-
partments together which contin-
ues to exacerbate the problem of
increased costs and inefficiency.

2. The old building at 105 Ju-
venile Lane that adult probation
now occupies has many con-
cerns.
There are roof leaks, the boiler is
unsafe and several other mainte-

nance problems now exist.

3. Adult probation shares the
building with the Food Bank.
There is not adequate security in
this building and when crowds
develop, it is of concern.  

4. In spite of the cut backs
and added workloads, the proba-
tion staff continue to perform
their required duties with effi-
ciency.  There seems to be a
team spirit among the staff as
they volunteer extra time and ef-
fort.

5. The CBYCC facility is
clean and well maintained.  The
staff are cordial and cooperative.  
Because the average occupancy
is less than twenty (20), one
wing of the facility is closed al-
lowing a minimum staff for the
one operating wing.

6. The juveniles love to read,
but the school library has limited
selections.  The teachers wel-
come any donations of soft cover
books and art supplies from the
public. Contact the CBYCC to
donate. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The probation department
is in two locations creating addi-
tional costs and workload for the
entire department.  It is expedi-
ent that the juvenile and adult
probation offices be under one
roof. We are the third Grand Jury

to recommend this improvement.
The Siskiyou Board of Supervi-
sors has not addressed this prob-
lem for three (3) years.

2. A cost benefit analysis
should be conducted to deter-
mine if placing the adult proba-
tion in temporary offices
adjacent to the juvenile proba-
tion offices would be a cost sav-
ings as compared to the existing
expenses and safety of the old fa-
cility. 

ADDENDUM-

1. A fund from California ve-
hicle license fees helps to sup-
port the probation department.
On June 30, 2011 this fund ends.
Two (2) more probation depart-
ment staff may be lost.

2. The State of California De-
partment of Corrections cur-
rently funds the State Parole
Department.  Because of budget
constraints, the State will be
transferring to county probation
the responsibility and workload
of supervising non-violent
parolees.  Without sufficient
funding and additional man-
power, this could result in seri-
ous consequences to our
Probation Department.   

RESPONSE
The Board of Supervisors is

requested to respond per Penal
Code section 933 and 933.05.

PLANNING AND SERVICE AREA 2,
AREA AGENCY ON AGING  CONTINUED FROM PAGE 15

FINDINGS,
RECOMMENDATIONS

AND REQUEST FOR
RESPONSES:

Finding 1: The funding admin-
istered by the AAA is very im-
portant to our aging population
in Siskiyou County, and the
agency appears to be dedicated
to handling their responsibilities
in a dedicated and professional
manner. Funding cuts by the
state have caused the closing of
important programs 

Recommendation 1: Both the
State of California and the
Siskiyou County Board of Su-
pervisors should support possi-
ble future funding for programs
administered by the AAA.

Request for Response 1:
None.

Finding 2: The reduction of
funding has resulted in the loss
of important programs for sen-
iors, including the Alzheimer’s
Day Care Resource Center and
the Brown Bag Food Program,
the Linkages Program and the
Senior Companion Program. 

Recommendation 2: AAA
should make a concerted effort
to inform the public of what pro-
grams have been cut and educate
them regarding the necessity of
our community working together
to fill these gaps.

Request for Response 2:
None

Finding 3: AAA operates with
just enough staff to accomplish
the essential functions and re-
sponsibilities of the agency.  Ad-
ditional projects related to
providing needed outreach serv-
ices could possibly be accom-
plished with the assistance of
community volunteers.

Recommendation 3: AAA
should make a determined effort
to obtain the assistance of volun-
teers so that critical outreach
projects can be done including
establishment of a Neighbor-
hood Watch Program.  

Request for Response 3:
None.

Finding 4: Surveys of the senior
population in Siskiyou County

should be done regularly to help
prioritize the need for direct
services to seniors. 

Recommendation 4: Utilizing
volunteers to help with the sur-
vey process may allow the sur-
veys to be done on an annual or
bi-annual basis. 

Request for Response 4:
None.

Finding 5: Information about
the function of AAA and what
services its funded agencies pro-
vide seems to be limited perhaps
because of current staff work-
load issues. 

Recommendation 5: Commu-
nity outreach to let seniors and
others know what function AAA
has should be expanded. Using

volunteers possibly who can
speak publicly, write news arti-
cles and distribute written mate-
rials in the community on a
regular basis would enhance crit-
ical outreach communication.

Request for Response 5:
None.

REQUEST FOR
RESPONSES LEGAL

NOTICE:
The Grand Jury requests for re-
sponses are pursuant to Penal
Code sections 933 and 933.05.
The governing bodies and indi-
viduals indicated above should
be aware that the comment or re-
sponse must be conducted sub-
ject to the notice, agenda and
open meeting requirements of
the Brown Act.

WATCHDOG:
DISTRICT ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

The Grand Jury (GJ) conducted
a Watchdog evaluation of the
Siskiyou County District Attor-
ney’s Office (DA).  The Watch-
dog was performed in October
and November of 2010.  A pre-
vious Watchdog was done in
2003.  A report was prepared and
was included in the GJ Report of
2003 – 2004.  We interviewed
twenty (20) employees, includ-
ing the elected D.A.  Within this
office are four separate units:
The legal support staff;  The vic-
tim witness / advocate unit;  The
DA Investigators Unit;  and the
Deputy District Attorneys
(DDA),  an Assistant District At-
torney (ADA), and the District

Attorney (DA).

A. THE  DISTRICT
ATTORNEY:

The District Attorney (DA) is
an elected constitutional officer.
The DA was appointed to this
position by the Board of Super-
visors (BOS) in April of 2005.
The DA was elected in June,
2006 and reelected in June, 2010
for a four year term.  The DA’s
ultimate supervisor is the Cali-
fornia State Attorney General.

B. THE ASSISTANT
DISTRICT ATTORNEY:

The Assistant District Attor-

ney (ADA) is an appointed posi-
tion.  The ADA has held this po-
sition for approx. two years.  The
ADA’s immediate supervisor is
the DA.

C. THE DEPUTY
DISTRICT ATTORNEYS:
There are six Deputy District At-
torneys (DDA).  Their immedi-
ate supervisor is the ADA.  Their
approx. range of seniority is two
to twenty years of service.

D. THE DISTRICT ATTOR-
NEY INVESTIGATORS:

The District Attorney Investi-
gators have one Chief DA Inves-

tigator,   
one Supervisor Investigator, and
one field investigator.  The Chief
reports to the DA.

E. THE VICTIM WITNESS /
ADVOCATE UNIT:

The victim witness / advocate
unit consists of one Coordinator
and one Advocate.  The Coordi-
nator’s immediate supervisor is
the ADA.

F. THE LEGAL SUPPORT
STAFF:

The Legal Support Staff con-
sists of a Legal Office Coordina-
tor (LOC), who supervises six

legal secretaries.  The LOC’s im-
mediate supervisor is the ADA.
The legal secretaries supervisor
is the LOC.

II.  FINDINGS:

1. It is the responsibility of the
LOC to serve as the primary co-
ordinator, managing, directing,
and supervising the legal secre-
taries.  The LOC is involved in
fiscal decisions and assists the
legal secretaries as needed.  It is
the LOC’s responsibility to as-
sure that the office runs
smoothly.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 17
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DEADWOOD CONSERVATION CAMP #23

BACKGROUND

Per California Penal Code
919(b), the Civil Grand Jury is
required to perform an annual in-
spection (colloquially termed a
“watchdog”) of every detain-
ment facility within Siskiyou
County.

The 2010/2011 Civil Grand
Jury conducted its annual in-
spection on April 14, 2011.
Prior to the inspection, the Camp
Commander provided detailed
written responses to fifty-four
(54) questions submitted by the
Grand Jury.  Further questions
were asked and answered ver-
bally during the course of the in-
spection, and the previous year’s
report was consulted in the
process of preparing this present
report.

The inspection, in which nine
(9) members of the jury partici-
pated, included a question and
answer session with camp per-
sonnel, tours of a dormitory, the
recreation room, the laundry and
the camp’s extensive woodwork-
ing shop, observation of a mock
drill by inmate firefighters, and
participation in a typical lunch,
prepared by inmates and served
to both inmates and staff. 

GENERAL
OBSERVATIONS

(SUMMARY)
Deadwood Conservation

Camp appears to be exception-
ally well run.  In the face of not
overly encouraging recidivism
rates and on-going difficulties
with contraband on the campus,
the staff is clearly committed to
the program goals of rehabilita-
tion and public service.  The fa-

cility itself is well maintained,
with the grounds evidencing
“pride of ownership” on the part
of inmate groundskeepers.

Carefully selected low-risk
prisoners who would otherwise
be putting in relatively unpro-
ductive time under traditional in-
carceration models are given
opportunity to do meaningful
work and build personal disci-
pline and a responsible work
ethic, learning task-focused goal
setting and organizational skills.
Upon release, these inmates
should be reentering society bet-
ter equipped to seek and find
gainful employment, and to
avoid further involvement in the
criminal justice system. 

THE CAMP AND ITS
PROGRAM

One of forty-six (46) conser-
vations camps operated within
the State of California, Dead-
wood Conservation Camp #23 is
a minimum security detention
facility for male inmates jointly
operated by the California De-
partment of Corrections and Re-
habilitation (CDCR) and the
California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection
(CAL FIRE).  With a capacity of
eighty-eight (88) inmates, the
average daily population for
2010/2011 is eight-seven (87).
The current staff of twenty-one
(21) correctional officers and
CAL FIRE personnel is entirely
male, although this is a result of
circumstances, not policy.

Inmates’ primary training op-
portunity is in fire-fighting, and
Camp crews have a long and re-
spected history of service fight-

ing fires throughout the State,
with a particular emphasis on
Siskiyou County.  Inmate crews
have also provided other services
in times of natural disaster, for
example, cutting and stacking
fallen trees after the Mt. Shasta
snow emergency of January
2010.  Inmates with woodwork-
ing ability or potential are as-
signed to the Camp’s carpentry
shop.  Other inmates are trained
in vehicle repair, food service,
landscaping and clerical skills.

Constructed in 1960, the fifty-
one year old facility is in remark-
ably good shape for its age.  The
dormitories, while Spartan,  are
clean  and  provide a reasonable,
albeit minimal, sense of inmate
privacy (appropriate to the sur-
veillance requirements of a de-
tention facility).  As noted, the
grounds are well-maintained and
the Camp’s setting in Scott Val-
ley five miles north of Ft. Jones
is one of considerable natural
beauty.- 

Inmates are selected through
a screening process administered
by the CDCR.  Admission to the
camp is not open to inmates
guilty of sex-crime, murder,
arson, or otherviolent offenses,
or to those who have previously
attempted escape from a correc-
tional facility.  Incidents of vio-
lence   at   the   Camp
aregrounds for immediate re-
moval and return to the general
prison population.

Assignment to the Deadwood
Camp is obviously attractive to
many in the inmate population.
Generally, inmates selected for
the Camp are serving the final
nine months of their sentence.

As noted in last year’s report,
“[d]epending on their sentencing
guidelines, inmates may earn an
additional day or two days off
their sentences for each day
served at the Camp.”  

Inmates receive pay (well
below the minimum wage) ac-
cording to the level of work per-
formed.

Mental health (including sub-
stance abuse counseling/Twelve
Step programs), medical and re-
ligious services are addressed
somewhat less systematically on
site.  In written answers to the
Grand Jury’s questions, it was
noted that “Mental health serv-
ices are available to inmates at
the California Correctional Cen-
ter.  Inmates  with  mental
healthneeds are not housed at
Deadwood Camp.”  Community
volunteers for AA and NA sup-
port groups, it further is stated,
are currently being sought.
There is no medical staff at the
Camp.  In emergencies, local
physicians are contacted for
treatment.  Non-emergencies are
referred to the California Correc-
tional Center for review.  Reli-
gious services depend upon the
services of community volun-
teers, of which there are cur-
rently two (a representative of
the Jehovah’s Witnesses and a
Protestant).

PROGRAM BENEFITS

The potential benefits of the
program for inmates – increased
personal discipline and work
ethic, job skills and experience –
are obvious and have already
been noted.  

The State of California also
benefits, not only in the return of
some permanently rehabilitated
former inmates to the commu-
nity as productive, tax-paying
citizens, but in the service Camp
crews provide fighting the forest
and wild fires which are an an-
nual challenge to the State.  In a
given year, the Deadwood crews
provide nearly 150,000 man
hours of firefighting, saving the
State in excess of $3,000,000 in
firefighting costs (in 2009, the
efforts of inmate crews from all
forty-six conservation camps
was estimated to have saved the
State in excess of $4 billion).
Furthermore, the cost of housing
an inmate at the Camp is signif-
icantly lower than the cost of in-
carceration within the general
prison system ($20,000/year as
opposed to $52,000/year in
2009).

The local (Siskiyou County)
community also benefits through
the presence of the Camp, both
from specific CAL FIRE and
CDCR expenditures within the
county, and from a payroll (over
$1,000,000) of Camp personnel
who are residents of the county
and spend at least a significant
portion of that income locally.

FINDINGS &
RECOMMENDATIONS
Finding #1: Deadwood Con-

servation Camp #23 is a signifi-
cant asset to the local
community and to the State of
California, providing both finan-
cial and practical benefits (the
later through community service
by inmate crews).

CONTINUED ON PAGE 7
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SUMMARY:

In December 2010 and Janu-
ary 2011, the Grand Jury (GJ)
conducted a Watchdog evalua-
tion of the Planning and Service
Area 2 Area Agency on Aging
(PSA2AAA).  A previous
Watchdog was done on this
agency in 1998/1999. 

PSA2AAA or AAA the pre-
ferred term is a Joint Powers
agency established in 1980 to
provide aging and adult services
in Lassen, Modoc, Shasta,
Siskiyou, and Trinity Counties.
It is a quasi governmental
agency funded by the California
Department on Aging.  As one of
thirty-three (33) planning and
service areas in the California
Senior Network, each Area
Agency is charged with creating
a unique system of service deliv-
ery which will best meet the spe-
cific needs of the older adults
and  adults  with  functional im-
pairments within their communi-
ties.  All Area Agencies share a
common mission of preserving
independence, dignity, and
choice to enable the populations
to age at home. Unlike other
Area Agencies within the net-
work, this multi-county planning
and service area performs no di-
rect services, only contracted
services which are performed by
non-profit organizations, local
governmental agencies, and
other entities. 

The Older Americans Act
(OAA) and the Older Californi-
ans Act (OCA) state that the
Area Agency shall be the leader
relative to all aging issues.  The
services of the Acts focus on
those least likely to receive serv-
ices in other areas. While those
aged 60 and older qualify for

services, the OAA & OCA man-
dates that specific populations be
“targeted” for services. These
populations include those age 75
and older, frail, minority, low in-
come, most vulnerable, and
home-bound.  This involves a
wide range of functions related
to advocacy, planning, coordina-
tion, inter-agency linkages, in-
formation sharing, brokering,
monitoring and evaluation, all of
which are designed to lead to the
development or enhancement of
comprehensive and coordinated
community based systems of
care.

GLOSSARY:
Executive Board:  AAA is

governed by a ten-member Ex-
ecutive Board formed through a
Joint Powers Agreement be-
tween the five counties served by
the AAA. Members include two
representatives from each of the
counties involved in this pro-
gram. They meet approximately
five times per year.  The Director
is selected by and works at the
will of the Executive Board.

Advisory Council:  Each
county has a local Advisory
Council created to be a "grass-
roots" voice and to offer advice
to the AAA Executive Board and
the Director.  The Council is
comprised of four representa-
tives from each county.  Our
local council includes the Direc-
tor of a Siskiyou County Parks
and Recreation District, a
Siskiyou County Family Re-
source Center employee, a pri-
vate citizen and one position is
currently vacant.

Executive Director: This is a
full-time position. The Director
is hired and works at the direc-
tion of the Executive Board.  It is

her responsibility to participate
in the planning and development
of community-based systems of
care, to assure compliance with
all funding regulations and to
oversee the programs and serv-
ices provided in all five counties
and funded by the AAA.  To ac-
complish this, she travels to the
program sites located in each of
the other four counties. The Ex-
ecutive Director supervises three
other funded positions, Assistant
Director, Fiscal Manager and
Administrative Clerk III.

BACKGROUND:
This multi-county agency per-

forms no direct services.  Its pri-
mary administrative function is
to serve as a leader relative to all
aging issues and to be a commu-
nity liaison for programs funded
under the OAA.  It administers
the funding provided by federal
and state for the purpose of iden-
tifying the needs of seniors and
providing and coordinating sen-
ior services.

The AAA is the second
largest Planning and Service
Area in the state of California,
covering 22,774 square miles.
Its area is larger than nine sepa-
rate states in the U.S. and larger
than the states of Connecticut,
Massachusetts, Delaware and
New Jersey combined.

The programs currently avail-
able are Information and Assis-
tance, Congregate
Nutrition/Home Delivered
Meals, Transportation, Support-
ive Services, Senior Legal Serv-
ices, Long Term Care
Ombudsman, Health Insurance
Counseling and Advocacy Pro-
gram, and Family Caregiver
Support.

APPROACH:
The Grand Jury interviewed

the Executive Director on two
occasions at the Yreka office.  In
addition, the Grand Jury was
provided with the Area Plan
2009-2012, and with the Area
Plan Update 2010-2011.  This
comprehensive Area plan and its
update contain information re-
garding the AAA's administra-
tion, advisory council, and other
relationships; establishment of
priorities, the Area Plan’s goals
and objectives; its funding and
allocation; and service unit plan
objectives.

The AAA's Administrative
Office is located at 208 West
Center Street, in Yreka, CA.  The
Administrative Office is clean,
bright, cheerful, and a pleasure
to visit.  The lobby is attractive,
has plenty of comfortable seat-
ing, and contains a display of a
multitude of public service and
program brochures. The Execu-
tive Director and the other three
funded positions work in this lo-
cation.  The staff is also on hand
to greet visitors and help direct
them to the services or specific
programs they may need.

DISCUSSION:
AAA is an agency responsible

for contracting with and dispens-
ing funding to local providers to
aging adults in Siskiyou County.
They do not perform any direct
services.  They are responsible
for oversight of local programs
who utilize their funding.  They
fund programs that provide a va-
riety of direct services.

AAA conducts periodic com-
munity surveys in an effort to re-
main current on the needs of the
local aging population.  They are
preparing to do an extensive sur-

vey in the near future and have
developed a survey form and
general distribution plan.

The Director and her staff of
three utilize only a small portion
of the money they receive to pay
for their administrative costs.
The vast majority of the funding
goes directly to services for sen-
iors.  

People are living longer and
AAA plays an integral part in as-
suring that our local seniors can
preserve their independence and
dignity with the services pro-
vided by their funding.  They
should be commended for their
evident dedication and hard
work.

FUNDING:

The amount allocated for ad-
ministrative office costs, includ-
ing staff, accounts for 7% of the
AAA's annual budget.  In
2009/2010, the total AAA fund-
ing received from federal and
state was approximately 2.8 mil-
lion, however for 2011, the state
cut all funding previously re-
ceived under the Older Califor-
nians Act which reduced the
AAA's total funding to 2.2 mil-
lion—a 23% reduction. This
funding cut was made by the
previous California governor and
is not expected to be overturned
by the current governor.

This loss of revenue has re-
sulted in the loss of the Brown
Bag Food Program (local gro-
cery distribution to seniors), the
Senior Companion Program
(visitors to spend time with sen-
iors), the Linkages Program
(vendors to provide services to
seniors including installing
safety devices in the home) and
the Alzheimer’s Day Care Re-
source Center.



DEADWOOD CONSERVATION CAMP #23
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Recommendation #1:  

The State of California should
continue its financial and organi-
zational support of Deadwood
Conservation Camp #23.  In the
event additional funding above

current levels were to become
available, the State should con-
sider funding for (1) replacement
of aging emergency crew trans-
port vehicles, (2) repairs to the
Camp access road, and (3) addi-

tional training for inmate crews.

Finding #2: For those in-
mates meeting its admission cri-
teria, Deadwood Conservation
Camp #23 provides a productive
and significantly less costly al-

ternative to incarceration in the
general prison system.

Recommendation #2: The
State of California should con-
tinue to utilize the Camp system,
and expand it as practicable.

RESPONSES
No responses are requested to

either Finding/Recommenda-
tion.

COUNTY CLERK / ELECTIONS
FORT JONES PRECINCTS 1 & 2

SUMMARY
It appears that the County

Clerk/Election precincts have
not been reviewed in the past 10
years.

APPROACH
The Siskiyou county Clerk

sent letters to various persons
and organization requesting citi-
zens observe Election Day oper-
ations.  Training was held
October 1, 2010 for all Scott Val-
ley precinct workers.  Observers
are required to attend poll
worker training.  Training was
held in Fort Jones at the commu-
nity room.  It was approximately
4 hours long, except for the
workers who have worked at
past polls, their time was short-
ened.  The Training covered all

the material in the “Precinct Of-
ficers Guidebook.”  This guide
book covers almost every prob-
lem that can arise.  The ob-
servers’ position was only as a
watcher, observer.  The instruc-
tor said several times that ob-
servers were not to help or touch
any ballots or equipment.

OBSERVATIONS
Upon arrival at 6:45 a.m.,

everything was setup and
precinct officers were filling out
the opening reports.  The year
they had on high school student
working at each precinct.  It was
noted that they had the two
precincts setup, at this location,
away from each other so as not
to interfere with one another.
Fort Jones City and County Area

are two precincts.  The Fort
Jones City is one and the county
area addresses that have Fort
Jones Zip Codes being the other
Precinct.  The precincts are lo-
cated in the Sacred Heart Parish
Hall (SHPH), in Fort Jones.

The precincts at the
Sacred Heart
Parish Hall

The hall was very well lit and
very open so there was plenty of
room for voting booths.  Parking
was acceptable but gets very
crowded at noon time and just
before closing of the poll.  The
kitchen area was very well used
for the workers to take a break
and eat meals.

Election Day
Observations

Since the observer was asked
not to touch any equipment or
ballots, there is no reason for the
Observer to arrive early on Elec-
tion Day.  At 7:00 a.m. they an-
nounced that the polls were
open.  Yes, they went outside and
yelled the polls are open.  As
voting day started it was very ev-
ident that the training they had
was paying off.  There is no rea-
son to change the number of poll
workers at this combined
precinct.  This appeared to be a
smoothly run operation.  The use
of high school students was a
great idea and should be done in
future years.  By participating in
the voting process, students ac-
quire a sense of ownership.

Whoever thought of this idea
should be given a ‘pat on the
back.’  This observer hopes that
the registrar of voters continues
to ask for observers to go to
training and observe at the
precincts, on future election
days.

CONCLUSION
It was a great experience and

generated positive remarks for
the inspectors for the precincts
observed.

RESPONSE
There is no response required

to the Grand Jury or to the Board
of Supervisors.

COMPLAINT: YREKA POLICE DEPT.
& DISTRICT ATTORNEYS OFFICE

The GJ learned that prior to
August 25, 2010, the funding
company had given this dealer-
ship more than one notice advis-
ing them that a specified amount
of money was owed.  The deal-
ership did not make the pay-
ments as requested and required.
The funding company gave the
dealership a deadline date to
make the required payments.
The dealership failed to make the
payments.

On August 25, 2010. the mi-
nority owner was at the office of
the dealership.  The dealership
was open for business and the of-
fice was unlocked. Since no pay-
ment had been received and the
deadline was that day, he re-
moved the ring of keys from the
office.  His plan was to repose all
of the vehicles on the lot and to
seize all property per the loan
documents.  He did not advise
the dealership owner of his in-
tentions.  He did not observe any
vehicles on the lot with any signs
or placards indicating that they
were consignment vehicles.
Later that evening and into the
early morning hours of the 26th,
all vehicles and a generator /
light tower were removed from
the dealership.  Around 3:00
A.M., the minority owner called
the YPD and requested an officer
at the scene.  A YPD Officer ar-
rived and a security check was
done on the premises to make
sure no damage had been done to
any building or structure.  Noth-
ing was noted or observed.  It ap-
pears a total of thirty eight ( 38 )
vehicles were removed.

The removal of these vehicles
started a chain of events which
included numerous rumors and
allegations of misconduct by the
complainant, the minority
owner, YPD, and the DA’s Of-

fice.

At approximate 8:00 A.M. on
the morning of the August 26,
2010, several citizens had either
called YPD or had gone to their
office to discuss the removal of
their personal vehicles from the
dealership.  These citizens
claimed that their respective ve-
hicles were on consignment to
the dealership to be sold. (Fur-
ther investigations revealed that
eighteen [18 } vehicles appeared
to be on consignment ).  A day
shift officer was assigned to in-
vestigate this incident.  He was
eventually assisted by his Lt. and
the Chief of YPD.  After listen-
ing to these citizens and review-
ing any and all documents they
could provide, later that day, the
Lt. placed a call to the ADA.
The ADA was advised of what
was occurring.  It was the ADA’s
opinion, based on the informa-
tion given at that time, that this
incident was “civil in nature,”
not criminal.

Over the course of several days
and weeks, YPD assisted any
and all citizens in attempting to
help them retrieve their personal
vehicles.  YPD worked with the
minority owner who had taken
the vehicles.  When the citizens
could provide the proper docu-
mentation that their vehicles’
were not owned by the dealer-
ship, the vehicles’ were even
tually returned.

The DA’s office was periodi-
cally advised by YPD during the
course of their investigation. A
citizen had contacted the Chief
Investigator of the DA’s Office.
The investigator assisted this cit-
izen to the best of her ability
based on the information pro-
vided.

A wholesaler, who had six ve-
hicles on the dealership lot to be
sold, subsequently became in-
volved in a civil lawsuit with the
funding company.  The GJ was
advised in January of 2011, that
the funding company won the
lawsuit and was granted a “writ
of possession.”   This action re-
sulted in the funding company
obtaining legal rights to all six
vehicles.

There were eighteen (18) ve-
hicles that appeared to be either
on consignment, possibly be-
longing to involved parties, or
their ownership was in question.
With the exception of one spe-
cial type vehicle, this issue ap-
pears to have been resolved.
Either these vehicles were sold
by the funding company with
their respective owner’s ap-
proval, or they were returned to
the owner or another financial
institution that legally had the
right to the vehicle.  
Arrangements were made on
Feb. 1, 2011 for the minority
owner to meet with the owner of
the special type vehicle so it
could be returned.

There was an implication that
since the minority owner 
was related to a prominent re-
tired judicial official who resides
in Siskiyou County, he might
have been shown special consid-
erations regarding this incident.
During the course of the inter-
views this implication was
clearly not the case and the GJ
could not find any evidence to
indicate favoritism was applied.

As indicated in the BACK-
GROUND heading, employees
of the DA’s office were inter-
viewed during the course of this
investigation.  It was their opin-

ion, based on all of the informa-
tion that the GJ was able to ob-
tain, that this incident was
definitely civil in nature.  There
did not appear to be any reason
prosecutorial criminal action
should have been taken. 

FINDINGS:

1. The complainant, who is
the owner of an auto dealership
on South Main St., did enter into
a financial agreement with a fi-
nancial funding company from
the Sonoma County area.  Spe-
cific terms were laid out in this
agreement that both parties
agreed to adhere to.   This agree-
ment included the recourse the
funding company would have in
regards to the auto dealership not
meeting its financial obligations.

2. The auto dealership failed
to meet the financial agreements
of the loan.  This caused the
dealership to be in default.  As a
result of this default, the funding
company exercised its rights to
seize all vehicles and assets of
the dealership.

3. This seizure took place
starting in the evening hours of
Aug. 25, 2010, and concluded in
the early morning hours of Aug.
26th.  It appears that thirty eight
(38) vehicles and a piece of
equipment were seized.

4. As a result of this action, it
was determined that approxi-
mate eighteen (18) vehicles
could have possibly belonged to
private citizens.  These vehicles
were placed on the dealership lot
on a consignment basis.

5. Due to numerous com-
plaints from private citizens re-
garding this seizure, YPD

assigned an officer to investigate
to see if there were any criminal
violations that needed to be ad-
dressed.  The DA’s Office was
also contacted and they provided
assistance as needed.

6. YPD conducted a very
thorough investigation into any
and all allegations made by any
party concerning this incident.
Countless man hours were ex-
pended to ascertain no criminal
acts were committed by any in-
volved party.

7. All vehicles that were
shown to belong to private citi-
zens and not to the dealership
were eventually returned to their
respective legal owners or sold
upon agreement with the funding
company.

8. The GJ was advised that a
civil lawsuit had been filed in
Sonoma County.  This lawsuit
involves the auto dealership and
the funding company.

RECOMMENDATIONS 
& CONCLUSIONS:

1. The Grand Jury did not
find any evidence to substantiate
the allegations made by the com-
plainant.

2. Yreka Police Department
conducted themselves in a pro-
fessional manner in the handling
of this incident.  This department
did all that they could to help any
and all affected parties.

3. The District Attorney’s Of-
fice provided legal assistance as
needed and they determined that
this entire incident was basically
“civil in nature.”
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CITY OF TULELAKE COMPLAINT: TULELAKE POLICE DEPT.
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 12

5. The cadet ‘s expenses for
the academy were fully funded
by the Federal COPS Program.
There wasn’t any cost to the city
of Tulelake for this  academy
training.  This 
funding will also pay for the
cadet to complete Module I.

6. The cadet requested from
the COP that she be allowed to
travel from the academy to a city
north of her home to attend a
family event.  This additional
travel on the one weekend that

she had off from studies was ap-
proved by the COP.  The fuel
cost for this trip was under $
50.00.  The COP authorized this
minor expense.  The COP has
the authority to approve ex-
penses under $ 500.00 without
seeking approval from the city
council.

7. In regards to Findings # 14,
the FTO conducted by the COP
with the cadet prior to her suc-
cessfully passing an accredited
police academy does not comply

with P.O.S.T. regulations.  When
the cadet passes the academy, is
sworn in, the COP is required to
conduct a second FTO at that
time.

8. In regards to Findings #
15, 16, & 17, the LC was ad-
vised by P.O.S.T. that they had
contacted the COP. They were
requesting  documentation per-
taining to TPD’s compliance
with P.O.S.T. concerning the
functions of TPD and the status
of the cadet.

9. The LC was advised that
the city council has given the
COP broad control in the daily
functions of his department.  The
city council may want to revisit
their decision.

10. The cadet has a valid Ore-
gon Drivers License as required
by each states residency laws.

11. The cadet does live within
the five minute response time
from her residence to the TPD.

RESPONSES:

1. The Tulelake City Council
is requested to respond to Rec-
ommendations & Conclusions
items # 3 & 9 as per Section
933.05 P.C.

2. The COP is requested to
respond to Recommendations &
Conclusions items # 1, 2, 3, 4, 7,
8, & 9 as per Section 933.05 P.C.

COMPLAINT: YREKA POLICE DEPT.
& DISTRICT ATTORNEYS OFFICE

BACKGROUND:

The Grand Jury ( GJ ) received
a complaint from a business
owner alleging that the Yreka
Police Department ( YPD ) and
the Siskiyou County District At-
torney’s  Office ( DA), had failed
to assist the complainant and
several victims.  The GJ received
this complaint in October of
2010.  The complaint was as-
signed to the Law Committee (
LC ).  The LC finished the inves-
tigation of this complaint in Feb-
ruary, 2011. The incident dealt
with an auto dealership on South
Main St., Yreka, which had all of
its vehicles removed starting on
or about August 25th, 2010.  

The complainant alleged the
following:

1. That private citizens’ vehi-
cles were illegally removed from
his auto dealership.

2. The office of his dealership
had been illegally entered.

3. A large ring of vehicle keys
had been taken from within the
office without the owner’s per-
mission.

4. An employee owned gener-
ator /  light tower was taken.

5. Possible special treatment
was given to the individual that
was in charge of the removal of
these vehicles

INVESTIGATION:
The GJ interviewed the fol-

lowing individuals:

The complainant;  An em-
ployee of the Department of
Consumer Affairs / Bureau of
Securities;  A Department of
Motor Vehicles Investigator  (
DMV );  Two citizens / victims;
One licensed repossessor;   One

vehicle wholesaler; Two Yreka
Police Department (YPD) Offi-
cers;  One YPD Lieutenant ( Lt.
); The Chief of YPD; One Chief
Investigator for the District At-
torney’s Office; One Deputy
District Attorney ( DDA ); One
Assistant District Attorney (
ADA ); The District Attorney of
Siskiyou County ( DA );  A ma-
jority owner of the financing
company involved in this inci-
dent;  A minority owner of the
same finance company involved
in this incident.  The minority
owner was the person at the auto
dealership who was in charge of
the removal of all vehicles.

Documents were received from
the complainant, YPD, and one
citizen / victim.

A brief summary of this
incident:

A financial institution from

Sonoma County had previously
entered into an agreement to pro-
vide funding for an auto dealer-
ship located on South Main St.
in Yreka.  A specified amount of
monetary funding was agreed
upon between both parties.
Legal documents were reviewed
and signed by both parties.  This
agreement stated the rules, re-
quirements, procedures, and
other related items that both par-
ties must adhere to while this
agreement was in force.  This
agreement was approximate
thirty pages in length. 

(A copy was obtained by the
GJ).  This agreement specifically
laid out what the funding com-
pany’s rights were in the event
the dealership was unable to
make the monetary payments as
required.

In the event this occurred, the

dealership  would  legally be  in 
default.  The funding company
would then have the right, with
proper  notice, to seize all assets
of the dealership to satisfy this
loan.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 14
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BACKGROUND:
The Grand Jury received a

complaint from a Tulelake citi-
zen alleging possible misconduct
by the City of Tulelake.  During
the preliminary investigation it
was determined that issues exist
concerning that city. These is-
sues were assigned to commit-
tees.  Subsequently, the Jury
received an additional com-
plaint, filed by another citizen, of
alleged misconduct involving the
Tulelake Police Department.
This complaint is addressed in a
separate report.  The Grand Jury
investigated concerns which in-
cluded inadequate financial re-
porting, lack of direction of staff,
un-audited financial statements,
lack of expenditure controls, in-
sufficient cash for obligations
and water billing / payment in-
consistencies.

In the past decade the City of
Tulelake has been investigated
by the Grand Jury numerous
times as a result of citizen’s
complaints and Grand Jury fol-
low ups.  Each investigation has
resulted in findings that indicate
inadequate record keeping and /
or questionable procedures.
Each Grand Jury has made rec-
ommendations to address these
shortcomings. 

During the current investiga-
tion the Grand Jury conducted
interviews with the Mayor, City
Clerk, Treasurer and Finance Di-
rector.  In addition to interviews
the Jury made two separate writ-
ten requests for information to
the City of Tulelake.

FINDINGS:
The findings below are derived
from sworn testimony and docu-

ments furnished by the City of
Tulelake.

On February 7, 2011 the
Grand Jury requested the follow-
ing information with the follow-
ing results:

A list of the names addresses
and phone number for all City of
Tulelake  Officials.  Response: -
City Councilors were furnished
but without phone numbers.
Job descriptions for each Offi-
cial.  Response: - No informa-
tion furnished.

A copy of the “by-laws” and
“statutes” that govern the opera-
tion of the City. Response: - No
information furnished.

Copies of the “Minutes” of
Tulelake City Council meetings
for all of 2010 to present. Re-
sponse: - Information was fur-
nished.

Copies of the Cities budgets for
years 2010 / 2011. Response: -
Information was furnished but
was difficult to understand.

Copies of monthly balance
sheets for the City of Tulelake
for the year 2010 and 2011.  Re-
sponse: - No information fur-
nished.

Copies of income and ex-
penses sheets for the City for the
years 2010 / 2011. Response: -
No information furnished.

Copies of bank statements for
the City for all of 2010 to pres-
ent.  Response: - “General” bank
account statements furnished.

Copies of un-audited financial
reports for the City of Tulelake

sent to the State of California
Controller’s Office.  Response: -
No information furnished

On April 7, 2011 the Grand
Jury requested additional infor-
mation for fiscal years ’09, ’10
and ’11 which included job de-
scriptions, certain city vendors,
adopted budgets, financial state-
ments, fund transfers and de-
posits, water billing receivables,
payment procedures and certain
water “shut off” documents.  In
addition last audited financial re-
ports and last financial statement
sent to the State of California.
The Grand Jury requested that
information be submitted by
April 30, 2011.  Response: - No
information furnished.

It should be noted that re-
cently the Grand Jury was told
that a partial response was sent
in April by the City of Tulelake
but may have been sent to the
wrong address.

As a result of the Grand Jury
interviews and subsequent infor-
mation acquired, it was deter-
mined that the City of Tulelake
and the City Council have been
operating for years without the
benefit of audits. Proper current
financial reporting on a timely
basis has also been lacking.  It
could not be determined if the
City operations were within
budget or a plan.  The City indi-
cated that it “relies on trust” with
employees and staff.

The lack of job descriptions
raises the question:  The finan-
cial operations are delegated to
whom?  The Finance Director, a
new position as of late last year,

indicates a new positive direc-
tion for the City, but no job de-
scription has been presented.
The Treasurer is, however, an
employee of the City working on
water billings.  (This raises the
question of conflict of interest.
With the cities financial report-
ing issues, the Treasurer’s func-
tion seems to be critical to the
City as a counter check or bal-
ance, but the City has not elected
to use this critical function).

Testimony indicated that the
last audited financial statement
was in the year 2001; however,
the Jury was unable to review it
since the City did not furnish
documentation. 

The City indicated that it had
now engaged an auditor but the
date of completion for any pend-
ing audit is unknown at this time.
The lack of an independent audit
for the last ten years speaks for
itself.  The City cannot adminis-
ter public funds and services
without this function of a yearly
basis.

The City of Tulelake main-
tains open charge accounts with
certain vendors in the City.  The
City has not sent these vendors a
list of authorized purchasers or
credit limits.  Non-City staff has
used at least one of these ac-
counts.

Review of an accounts
payable recap prepared by the
City indicates unpaid vendors as
of the end of February 2011, are
owed over $200,000.00.  Some
vendors have not been paid since
July of 2010.  This amount may
be in excess of 50 percent of the

City’s fiscal year budget, which
includes vendors and salaries.
These vendors cannot all be paid
since the general fund bank ac-
count at the end of February
2011 had a balance of
$43,000.00.  City salaries, in-
cluding payments to City Coun-
cilors for their services, are paid
from this general fund.  This
leaves fewer funds for compen-
sation to vendors.  Also review-
ing the recap, Jurors did not
arrive at the same totals that
were represented with some
being off by thousands of dol-
lars.  It would be difficult to de-
termine what the City of
Tulelake’s real liabilities are.

The City of Tulelake provides
water to residents.  Some water
services are unpaid for several
months or longer without being
shut off for non payment.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND
CONCLUSIONS:

1. Financial statements need
to be created and consolidated, at
least on a quarterly basis, show-
ing actual expenditures com-
pared to budget.  This must be
done by City Departments and
by appropriate line items within
those Departments.  The City
Council is required to review
these statements upon their com-
pletion and take any necessary
action.  An effort needs to be
made to quickly bring this action
into reality, even if extra costs
are incurred or extra personnel
are required.  Budgets must be
prepared and adopted before
each fiscal year.  Community
input and budgetary hearings
should be part of this process.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 9
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CITY OF TULELAKE
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 8

2. Job descriptions need to be
created for all City Personnel
listing the basic responsibilities
and qualifications.  The City
Treasurer needs to manage cash
for the City and be a counter
check and balance to all staff and
Departments as well as be
charged to identify issues and
problems to the City Council.

3. A purchase procedure sys-
tem must be revisited for all
spending with larger amounts
approved by the City Council
prior to ex-penditure.  Vendors
with open accounts must be fur-
nished a list of authorized indi-
viduals who can charge with
dollar amount limits established.
All City Departments must be
held to the same standard of ac-
countability and fiscal controls

and not be allowed to exceed
their budget without prior au-
thorization form the City Coun-
cil.

4. A procedure for the sale of
water to residents should include
payment terms, activation and
shut off instructions to staff.

5. An independent audit of
the City financial records pre-
pared each fiscal year would en-
sure that the City is in
compliance with proper proce-
dures.  The scope of this audit
must include the financial condi-
tion of the City as well as the fis-
cal management controls.  Since
the City has no Manager, the
City Council performs manage-
ment functions and is required to

establish management controls,
procedures and enforcement.

6. The City Council’s respon-
sibility to taxpayers demands an
explanation addressing the large
amount of unpaid bills.  The
questions must be asked; how
did we get here? Inappropriate
expenditures, missing funds,
poor budgeting, lack of proper
revenue collection, inaccurate
records, mismanagement?  Once
the causes have been identified
solutions must be determined to
avoid repetition.

7. The City Council must be re-
sponsive to the needs of its resi-
dents when preparing budgets.
Funds allocated to each depart-
ment must best serve the com-

munity as a whole.  This process
needs to include public hearings
for input from the taxpayers.
One Department should not
dominate the budget of the City,
unless the City Council deter-
mines this is appropriate for City
operations.

8. It is difficult to under-
stand why the City of Tule-
lake has not provided annual
audits for such a long time.
The administration of public
services and funds is an im-
portant responsibility.  The
City needs to know, on an in-
dependent basis, how funds
are expended as compared to
the budgetary plan.  The City
Council’s ability to manage

the City and its funds and ad-
dress proper fiscal controls
over the past years is called
into question.  Not having an
independent audit for the last
decade speaks for itself.  Se-
rious repercussions could re-
sult should the City fail to
address these issues.

RESPONSES:

The Grand Jury requires the
City of Tulelake to respond to
the findings and conclusions
listed in this report. (per 935
p.c.)

COMPLAINT: PUBLIC DEFENDER

BACKGROUND:
The Grand Jury (GJ) received

a complaint alleging possible
misconduct regarding the
Siskiyou County Public De-
fender (PD).  The GJ received
this complaint in February of
2011.  The GJ completed its in-
vestigation in May, 2011.

The complainant alleged the
following:

1. Issues dealing with a con-
tract that the PD entered into
with a private investigator (PI).

2. The PD “lied” to the Board
of Supervisors (BOS).

3. No accountability for de-
partment heads with regards to
hiring practices.

4. The PD did not hire the
most qualified P.I.

5. “Cronyism” by the PD
when the P.I. contract was
awarded.   (Cronyism:  “The par-
tiality to long - standing friends,
especially by appointing them to
positions of authority, regardless
of their qualifications.” )

6. The PD gave her attorney
husband “conflict cases” instead
of using local attorneys.

INVESTIGATION:
The GJ interviewed the fol-

lowing individuals in person:

The complainant; the Assis-
tant District Attorney (ADA) of
Siskiyou County; the District At-
torney (DA) of Siskiyou County;
two BOS Supervisors; a local at-
torney; the Chief Probation Offi-
cer (CPO) of Siskiyou County;
the County Administrator Officer
(CAO) of Siskiyou County; and
the PD.

Additionally,the GJ received
written information from a re-
tired city prosecutor and a retired

police officer who has a private
investigation business.

The GJ received from the CC
the following document:
“County of Siskiyou Contracting
& Procurement Policies & Reg-
ulations” dated April, 2010.

The GJ received from the
Siskiyou County Clerks Office
four compact discs of BOS
meetings in 2010 and copies of
four BOS agendas for 2010.

The complainant gave the GJ
a compact disc of two BOS
meetings from 2010.

A brief summary of this
complaint, by the

complainant:
The PD awarded a PI contract

to a “ friend “ without allowing
any other PI’s to apply.  During
a BOS meeting, the PD “lied”
concerning contract rates for the
PI position.  At another BOS
meeting, the PD “lied” about re-
ports that the current PI submits
to the court as always being used
by the court during sentencing of
convicted defendants.  Also,
there does not appear to be any
county wide system  that advises
any citizen of job openings for
most county positions.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 10

COMPLAINT: TULELAKE POLICE DEPT.
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 11

6. According to information
received by the LC from
P.O.S.T., the cadet was never ap-
pointed or sworn in as a reserve
police officer for TPD.

7. The COP confirmed that
the cadet does live just over the
border in Oregon and has a valid
Oregon Drivers License.  The
TPD’s policy is that the officers
must live within a five minute re-
spond time to the city.  Since the
cadet is an Oregon resident, she
would be required to have a dri-
ver’s license from Oregon.

8. The LC was advised during
the interviews that the cadet had
been seen driving a TPD patrol
vehicle, in full uniform, carrying
a weapon, and by herself.  This
happened between December
2010 and March of 2011.

9. Based on information re-
ceived during these interviews,
the LC was advised of the fol-
lowing:  The cadet  did not issues
any citations; make any arrests
by herself; and if required to re-
spond to any police calls, she
would stand by at the scene until
the COP and / or the other TPD
Officer arrived.

10. The city council was
aware of the fact that the cadet
had failed Module I.

11. The cadet was never
sworn in as a TPD Officer.

12. The LC was advised that
during most of her working time
in uniform, she rode around with
the COP.  The COP stated that on
the few times she was by herself
in a patrol vehicle, he was al-
ways within a minute of her lo-
cation.

13. According to information
received from the DOF, the LC
ascertained the following: a
cadet  receiving PO wages at
Step One also receives PERS
Health and Dental Insurance
benefits; and the city and the
cadet both contribute to her re-
tirement plan through PERS.

14. The LC was advised by
the COP that he is a P.O.S.T.
Certified Field Training Officer
(FTO).  He is the person respon-
sible for the field training for
TPD. He conducted a ten week
FTO Program with the cadet
prior to her going back to the
academy at the end of March of
2011.

15. The LC asked the COP if
TPD was a participating P.O.S.T.
agency.   The COP stated they
were.

16. The LC asked the COP if
TPD abides by the selection and
training standards of the P.O.S.T.

Commission.  The COP stated
they did.

17. The LC asked the COP if
TPD complies with all back-
ground information established
by P.O.S.T.  The COP stated they
did.

18. The LC obtained a copy of
a document dated 6-18-2010
from the COP.  This document
was from the COP to the cadet.
It laid out the “Conditional offer
of employment” conditions that
must be met by a cadet.  One of
these conditions was “Success-
fully complete a P.O.S.T.  com-
pliant basic academy.”  Based on
the information obtained by the
LC, it doesn’t appear that the
cadet has met the above condi-
tion.

19. The document referred to
in item #18 also contained the
following...”As a condition of
academy attendance you will re-
ceive a monthly pay of $ 1600
per month, ($ 800 every two
weeks). and the city will pay
academy costs.  You will be clas-
sified as a temporary full time
employee and will not be receiv-
ing benefits until all of the listed
conditions are met.  Once the
conditions are met you will
move to a base pay of $ 2,325,
receiving full benefits and begin
employment as a probationary
employee.”

According to the DOF, the
cadet is currently receiving ben-
efits while reenrolled at the acad-
emy.  She is also being paid the
wage rate for a STEP one em-
ployee, which is higher than the
pay she received when she first
went to the academy.

20. In regards to the personal
gas purchase by the cadet, the
LC obtained a copy of a corre-
spondence letter from the COP
to the Tulelake City Council.
This letter was dated 9-29-2010.
In this letter, the COP refers to
the PO as a cadet.

RECOMMENDATIONS &
CONCLUSIONS:

1. The document referred to in
Findings # 5 states that the cadet
was an appointed PO in 2007
and from July of 2010 to current
for the TPD.  This is not cor-
rect reporting as the cadet was a
CSO from July to December of
2007, not a PO.  The cadet’s sta-
tus from July to the current time
is not exactly known.  According
to P.O.S.T., the cadet is not a PO
at this time and never has been.

The COP is the sole person
who has the responsibility of ac-
curate reporting to P.O.S.T. re-
garding PO’s that work for TPD.

2. The cadet attended a police
academy at an accredited college
from July, 2010 to December of
2010.  The cadet passed Modules
III and II, but failed Module I.
After the cadet was finished with
the police academy, she was
hired as a PO for TPD.  She was
allowed to wear a PO’s uniform,
carry a sidearm, and to drive a
marked TPD patrol vehicle.  She
was never sworn in by any city
of Tulelake official or the COP.
She was allowed to perform the
duties of a PO while under direct
supervision of the COP.  The LC
ascertained that there were sev-
eral occasions when the cadet
was observed on routine patrol
by herself, in full uniform, and
carrying a sidearm.

3. A cadet who has not com-
pleted all of the conditions as re-
quired, is not entitled to the
higher wage and any benefits.

4. The cadet was under the
impression that she was a Level
II Reserve PO.  The information
received from P.O.S.T. does not
substantiate her impression.  The
cadet was never sworn in as a
Reserve PO.

The COP is the sole person
who has the responsibility of ac-
curate reporting to P.O.S.T. re-
garding any Reserve PO’s that
TPD employs.

12 — 2010 - 2011 SISKIYOU COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORT 2010 - 2011 SISKIYOU COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORT — 9



COMPLAINT: PUBLIC DEFENDER
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 9

COMPLAINT: PUBLIC DEFENDER
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 10

8. The PD advised the GJ that
when an ISR is submitted, they
are always accepted and acted
upon over the Probation Depart-
ment’s reports.  However, the GJ
received information that this
may not always be the case.

9. Any department head has the
right to recommend to the BOS
contractors that they deem qual-
ified for the contract that is being
offered.

10. The BOS does not have the
time to individually look into
every hire done by department
heads.  They must rely on the in-
tegrity and unbiased profession-
alism of these department heads
to hire the best qualified individ-
ual.

RESPONSES:

1. The BOS is requested to re-
spond to Recommendations &
Conclusions items # 2 & 11 as
per Section 933.05 P.C.

2. The CAO is requested to

respond to Recommendations &
Conclusions item # 2 as per Sec-
tion 933.05 P.C.

3. The PD is requested to re-
spond to Recommendations &
Conclusions items # 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,
& 8 as per Section 933.05 P.C.

COMPLAINT: TULELAKE POLICE DEPT.
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The PD did not hire the best
qualified PI, instead gave it to a
“friend.”

During the course of this in-
vestigation, the GJ received con-
tradicting information during the
interviews.  It was not always
possible for the GJ to come to a
definite conclusion regarding
certain information that was ob-
tained.

FINDINGS:

1. The PD’s husband is an at-
torney with an office in Siskiyou
County and in the San Francisco
bay area.

2. There are situations when
the PD’s office declares a con-
flict in regards to a defendant
who requires criminal represen-
tation in court.  Also, there are
times that the PD’s office has too
many cases to handle.  The BOS
contracted with a local attorney
to set up a “conflict counsel” to
handle these types of cases.  This
attorney is on a one year renew-
able contract.  When the court
assigns cases to this attorney, he
has a list of other attorneys who
have agreed to represent these
defendants at a predetermined
fee.  The PD’s husband is on this
“conflict counsel” list.  From
July 1, 2010, to March 15, 2011,
he had not been assigned any
criminal cases from the “conflict
counsel.”

3.  Based on all of the infor-
mation received by the GJ, there
does not appear to be any  sys-
tem in place that would notify
the general public of service
contracts in Siskiyou County.
Currently, a department head is
only required to get BOS ap-
proval for open contracts for
more than $ 25,000.00 by merely
having the item placed on the
BOS agenda and the county web

site.  This practice can lead to
“cronyism” as department heads
can hire friends who may or may
not be the best qualified for the
position.

4. The current contract for PI
services for the PD’s office is for
$ 60,000.00 per fiscal year and at
a rate of $ 40.00 per hour.

5. In late summer of 2008, the
PI employed at that time by the
PD’s office advised the PD that
he was going to retire.  He was a
prior Probation Officer (PO) for
Siskiyou County.  At that time,
the current PI was a PO for
Siskiyou County.  On September
11, 2008, the  current PI received
his PI’s license from the State of
California.   

He sets up a business in
Siskiyou County.  The previous
PI does retire and the PD awards
the remaining contract, that runs
through to June 30, 2009, to the
current PI.  It appears to the GJ
that this open contract was not
advertised so any other PI’s
could apply.

5. The PI contract for fiscal
year 2009 to 2010 was awarded
to the current PI.  There was no
advertising for this position.

6. When the PD appeared be-
fore the BOS meeting of June 1,
2010, she requested that the cur-
rent PI be awarded the PI con-
tract for fiscal year 2010 to 2011.
A supervisor inquired if this po-
sition had been posted so other
licensed PI’s could apply.  She
replied that it had not.  The BOS
subsequently required the PD to
solicit “requests for qualifica-
tions and proposals (RFQ /
RFP)” prior to  the approval of
the 2010-2011 contract for serv-
ice.  The PD agreed.

7. At the above mentioned
BOS meeting, the PD made the

following statement to the
BOS..”(Name of PI) is the
cheapest local private investiga-
tor license and that he gives the
county a discounted rate.”  The
PI contract is a set amount and
any PI applying would be well
aware of the financial terms.

8. The GJ received a copy of
the RQP / RFP which contained
fifteen (15) questions.  There ap-
peared to be some questions that
were slanted towards a PI who
had previous PO experience.

9. One of the RQP / RFP
questions dealt with the appli-
cant’s training / experience in
providing “independent sentenc-
ing reports (ISR).”  These types
of reports deal with sentencing
recommendations that the PD
presents to the judge upon sen-
tencing of a convicted defendant.

10. The PD advised the GJ
that the court always accepts the
ISR that are submitted by her of-
fice.  The GJ ascertained that a
refusal by a judge in not accept-
ing these ISR could lead to
grounds for an appeal of the sen-
tencing by the trial judge.

11. The PD stated that her office
submits about two ISR per year.   

When these reports are sub-
mitted, the PD advised the GJ
that the trial judge always acts
upon them and follows the rec-
ommendations stated.

12. The GJ was advised that
several Northern California Pub-
lic Defender Office’s do not use
the ISR.  The PD stated that she
knew of four or five San Fran-
cisco bay area PD’s that do use
the ISR.

13. The Siskiyou County Pro-
bation Department (SCPD) is
tasked with doing unbiased in-
vestigations and writing pre-sen-

tencing reports in regards to con-
victed defendants.

14. The ISR’s submitted to the
court may have the potential to
be slanted and / or biased to-
wards the PD’s client.

15. The PD stated that the cur-
rent PI was highly regarded by
the allied agencies and the
judges in Siskiyou County.

16. The GJ did receive a copy
of the complainant’s resume and
a copy of the current PI’s re-
sume.

17. The GJ did receive a copy
of the complainant’s reply to the
fifteen (15) question RQP / RFP.
The GJ received the other appli-
cant’s response which did not
provide as detailed a response.

RECOMMENDATIONS &
CONCLUSIONS:

1. It appears that the PD’s
husband is on the “conflict coun-
sel”  list.  At the time of this GJ
report, the GJ determined that he
did not receive preferential treat-
ment over local attorneys for
criminal cases.

2. Siskiyou County’s unem-
ployment rate is higher than the
national average.  It is imperative
that the BOS and the CAO de-
vise a system for all county de-
partments that notifies all
citizens of contract for services.
This system should include noti-
fication other than just the
county website.

3. The timing of the previous
PI’s retirement; the current PI re-
ceiving his PI’s license while
still employed as a PO for
Siskiyou County; the current PI
quitting as a PO; and then being
hired as the  PI for the PD’s of-
fice without this open contract
going out for bid.

This procedure could bring
into question “cronyism.”  The
PD did state that she heard that
the current PI was looking for a
career change.  The PD stated
that she did not solicit the PI for
the open position.

4. The PI contract with the
PD’s office is a set amount.  Any
prospective PI applicant would
be aware of the contract rates.
The PD to advised the BOS at a
meeting that the current PI gives
the county a discounted rate.
The GJ was unable to determine
the discount.

5. PI’s can be called upon to do
varied investigations.  A PI with
a well diversified background of
experience, training, writing in-
vestigative reports, and educa-
tional instruction, would be
some of the qualities that are
considered when hiring a com-
petent PI.  There is more to being
a qualified PI than having mostly
classroom instruction.

Comparing the resumes of the
current PI and the complainant,
it appears to the GJ that the com-
plainant’s background is well di-
versified in several fields.  The
current PI’s background mainly
consists of classroom instruction
with limited field experience
other than that of a PO.

6. PO’s main skills are impor-
tant to the functioning of the
criminal justice system.  Their
emphasis is much different than
collecting and gathering admis-
sible evidence.  A PI with prior
experience as a law enforcement
officer has the skills needed to be
an effective and competent PI.

7. There are fifteen (15) ques-
tions in the RQP / RFP.  There
are a few questions that appear
to the GJ to be more favorable to
an applicant who has previous
PO experience.
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BACKGROUND:

The Grand Jury ( GJ) received
a complaint from a Tulelake cit-
izen alleging possible miscon-
duct involving the Tulelake
Police Department  (TPD) and
the Chief  of Police  (COP).  The
GJ received this complaint in
March of 2011.  This complaint
was assigned to the Law Com-
mittee (LC).  The LC completed
its investigation in May, 2011.

The complainant alleged the
following:

1. The COP, through the City
of Tulelake and at tax payer’s ex-
pense, sponsored a female
(cadet) to attend a police acad-
emy during the fall of 2010.  The
police academy was located at
the College of the Redwoods,
Eureka, Calif.

2. The city paid for the ex-
penses to attend this academy
and the cadet had a city credit
card for gas purchases.  The
complainant stated that the cadet
used this gas credit card for per-
sonal travel.

3. The cadet failed the acad-

emy in December of 2010  and
was therefore not a certificated
police officer.

4. The COP hired this cadet
as a police officer (PO) from ap-
proximately December 2010 to
March of 2011.

5. The cadet, while working for
the TPD, was in full PO uniform,
carried a weapon, and drove a
TPD patrol vehicle.

6. The cadet was paid Step 1
of PO wages, received medical
benefits, and PO retirement  ben-
efits from the California Public
Employee Retirement System
(PERS).

7. The cadet lives in Oregon,
has an Oregon Drivers License,
yet is employed by the TPD.

INVESTIGATION:
The  LC  interviewed  the fol-
lowing  individuals  in person:

The complainant; the Director
of Finance (DOF) of Tulelake; a
City of Tulelake Council mem-
ber who also serves as the Police
Commissioner (PC);  a City of
Tulelake Council member who

also serves as the Mayor of Tule-
lake; the (COP) of the TPD;  and
the Director of Administration of
the Justice Program at the Col-
lege of the Siskiyous, Yreka, Ca.
This Director is also a deputy
sheriff for Siskiyou County and
the liaison officer with the Com-
mission on Peace Officers Stan-
dards and Training (P.O.S.T.).

The LC interviewed the fe-
male cadet by telephone.  The
LC, by telephone, contacted and
received  information from an
employee of P.O.S.T.

The LC received documents
from the complainant, the COP,
P.O.S.T., and the COS Director
of the Administration of Justice
Program.

A brief summary of this com-
plaint:

The female cadet was hired as
a Community Service Officer
(CSO) for the TPD in 2007.  She
was laid off in 2007.  In the sum-
mer of 2010, she was hired back
and was sent to a police academy
in Eureka, Ca.  

She attended this academy
until December of 2010.  She
passed Modules III and II.  How-
ever, she failed Module I.  She
did file an appeal in regards to
her failing of Module I.  The
COP hired her as a PO.  She
reentered the police academy
around the end of March, 2011.
She will be taking only the Mod-
ule I class.

FINDINGS:

1. The female cadet was em-
ployed as a CSO by the TPD be-
tween August of 2007 to
December of 2007.  She was laid
off by the actions of the Tulelake
City Council.  This action by the
city council resulted in policy
changes between the city council
and the TPD sometime in 2009.
One of the changes gave the
COP more authority to adminis-
ter the police department and to
make the final decisions on hir-
ing and firing of officers.

2. This cadet’s funding to at-
tend the police academy in 2010
was paid for by a yearly grant
from a Federally Funded COPS

Program.   This grant allows for
reimbursement  to counties and
cities in California in regards to
their law enforcement agencies.
This grant money can be used to
send a person to a police acad-
emy for training and ultimate
certification as a PO.

3. The cadet returned to the po-
lice academy around the end of
March to complete Module I.
There is no cost to the city and
all expenses will be paid for by
the COPS Program.

4. The LC did ascertain that
this cadet did use the city fuel
card for a fuel purchase during a
personal trip.

5. The LC received a docu-
ment from P.O.S.T. on April 6,
2011, in regards to this cadet.
The document stated the follow-
ing...”She is currently appointed
as a peace officer.  She was ap-
pointed as a full time peace offi-
cer by Tulelake Police
Department from August 6, 2007
through December 1, 2007; and
from July 1, 2010 to current.”

CONTINUED ON PAGE 12
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8. The PD advised the GJ that
when an ISR is submitted, they
are always accepted and acted
upon over the Probation Depart-
ment’s reports.  However, the GJ
received information that this
may not always be the case.

9. Any department head has the
right to recommend to the BOS
contractors that they deem qual-
ified for the contract that is being
offered.

10. The BOS does not have the
time to individually look into
every hire done by department
heads.  They must rely on the in-
tegrity and unbiased profession-
alism of these department heads
to hire the best qualified individ-
ual.

RESPONSES:

1. The BOS is requested to re-
spond to Recommendations &
Conclusions items # 2 & 11 as
per Section 933.05 P.C.

2. The CAO is requested to

respond to Recommendations &
Conclusions item # 2 as per Sec-
tion 933.05 P.C.

3. The PD is requested to re-
spond to Recommendations &
Conclusions items # 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,
& 8 as per Section 933.05 P.C.

COMPLAINT: TULELAKE POLICE DEPT.
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The PD did not hire the best
qualified PI, instead gave it to a
“friend.”

During the course of this in-
vestigation, the GJ received con-
tradicting information during the
interviews.  It was not always
possible for the GJ to come to a
definite conclusion regarding
certain information that was ob-
tained.

FINDINGS:

1. The PD’s husband is an at-
torney with an office in Siskiyou
County and in the San Francisco
bay area.

2. There are situations when
the PD’s office declares a con-
flict in regards to a defendant
who requires criminal represen-
tation in court.  Also, there are
times that the PD’s office has too
many cases to handle.  The BOS
contracted with a local attorney
to set up a “conflict counsel” to
handle these types of cases.  This
attorney is on a one year renew-
able contract.  When the court
assigns cases to this attorney, he
has a list of other attorneys who
have agreed to represent these
defendants at a predetermined
fee.  The PD’s husband is on this
“conflict counsel” list.  From
July 1, 2010, to March 15, 2011,
he had not been assigned any
criminal cases from the “conflict
counsel.”

3.  Based on all of the infor-
mation received by the GJ, there
does not appear to be any  sys-
tem in place that would notify
the general public of service
contracts in Siskiyou County.
Currently, a department head is
only required to get BOS ap-
proval for open contracts for
more than $ 25,000.00 by merely
having the item placed on the
BOS agenda and the county web

site.  This practice can lead to
“cronyism” as department heads
can hire friends who may or may
not be the best qualified for the
position.

4. The current contract for PI
services for the PD’s office is for
$ 60,000.00 per fiscal year and at
a rate of $ 40.00 per hour.

5. In late summer of 2008, the
PI employed at that time by the
PD’s office advised the PD that
he was going to retire.  He was a
prior Probation Officer (PO) for
Siskiyou County.  At that time,
the current PI was a PO for
Siskiyou County.  On September
11, 2008, the  current PI received
his PI’s license from the State of
California.   

He sets up a business in
Siskiyou County.  The previous
PI does retire and the PD awards
the remaining contract, that runs
through to June 30, 2009, to the
current PI.  It appears to the GJ
that this open contract was not
advertised so any other PI’s
could apply.

5. The PI contract for fiscal
year 2009 to 2010 was awarded
to the current PI.  There was no
advertising for this position.

6. When the PD appeared be-
fore the BOS meeting of June 1,
2010, she requested that the cur-
rent PI be awarded the PI con-
tract for fiscal year 2010 to 2011.
A supervisor inquired if this po-
sition had been posted so other
licensed PI’s could apply.  She
replied that it had not.  The BOS
subsequently required the PD to
solicit “requests for qualifica-
tions and proposals (RFQ /
RFP)” prior to  the approval of
the 2010-2011 contract for serv-
ice.  The PD agreed.

7. At the above mentioned
BOS meeting, the PD made the

following statement to the
BOS..”(Name of PI) is the
cheapest local private investiga-
tor license and that he gives the
county a discounted rate.”  The
PI contract is a set amount and
any PI applying would be well
aware of the financial terms.

8. The GJ received a copy of
the RQP / RFP which contained
fifteen (15) questions.  There ap-
peared to be some questions that
were slanted towards a PI who
had previous PO experience.

9. One of the RQP / RFP
questions dealt with the appli-
cant’s training / experience in
providing “independent sentenc-
ing reports (ISR).”  These types
of reports deal with sentencing
recommendations that the PD
presents to the judge upon sen-
tencing of a convicted defendant.

10. The PD advised the GJ
that the court always accepts the
ISR that are submitted by her of-
fice.  The GJ ascertained that a
refusal by a judge in not accept-
ing these ISR could lead to
grounds for an appeal of the sen-
tencing by the trial judge.

11. The PD stated that her office
submits about two ISR per year.   

When these reports are sub-
mitted, the PD advised the GJ
that the trial judge always acts
upon them and follows the rec-
ommendations stated.

12. The GJ was advised that
several Northern California Pub-
lic Defender Office’s do not use
the ISR.  The PD stated that she
knew of four or five San Fran-
cisco bay area PD’s that do use
the ISR.

13. The Siskiyou County Pro-
bation Department (SCPD) is
tasked with doing unbiased in-
vestigations and writing pre-sen-

tencing reports in regards to con-
victed defendants.

14. The ISR’s submitted to the
court may have the potential to
be slanted and / or biased to-
wards the PD’s client.

15. The PD stated that the cur-
rent PI was highly regarded by
the allied agencies and the
judges in Siskiyou County.

16. The GJ did receive a copy
of the complainant’s resume and
a copy of the current PI’s re-
sume.

17. The GJ did receive a copy
of the complainant’s reply to the
fifteen (15) question RQP / RFP.
The GJ received the other appli-
cant’s response which did not
provide as detailed a response.

RECOMMENDATIONS &
CONCLUSIONS:

1. It appears that the PD’s
husband is on the “conflict coun-
sel”  list.  At the time of this GJ
report, the GJ determined that he
did not receive preferential treat-
ment over local attorneys for
criminal cases.

2. Siskiyou County’s unem-
ployment rate is higher than the
national average.  It is imperative
that the BOS and the CAO de-
vise a system for all county de-
partments that notifies all
citizens of contract for services.
This system should include noti-
fication other than just the
county website.

3. The timing of the previous
PI’s retirement; the current PI re-
ceiving his PI’s license while
still employed as a PO for
Siskiyou County; the current PI
quitting as a PO; and then being
hired as the  PI for the PD’s of-
fice without this open contract
going out for bid.

This procedure could bring
into question “cronyism.”  The
PD did state that she heard that
the current PI was looking for a
career change.  The PD stated
that she did not solicit the PI for
the open position.

4. The PI contract with the
PD’s office is a set amount.  Any
prospective PI applicant would
be aware of the contract rates.
The PD to advised the BOS at a
meeting that the current PI gives
the county a discounted rate.
The GJ was unable to determine
the discount.

5. PI’s can be called upon to do
varied investigations.  A PI with
a well diversified background of
experience, training, writing in-
vestigative reports, and educa-
tional instruction, would be
some of the qualities that are
considered when hiring a com-
petent PI.  There is more to being
a qualified PI than having mostly
classroom instruction.

Comparing the resumes of the
current PI and the complainant,
it appears to the GJ that the com-
plainant’s background is well di-
versified in several fields.  The
current PI’s background mainly
consists of classroom instruction
with limited field experience
other than that of a PO.

6. PO’s main skills are impor-
tant to the functioning of the
criminal justice system.  Their
emphasis is much different than
collecting and gathering admis-
sible evidence.  A PI with prior
experience as a law enforcement
officer has the skills needed to be
an effective and competent PI.

7. There are fifteen (15) ques-
tions in the RQP / RFP.  There
are a few questions that appear
to the GJ to be more favorable to
an applicant who has previous
PO experience.
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BACKGROUND:

The Grand Jury ( GJ) received
a complaint from a Tulelake cit-
izen alleging possible miscon-
duct involving the Tulelake
Police Department  (TPD) and
the Chief  of Police  (COP).  The
GJ received this complaint in
March of 2011.  This complaint
was assigned to the Law Com-
mittee (LC).  The LC completed
its investigation in May, 2011.

The complainant alleged the
following:

1. The COP, through the City
of Tulelake and at tax payer’s ex-
pense, sponsored a female
(cadet) to attend a police acad-
emy during the fall of 2010.  The
police academy was located at
the College of the Redwoods,
Eureka, Calif.

2. The city paid for the ex-
penses to attend this academy
and the cadet had a city credit
card for gas purchases.  The
complainant stated that the cadet
used this gas credit card for per-
sonal travel.

3. The cadet failed the acad-

emy in December of 2010  and
was therefore not a certificated
police officer.

4. The COP hired this cadet
as a police officer (PO) from ap-
proximately December 2010 to
March of 2011.

5. The cadet, while working for
the TPD, was in full PO uniform,
carried a weapon, and drove a
TPD patrol vehicle.

6. The cadet was paid Step 1
of PO wages, received medical
benefits, and PO retirement  ben-
efits from the California Public
Employee Retirement System
(PERS).

7. The cadet lives in Oregon,
has an Oregon Drivers License,
yet is employed by the TPD.

INVESTIGATION:
The  LC  interviewed  the fol-
lowing  individuals  in person:

The complainant; the Director
of Finance (DOF) of Tulelake; a
City of Tulelake Council mem-
ber who also serves as the Police
Commissioner (PC);  a City of
Tulelake Council member who

also serves as the Mayor of Tule-
lake; the (COP) of the TPD;  and
the Director of Administration of
the Justice Program at the Col-
lege of the Siskiyous, Yreka, Ca.
This Director is also a deputy
sheriff for Siskiyou County and
the liaison officer with the Com-
mission on Peace Officers Stan-
dards and Training (P.O.S.T.).

The LC interviewed the fe-
male cadet by telephone.  The
LC, by telephone, contacted and
received  information from an
employee of P.O.S.T.

The LC received documents
from the complainant, the COP,
P.O.S.T., and the COS Director
of the Administration of Justice
Program.

A brief summary of this com-
plaint:

The female cadet was hired as
a Community Service Officer
(CSO) for the TPD in 2007.  She
was laid off in 2007.  In the sum-
mer of 2010, she was hired back
and was sent to a police academy
in Eureka, Ca.  

She attended this academy
until December of 2010.  She
passed Modules III and II.  How-
ever, she failed Module I.  She
did file an appeal in regards to
her failing of Module I.  The
COP hired her as a PO.  She
reentered the police academy
around the end of March, 2011.
She will be taking only the Mod-
ule I class.

FINDINGS:

1. The female cadet was em-
ployed as a CSO by the TPD be-
tween August of 2007 to
December of 2007.  She was laid
off by the actions of the Tulelake
City Council.  This action by the
city council resulted in policy
changes between the city council
and the TPD sometime in 2009.
One of the changes gave the
COP more authority to adminis-
ter the police department and to
make the final decisions on hir-
ing and firing of officers.

2. This cadet’s funding to at-
tend the police academy in 2010
was paid for by a yearly grant
from a Federally Funded COPS

Program.   This grant allows for
reimbursement  to counties and
cities in California in regards to
their law enforcement agencies.
This grant money can be used to
send a person to a police acad-
emy for training and ultimate
certification as a PO.

3. The cadet returned to the po-
lice academy around the end of
March to complete Module I.
There is no cost to the city and
all expenses will be paid for by
the COPS Program.

4. The LC did ascertain that
this cadet did use the city fuel
card for a fuel purchase during a
personal trip.

5. The LC received a docu-
ment from P.O.S.T. on April 6,
2011, in regards to this cadet.
The document stated the follow-
ing...”She is currently appointed
as a peace officer.  She was ap-
pointed as a full time peace offi-
cer by Tulelake Police
Department from August 6, 2007
through December 1, 2007; and
from July 1, 2010 to current.”

CONTINUED ON PAGE 12



CITY OF TULELAKE
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2. Job descriptions need to be
created for all City Personnel
listing the basic responsibilities
and qualifications.  The City
Treasurer needs to manage cash
for the City and be a counter
check and balance to all staff and
Departments as well as be
charged to identify issues and
problems to the City Council.

3. A purchase procedure sys-
tem must be revisited for all
spending with larger amounts
approved by the City Council
prior to ex-penditure.  Vendors
with open accounts must be fur-
nished a list of authorized indi-
viduals who can charge with
dollar amount limits established.
All City Departments must be
held to the same standard of ac-
countability and fiscal controls

and not be allowed to exceed
their budget without prior au-
thorization form the City Coun-
cil.

4. A procedure for the sale of
water to residents should include
payment terms, activation and
shut off instructions to staff.

5. An independent audit of
the City financial records pre-
pared each fiscal year would en-
sure that the City is in
compliance with proper proce-
dures.  The scope of this audit
must include the financial condi-
tion of the City as well as the fis-
cal management controls.  Since
the City has no Manager, the
City Council performs manage-
ment functions and is required to

establish management controls,
procedures and enforcement.

6. The City Council’s respon-
sibility to taxpayers demands an
explanation addressing the large
amount of unpaid bills.  The
questions must be asked; how
did we get here? Inappropriate
expenditures, missing funds,
poor budgeting, lack of proper
revenue collection, inaccurate
records, mismanagement?  Once
the causes have been identified
solutions must be determined to
avoid repetition.

7. The City Council must be re-
sponsive to the needs of its resi-
dents when preparing budgets.
Funds allocated to each depart-
ment must best serve the com-

munity as a whole.  This process
needs to include public hearings
for input from the taxpayers.
One Department should not
dominate the budget of the City,
unless the City Council deter-
mines this is appropriate for City
operations.

8. It is difficult to under-
stand why the City of Tule-
lake has not provided annual
audits for such a long time.
The administration of public
services and funds is an im-
portant responsibility.  The
City needs to know, on an in-
dependent basis, how funds
are expended as compared to
the budgetary plan.  The City
Council’s ability to manage

the City and its funds and ad-
dress proper fiscal controls
over the past years is called
into question.  Not having an
independent audit for the last
decade speaks for itself.  Se-
rious repercussions could re-
sult should the City fail to
address these issues.

RESPONSES:

The Grand Jury requires the
City of Tulelake to respond to
the findings and conclusions
listed in this report. (per 935
p.c.)

COMPLAINT: PUBLIC DEFENDER

BACKGROUND:
The Grand Jury (GJ) received

a complaint alleging possible
misconduct regarding the
Siskiyou County Public De-
fender (PD).  The GJ received
this complaint in February of
2011.  The GJ completed its in-
vestigation in May, 2011.

The complainant alleged the
following:

1. Issues dealing with a con-
tract that the PD entered into
with a private investigator (PI).

2. The PD “lied” to the Board
of Supervisors (BOS).

3. No accountability for de-
partment heads with regards to
hiring practices.

4. The PD did not hire the
most qualified P.I.

5. “Cronyism” by the PD
when the P.I. contract was
awarded.   (Cronyism:  “The par-
tiality to long - standing friends,
especially by appointing them to
positions of authority, regardless
of their qualifications.” )

6. The PD gave her attorney
husband “conflict cases” instead
of using local attorneys.

INVESTIGATION:
The GJ interviewed the fol-

lowing individuals in person:

The complainant; the Assis-
tant District Attorney (ADA) of
Siskiyou County; the District At-
torney (DA) of Siskiyou County;
two BOS Supervisors; a local at-
torney; the Chief Probation Offi-
cer (CPO) of Siskiyou County;
the County Administrator Officer
(CAO) of Siskiyou County; and
the PD.

Additionally,the GJ received
written information from a re-
tired city prosecutor and a retired

police officer who has a private
investigation business.

The GJ received from the CC
the following document:
“County of Siskiyou Contracting
& Procurement Policies & Reg-
ulations” dated April, 2010.

The GJ received from the
Siskiyou County Clerks Office
four compact discs of BOS
meetings in 2010 and copies of
four BOS agendas for 2010.

The complainant gave the GJ
a compact disc of two BOS
meetings from 2010.

A brief summary of this
complaint, by the

complainant:
The PD awarded a PI contract

to a “ friend “ without allowing
any other PI’s to apply.  During
a BOS meeting, the PD “lied”
concerning contract rates for the
PI position.  At another BOS
meeting, the PD “lied” about re-
ports that the current PI submits
to the court as always being used
by the court during sentencing of
convicted defendants.  Also,
there does not appear to be any
county wide system  that advises
any citizen of job openings for
most county positions.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 10

COMPLAINT: TULELAKE POLICE DEPT.
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 11

6. According to information
received by the LC from
P.O.S.T., the cadet was never ap-
pointed or sworn in as a reserve
police officer for TPD.

7. The COP confirmed that
the cadet does live just over the
border in Oregon and has a valid
Oregon Drivers License.  The
TPD’s policy is that the officers
must live within a five minute re-
spond time to the city.  Since the
cadet is an Oregon resident, she
would be required to have a dri-
ver’s license from Oregon.

8. The LC was advised during
the interviews that the cadet had
been seen driving a TPD patrol
vehicle, in full uniform, carrying
a weapon, and by herself.  This
happened between December
2010 and March of 2011.

9. Based on information re-
ceived during these interviews,
the LC was advised of the fol-
lowing:  The cadet  did not issues
any citations; make any arrests
by herself; and if required to re-
spond to any police calls, she
would stand by at the scene until
the COP and / or the other TPD
Officer arrived.

10. The city council was
aware of the fact that the cadet
had failed Module I.

11. The cadet was never
sworn in as a TPD Officer.

12. The LC was advised that
during most of her working time
in uniform, she rode around with
the COP.  The COP stated that on
the few times she was by herself
in a patrol vehicle, he was al-
ways within a minute of her lo-
cation.

13. According to information
received from the DOF, the LC
ascertained the following: a
cadet  receiving PO wages at
Step One also receives PERS
Health and Dental Insurance
benefits; and the city and the
cadet both contribute to her re-
tirement plan through PERS.

14. The LC was advised by
the COP that he is a P.O.S.T.
Certified Field Training Officer
(FTO).  He is the person respon-
sible for the field training for
TPD. He conducted a ten week
FTO Program with the cadet
prior to her going back to the
academy at the end of March of
2011.

15. The LC asked the COP if
TPD was a participating P.O.S.T.
agency.   The COP stated they
were.

16. The LC asked the COP if
TPD abides by the selection and
training standards of the P.O.S.T.

Commission.  The COP stated
they did.

17. The LC asked the COP if
TPD complies with all back-
ground information established
by P.O.S.T.  The COP stated they
did.

18. The LC obtained a copy of
a document dated 6-18-2010
from the COP.  This document
was from the COP to the cadet.
It laid out the “Conditional offer
of employment” conditions that
must be met by a cadet.  One of
these conditions was “Success-
fully complete a P.O.S.T.  com-
pliant basic academy.”  Based on
the information obtained by the
LC, it doesn’t appear that the
cadet has met the above condi-
tion.

19. The document referred to
in item #18 also contained the
following...”As a condition of
academy attendance you will re-
ceive a monthly pay of $ 1600
per month, ($ 800 every two
weeks). and the city will pay
academy costs.  You will be clas-
sified as a temporary full time
employee and will not be receiv-
ing benefits until all of the listed
conditions are met.  Once the
conditions are met you will
move to a base pay of $ 2,325,
receiving full benefits and begin
employment as a probationary
employee.”

According to the DOF, the
cadet is currently receiving ben-
efits while reenrolled at the acad-
emy.  She is also being paid the
wage rate for a STEP one em-
ployee, which is higher than the
pay she received when she first
went to the academy.

20. In regards to the personal
gas purchase by the cadet, the
LC obtained a copy of a corre-
spondence letter from the COP
to the Tulelake City Council.
This letter was dated 9-29-2010.
In this letter, the COP refers to
the PO as a cadet.

RECOMMENDATIONS &
CONCLUSIONS:

1. The document referred to in
Findings # 5 states that the cadet
was an appointed PO in 2007
and from July of 2010 to current
for the TPD.  This is not cor-
rect reporting as the cadet was a
CSO from July to December of
2007, not a PO.  The cadet’s sta-
tus from July to the current time
is not exactly known.  According
to P.O.S.T., the cadet is not a PO
at this time and never has been.

The COP is the sole person
who has the responsibility of ac-
curate reporting to P.O.S.T. re-
garding PO’s that work for TPD.

2. The cadet attended a police
academy at an accredited college
from July, 2010 to December of
2010.  The cadet passed Modules
III and II, but failed Module I.
After the cadet was finished with
the police academy, she was
hired as a PO for TPD.  She was
allowed to wear a PO’s uniform,
carry a sidearm, and to drive a
marked TPD patrol vehicle.  She
was never sworn in by any city
of Tulelake official or the COP.
She was allowed to perform the
duties of a PO while under direct
supervision of the COP.  The LC
ascertained that there were sev-
eral occasions when the cadet
was observed on routine patrol
by herself, in full uniform, and
carrying a sidearm.

3. A cadet who has not com-
pleted all of the conditions as re-
quired, is not entitled to the
higher wage and any benefits.

4. The cadet was under the
impression that she was a Level
II Reserve PO.  The information
received from P.O.S.T. does not
substantiate her impression.  The
cadet was never sworn in as a
Reserve PO.

The COP is the sole person
who has the responsibility of ac-
curate reporting to P.O.S.T. re-
garding any Reserve PO’s that
TPD employs.
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CITY OF TULELAKE COMPLAINT: TULELAKE POLICE DEPT.
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 12

5. The cadet ‘s expenses for
the academy were fully funded
by the Federal COPS Program.
There wasn’t any cost to the city
of Tulelake for this  academy
training.  This 
funding will also pay for the
cadet to complete Module I.

6. The cadet requested from
the COP that she be allowed to
travel from the academy to a city
north of her home to attend a
family event.  This additional
travel on the one weekend that

she had off from studies was ap-
proved by the COP.  The fuel
cost for this trip was under $
50.00.  The COP authorized this
minor expense.  The COP has
the authority to approve ex-
penses under $ 500.00 without
seeking approval from the city
council.

7. In regards to Findings # 14,
the FTO conducted by the COP
with the cadet prior to her suc-
cessfully passing an accredited
police academy does not comply

with P.O.S.T. regulations.  When
the cadet passes the academy, is
sworn in, the COP is required to
conduct a second FTO at that
time.

8. In regards to Findings #
15, 16, & 17, the LC was ad-
vised by P.O.S.T. that they had
contacted the COP. They were
requesting  documentation per-
taining to TPD’s compliance
with P.O.S.T. concerning the
functions of TPD and the status
of the cadet.

9. The LC was advised that
the city council has given the
COP broad control in the daily
functions of his department.  The
city council may want to revisit
their decision.

10. The cadet has a valid Ore-
gon Drivers License as required
by each states residency laws.

11. The cadet does live within
the five minute response time
from her residence to the TPD.

RESPONSES:

1. The Tulelake City Council
is requested to respond to Rec-
ommendations & Conclusions
items # 3 & 9 as per Section
933.05 P.C.

2. The COP is requested to
respond to Recommendations &
Conclusions items # 1, 2, 3, 4, 7,
8, & 9 as per Section 933.05 P.C.

COMPLAINT: YREKA POLICE DEPT.
& DISTRICT ATTORNEYS OFFICE

BACKGROUND:

The Grand Jury ( GJ ) received
a complaint from a business
owner alleging that the Yreka
Police Department ( YPD ) and
the Siskiyou County District At-
torney’s  Office ( DA), had failed
to assist the complainant and
several victims.  The GJ received
this complaint in October of
2010.  The complaint was as-
signed to the Law Committee (
LC ).  The LC finished the inves-
tigation of this complaint in Feb-
ruary, 2011. The incident dealt
with an auto dealership on South
Main St., Yreka, which had all of
its vehicles removed starting on
or about August 25th, 2010.  

The complainant alleged the
following:

1. That private citizens’ vehi-
cles were illegally removed from
his auto dealership.

2. The office of his dealership
had been illegally entered.

3. A large ring of vehicle keys
had been taken from within the
office without the owner’s per-
mission.

4. An employee owned gener-
ator /  light tower was taken.

5. Possible special treatment
was given to the individual that
was in charge of the removal of
these vehicles

INVESTIGATION:
The GJ interviewed the fol-

lowing individuals:

The complainant;  An em-
ployee of the Department of
Consumer Affairs / Bureau of
Securities;  A Department of
Motor Vehicles Investigator  (
DMV );  Two citizens / victims;
One licensed repossessor;   One

vehicle wholesaler; Two Yreka
Police Department (YPD) Offi-
cers;  One YPD Lieutenant ( Lt.
); The Chief of YPD; One Chief
Investigator for the District At-
torney’s Office; One Deputy
District Attorney ( DDA ); One
Assistant District Attorney (
ADA ); The District Attorney of
Siskiyou County ( DA );  A ma-
jority owner of the financing
company involved in this inci-
dent;  A minority owner of the
same finance company involved
in this incident.  The minority
owner was the person at the auto
dealership who was in charge of
the removal of all vehicles.

Documents were received from
the complainant, YPD, and one
citizen / victim.

A brief summary of this
incident:

A financial institution from

Sonoma County had previously
entered into an agreement to pro-
vide funding for an auto dealer-
ship located on South Main St.
in Yreka.  A specified amount of
monetary funding was agreed
upon between both parties.
Legal documents were reviewed
and signed by both parties.  This
agreement stated the rules, re-
quirements, procedures, and
other related items that both par-
ties must adhere to while this
agreement was in force.  This
agreement was approximate
thirty pages in length. 

(A copy was obtained by the
GJ).  This agreement specifically
laid out what the funding com-
pany’s rights were in the event
the dealership was unable to
make the monetary payments as
required.

In the event this occurred, the

dealership  would  legally be  in 
default.  The funding company
would then have the right, with
proper  notice, to seize all assets
of the dealership to satisfy this
loan.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 14
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BACKGROUND:
The Grand Jury received a

complaint from a Tulelake citi-
zen alleging possible misconduct
by the City of Tulelake.  During
the preliminary investigation it
was determined that issues exist
concerning that city. These is-
sues were assigned to commit-
tees.  Subsequently, the Jury
received an additional com-
plaint, filed by another citizen, of
alleged misconduct involving the
Tulelake Police Department.
This complaint is addressed in a
separate report.  The Grand Jury
investigated concerns which in-
cluded inadequate financial re-
porting, lack of direction of staff,
un-audited financial statements,
lack of expenditure controls, in-
sufficient cash for obligations
and water billing / payment in-
consistencies.

In the past decade the City of
Tulelake has been investigated
by the Grand Jury numerous
times as a result of citizen’s
complaints and Grand Jury fol-
low ups.  Each investigation has
resulted in findings that indicate
inadequate record keeping and /
or questionable procedures.
Each Grand Jury has made rec-
ommendations to address these
shortcomings. 

During the current investiga-
tion the Grand Jury conducted
interviews with the Mayor, City
Clerk, Treasurer and Finance Di-
rector.  In addition to interviews
the Jury made two separate writ-
ten requests for information to
the City of Tulelake.

FINDINGS:
The findings below are derived
from sworn testimony and docu-

ments furnished by the City of
Tulelake.

On February 7, 2011 the
Grand Jury requested the follow-
ing information with the follow-
ing results:

A list of the names addresses
and phone number for all City of
Tulelake  Officials.  Response: -
City Councilors were furnished
but without phone numbers.
Job descriptions for each Offi-
cial.  Response: - No informa-
tion furnished.

A copy of the “by-laws” and
“statutes” that govern the opera-
tion of the City. Response: - No
information furnished.

Copies of the “Minutes” of
Tulelake City Council meetings
for all of 2010 to present. Re-
sponse: - Information was fur-
nished.

Copies of the Cities budgets for
years 2010 / 2011. Response: -
Information was furnished but
was difficult to understand.

Copies of monthly balance
sheets for the City of Tulelake
for the year 2010 and 2011.  Re-
sponse: - No information fur-
nished.

Copies of income and ex-
penses sheets for the City for the
years 2010 / 2011. Response: -
No information furnished.

Copies of bank statements for
the City for all of 2010 to pres-
ent.  Response: - “General” bank
account statements furnished.

Copies of un-audited financial
reports for the City of Tulelake

sent to the State of California
Controller’s Office.  Response: -
No information furnished

On April 7, 2011 the Grand
Jury requested additional infor-
mation for fiscal years ’09, ’10
and ’11 which included job de-
scriptions, certain city vendors,
adopted budgets, financial state-
ments, fund transfers and de-
posits, water billing receivables,
payment procedures and certain
water “shut off” documents.  In
addition last audited financial re-
ports and last financial statement
sent to the State of California.
The Grand Jury requested that
information be submitted by
April 30, 2011.  Response: - No
information furnished.

It should be noted that re-
cently the Grand Jury was told
that a partial response was sent
in April by the City of Tulelake
but may have been sent to the
wrong address.

As a result of the Grand Jury
interviews and subsequent infor-
mation acquired, it was deter-
mined that the City of Tulelake
and the City Council have been
operating for years without the
benefit of audits. Proper current
financial reporting on a timely
basis has also been lacking.  It
could not be determined if the
City operations were within
budget or a plan.  The City indi-
cated that it “relies on trust” with
employees and staff.

The lack of job descriptions
raises the question:  The finan-
cial operations are delegated to
whom?  The Finance Director, a
new position as of late last year,

indicates a new positive direc-
tion for the City, but no job de-
scription has been presented.
The Treasurer is, however, an
employee of the City working on
water billings.  (This raises the
question of conflict of interest.
With the cities financial report-
ing issues, the Treasurer’s func-
tion seems to be critical to the
City as a counter check or bal-
ance, but the City has not elected
to use this critical function).

Testimony indicated that the
last audited financial statement
was in the year 2001; however,
the Jury was unable to review it
since the City did not furnish
documentation. 

The City indicated that it had
now engaged an auditor but the
date of completion for any pend-
ing audit is unknown at this time.
The lack of an independent audit
for the last ten years speaks for
itself.  The City cannot adminis-
ter public funds and services
without this function of a yearly
basis.

The City of Tulelake main-
tains open charge accounts with
certain vendors in the City.  The
City has not sent these vendors a
list of authorized purchasers or
credit limits.  Non-City staff has
used at least one of these ac-
counts.

Review of an accounts
payable recap prepared by the
City indicates unpaid vendors as
of the end of February 2011, are
owed over $200,000.00.  Some
vendors have not been paid since
July of 2010.  This amount may
be in excess of 50 percent of the

City’s fiscal year budget, which
includes vendors and salaries.
These vendors cannot all be paid
since the general fund bank ac-
count at the end of February
2011 had a balance of
$43,000.00.  City salaries, in-
cluding payments to City Coun-
cilors for their services, are paid
from this general fund.  This
leaves fewer funds for compen-
sation to vendors.  Also review-
ing the recap, Jurors did not
arrive at the same totals that
were represented with some
being off by thousands of dol-
lars.  It would be difficult to de-
termine what the City of
Tulelake’s real liabilities are.

The City of Tulelake provides
water to residents.  Some water
services are unpaid for several
months or longer without being
shut off for non payment.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND
CONCLUSIONS:

1. Financial statements need
to be created and consolidated, at
least on a quarterly basis, show-
ing actual expenditures com-
pared to budget.  This must be
done by City Departments and
by appropriate line items within
those Departments.  The City
Council is required to review
these statements upon their com-
pletion and take any necessary
action.  An effort needs to be
made to quickly bring this action
into reality, even if extra costs
are incurred or extra personnel
are required.  Budgets must be
prepared and adopted before
each fiscal year.  Community
input and budgetary hearings
should be part of this process.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 9
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DEADWOOD CONSERVATION CAMP #23
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 6

Recommendation #1:  

The State of California should
continue its financial and organi-
zational support of Deadwood
Conservation Camp #23.  In the
event additional funding above

current levels were to become
available, the State should con-
sider funding for (1) replacement
of aging emergency crew trans-
port vehicles, (2) repairs to the
Camp access road, and (3) addi-

tional training for inmate crews.

Finding #2: For those in-
mates meeting its admission cri-
teria, Deadwood Conservation
Camp #23 provides a productive
and significantly less costly al-

ternative to incarceration in the
general prison system.

Recommendation #2: The
State of California should con-
tinue to utilize the Camp system,
and expand it as practicable.

RESPONSES
No responses are requested to

either Finding/Recommenda-
tion.

COUNTY CLERK / ELECTIONS
FORT JONES PRECINCTS 1 & 2

SUMMARY
It appears that the County

Clerk/Election precincts have
not been reviewed in the past 10
years.

APPROACH
The Siskiyou county Clerk

sent letters to various persons
and organization requesting citi-
zens observe Election Day oper-
ations.  Training was held
October 1, 2010 for all Scott Val-
ley precinct workers.  Observers
are required to attend poll
worker training.  Training was
held in Fort Jones at the commu-
nity room.  It was approximately
4 hours long, except for the
workers who have worked at
past polls, their time was short-
ened.  The Training covered all

the material in the “Precinct Of-
ficers Guidebook.”  This guide
book covers almost every prob-
lem that can arise.  The ob-
servers’ position was only as a
watcher, observer.  The instruc-
tor said several times that ob-
servers were not to help or touch
any ballots or equipment.

OBSERVATIONS
Upon arrival at 6:45 a.m.,

everything was setup and
precinct officers were filling out
the opening reports.  The year
they had on high school student
working at each precinct.  It was
noted that they had the two
precincts setup, at this location,
away from each other so as not
to interfere with one another.
Fort Jones City and County Area

are two precincts.  The Fort
Jones City is one and the county
area addresses that have Fort
Jones Zip Codes being the other
Precinct.  The precincts are lo-
cated in the Sacred Heart Parish
Hall (SHPH), in Fort Jones.

The precincts at the
Sacred Heart
Parish Hall

The hall was very well lit and
very open so there was plenty of
room for voting booths.  Parking
was acceptable but gets very
crowded at noon time and just
before closing of the poll.  The
kitchen area was very well used
for the workers to take a break
and eat meals.

Election Day
Observations

Since the observer was asked
not to touch any equipment or
ballots, there is no reason for the
Observer to arrive early on Elec-
tion Day.  At 7:00 a.m. they an-
nounced that the polls were
open.  Yes, they went outside and
yelled the polls are open.  As
voting day started it was very ev-
ident that the training they had
was paying off.  There is no rea-
son to change the number of poll
workers at this combined
precinct.  This appeared to be a
smoothly run operation.  The use
of high school students was a
great idea and should be done in
future years.  By participating in
the voting process, students ac-
quire a sense of ownership.

Whoever thought of this idea
should be given a ‘pat on the
back.’  This observer hopes that
the registrar of voters continues
to ask for observers to go to
training and observe at the
precincts, on future election
days.

CONCLUSION
It was a great experience and

generated positive remarks for
the inspectors for the precincts
observed.

RESPONSE
There is no response required

to the Grand Jury or to the Board
of Supervisors.

COMPLAINT: YREKA POLICE DEPT.
& DISTRICT ATTORNEYS OFFICE

The GJ learned that prior to
August 25, 2010, the funding
company had given this dealer-
ship more than one notice advis-
ing them that a specified amount
of money was owed.  The deal-
ership did not make the pay-
ments as requested and required.
The funding company gave the
dealership a deadline date to
make the required payments.
The dealership failed to make the
payments.

On August 25, 2010. the mi-
nority owner was at the office of
the dealership.  The dealership
was open for business and the of-
fice was unlocked. Since no pay-
ment had been received and the
deadline was that day, he re-
moved the ring of keys from the
office.  His plan was to repose all
of the vehicles on the lot and to
seize all property per the loan
documents.  He did not advise
the dealership owner of his in-
tentions.  He did not observe any
vehicles on the lot with any signs
or placards indicating that they
were consignment vehicles.
Later that evening and into the
early morning hours of the 26th,
all vehicles and a generator /
light tower were removed from
the dealership.  Around 3:00
A.M., the minority owner called
the YPD and requested an officer
at the scene.  A YPD Officer ar-
rived and a security check was
done on the premises to make
sure no damage had been done to
any building or structure.  Noth-
ing was noted or observed.  It ap-
pears a total of thirty eight ( 38 )
vehicles were removed.

The removal of these vehicles
started a chain of events which
included numerous rumors and
allegations of misconduct by the
complainant, the minority
owner, YPD, and the DA’s Of-

fice.

At approximate 8:00 A.M. on
the morning of the August 26,
2010, several citizens had either
called YPD or had gone to their
office to discuss the removal of
their personal vehicles from the
dealership.  These citizens
claimed that their respective ve-
hicles were on consignment to
the dealership to be sold. (Fur-
ther investigations revealed that
eighteen [18 } vehicles appeared
to be on consignment ).  A day
shift officer was assigned to in-
vestigate this incident.  He was
eventually assisted by his Lt. and
the Chief of YPD.  After listen-
ing to these citizens and review-
ing any and all documents they
could provide, later that day, the
Lt. placed a call to the ADA.
The ADA was advised of what
was occurring.  It was the ADA’s
opinion, based on the informa-
tion given at that time, that this
incident was “civil in nature,”
not criminal.

Over the course of several days
and weeks, YPD assisted any
and all citizens in attempting to
help them retrieve their personal
vehicles.  YPD worked with the
minority owner who had taken
the vehicles.  When the citizens
could provide the proper docu-
mentation that their vehicles’
were not owned by the dealer-
ship, the vehicles’ were even
tually returned.

The DA’s office was periodi-
cally advised by YPD during the
course of their investigation. A
citizen had contacted the Chief
Investigator of the DA’s Office.
The investigator assisted this cit-
izen to the best of her ability
based on the information pro-
vided.

A wholesaler, who had six ve-
hicles on the dealership lot to be
sold, subsequently became in-
volved in a civil lawsuit with the
funding company.  The GJ was
advised in January of 2011, that
the funding company won the
lawsuit and was granted a “writ
of possession.”   This action re-
sulted in the funding company
obtaining legal rights to all six
vehicles.

There were eighteen (18) ve-
hicles that appeared to be either
on consignment, possibly be-
longing to involved parties, or
their ownership was in question.
With the exception of one spe-
cial type vehicle, this issue ap-
pears to have been resolved.
Either these vehicles were sold
by the funding company with
their respective owner’s ap-
proval, or they were returned to
the owner or another financial
institution that legally had the
right to the vehicle.  
Arrangements were made on
Feb. 1, 2011 for the minority
owner to meet with the owner of
the special type vehicle so it
could be returned.

There was an implication that
since the minority owner 
was related to a prominent re-
tired judicial official who resides
in Siskiyou County, he might
have been shown special consid-
erations regarding this incident.
During the course of the inter-
views this implication was
clearly not the case and the GJ
could not find any evidence to
indicate favoritism was applied.

As indicated in the BACK-
GROUND heading, employees
of the DA’s office were inter-
viewed during the course of this
investigation.  It was their opin-

ion, based on all of the informa-
tion that the GJ was able to ob-
tain, that this incident was
definitely civil in nature.  There
did not appear to be any reason
prosecutorial criminal action
should have been taken. 

FINDINGS:

1. The complainant, who is
the owner of an auto dealership
on South Main St., did enter into
a financial agreement with a fi-
nancial funding company from
the Sonoma County area.  Spe-
cific terms were laid out in this
agreement that both parties
agreed to adhere to.   This agree-
ment included the recourse the
funding company would have in
regards to the auto dealership not
meeting its financial obligations.

2. The auto dealership failed
to meet the financial agreements
of the loan.  This caused the
dealership to be in default.  As a
result of this default, the funding
company exercised its rights to
seize all vehicles and assets of
the dealership.

3. This seizure took place
starting in the evening hours of
Aug. 25, 2010, and concluded in
the early morning hours of Aug.
26th.  It appears that thirty eight
(38) vehicles and a piece of
equipment were seized.

4. As a result of this action, it
was determined that approxi-
mate eighteen (18) vehicles
could have possibly belonged to
private citizens.  These vehicles
were placed on the dealership lot
on a consignment basis.

5. Due to numerous com-
plaints from private citizens re-
garding this seizure, YPD

assigned an officer to investigate
to see if there were any criminal
violations that needed to be ad-
dressed.  The DA’s Office was
also contacted and they provided
assistance as needed.

6. YPD conducted a very
thorough investigation into any
and all allegations made by any
party concerning this incident.
Countless man hours were ex-
pended to ascertain no criminal
acts were committed by any in-
volved party.

7. All vehicles that were
shown to belong to private citi-
zens and not to the dealership
were eventually returned to their
respective legal owners or sold
upon agreement with the funding
company.

8. The GJ was advised that a
civil lawsuit had been filed in
Sonoma County.  This lawsuit
involves the auto dealership and
the funding company.

RECOMMENDATIONS 
& CONCLUSIONS:

1. The Grand Jury did not
find any evidence to substantiate
the allegations made by the com-
plainant.

2. Yreka Police Department
conducted themselves in a pro-
fessional manner in the handling
of this incident.  This department
did all that they could to help any
and all affected parties.

3. The District Attorney’s Of-
fice provided legal assistance as
needed and they determined that
this entire incident was basically
“civil in nature.”
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DEADWOOD CONSERVATION CAMP #23

BACKGROUND

Per California Penal Code
919(b), the Civil Grand Jury is
required to perform an annual in-
spection (colloquially termed a
“watchdog”) of every detain-
ment facility within Siskiyou
County.

The 2010/2011 Civil Grand
Jury conducted its annual in-
spection on April 14, 2011.
Prior to the inspection, the Camp
Commander provided detailed
written responses to fifty-four
(54) questions submitted by the
Grand Jury.  Further questions
were asked and answered ver-
bally during the course of the in-
spection, and the previous year’s
report was consulted in the
process of preparing this present
report.

The inspection, in which nine
(9) members of the jury partici-
pated, included a question and
answer session with camp per-
sonnel, tours of a dormitory, the
recreation room, the laundry and
the camp’s extensive woodwork-
ing shop, observation of a mock
drill by inmate firefighters, and
participation in a typical lunch,
prepared by inmates and served
to both inmates and staff. 

GENERAL
OBSERVATIONS

(SUMMARY)
Deadwood Conservation

Camp appears to be exception-
ally well run.  In the face of not
overly encouraging recidivism
rates and on-going difficulties
with contraband on the campus,
the staff is clearly committed to
the program goals of rehabilita-
tion and public service.  The fa-

cility itself is well maintained,
with the grounds evidencing
“pride of ownership” on the part
of inmate groundskeepers.

Carefully selected low-risk
prisoners who would otherwise
be putting in relatively unpro-
ductive time under traditional in-
carceration models are given
opportunity to do meaningful
work and build personal disci-
pline and a responsible work
ethic, learning task-focused goal
setting and organizational skills.
Upon release, these inmates
should be reentering society bet-
ter equipped to seek and find
gainful employment, and to
avoid further involvement in the
criminal justice system. 

THE CAMP AND ITS
PROGRAM

One of forty-six (46) conser-
vations camps operated within
the State of California, Dead-
wood Conservation Camp #23 is
a minimum security detention
facility for male inmates jointly
operated by the California De-
partment of Corrections and Re-
habilitation (CDCR) and the
California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection
(CAL FIRE).  With a capacity of
eighty-eight (88) inmates, the
average daily population for
2010/2011 is eight-seven (87).
The current staff of twenty-one
(21) correctional officers and
CAL FIRE personnel is entirely
male, although this is a result of
circumstances, not policy.

Inmates’ primary training op-
portunity is in fire-fighting, and
Camp crews have a long and re-
spected history of service fight-

ing fires throughout the State,
with a particular emphasis on
Siskiyou County.  Inmate crews
have also provided other services
in times of natural disaster, for
example, cutting and stacking
fallen trees after the Mt. Shasta
snow emergency of January
2010.  Inmates with woodwork-
ing ability or potential are as-
signed to the Camp’s carpentry
shop.  Other inmates are trained
in vehicle repair, food service,
landscaping and clerical skills.

Constructed in 1960, the fifty-
one year old facility is in remark-
ably good shape for its age.  The
dormitories, while Spartan,  are
clean  and  provide a reasonable,
albeit minimal, sense of inmate
privacy (appropriate to the sur-
veillance requirements of a de-
tention facility).  As noted, the
grounds are well-maintained and
the Camp’s setting in Scott Val-
ley five miles north of Ft. Jones
is one of considerable natural
beauty.- 

Inmates are selected through
a screening process administered
by the CDCR.  Admission to the
camp is not open to inmates
guilty of sex-crime, murder,
arson, or otherviolent offenses,
or to those who have previously
attempted escape from a correc-
tional facility.  Incidents of vio-
lence   at   the   Camp
aregrounds for immediate re-
moval and return to the general
prison population.

Assignment to the Deadwood
Camp is obviously attractive to
many in the inmate population.
Generally, inmates selected for
the Camp are serving the final
nine months of their sentence.

As noted in last year’s report,
“[d]epending on their sentencing
guidelines, inmates may earn an
additional day or two days off
their sentences for each day
served at the Camp.”  

Inmates receive pay (well
below the minimum wage) ac-
cording to the level of work per-
formed.

Mental health (including sub-
stance abuse counseling/Twelve
Step programs), medical and re-
ligious services are addressed
somewhat less systematically on
site.  In written answers to the
Grand Jury’s questions, it was
noted that “Mental health serv-
ices are available to inmates at
the California Correctional Cen-
ter.  Inmates  with  mental
healthneeds are not housed at
Deadwood Camp.”  Community
volunteers for AA and NA sup-
port groups, it further is stated,
are currently being sought.
There is no medical staff at the
Camp.  In emergencies, local
physicians are contacted for
treatment.  Non-emergencies are
referred to the California Correc-
tional Center for review.  Reli-
gious services depend upon the
services of community volun-
teers, of which there are cur-
rently two (a representative of
the Jehovah’s Witnesses and a
Protestant).

PROGRAM BENEFITS

The potential benefits of the
program for inmates – increased
personal discipline and work
ethic, job skills and experience –
are obvious and have already
been noted.  

The State of California also
benefits, not only in the return of
some permanently rehabilitated
former inmates to the commu-
nity as productive, tax-paying
citizens, but in the service Camp
crews provide fighting the forest
and wild fires which are an an-
nual challenge to the State.  In a
given year, the Deadwood crews
provide nearly 150,000 man
hours of firefighting, saving the
State in excess of $3,000,000 in
firefighting costs (in 2009, the
efforts of inmate crews from all
forty-six conservation camps
was estimated to have saved the
State in excess of $4 billion).
Furthermore, the cost of housing
an inmate at the Camp is signif-
icantly lower than the cost of in-
carceration within the general
prison system ($20,000/year as
opposed to $52,000/year in
2009).

The local (Siskiyou County)
community also benefits through
the presence of the Camp, both
from specific CAL FIRE and
CDCR expenditures within the
county, and from a payroll (over
$1,000,000) of Camp personnel
who are residents of the county
and spend at least a significant
portion of that income locally.

FINDINGS &
RECOMMENDATIONS
Finding #1: Deadwood Con-

servation Camp #23 is a signifi-
cant asset to the local
community and to the State of
California, providing both finan-
cial and practical benefits (the
later through community service
by inmate crews).

CONTINUED ON PAGE 7

PLANNING AND SERVICE AREA 2,
AREA AGENCY ON AGING

CONTINUED ON PAGE 16
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SUMMARY:

In December 2010 and Janu-
ary 2011, the Grand Jury (GJ)
conducted a Watchdog evalua-
tion of the Planning and Service
Area 2 Area Agency on Aging
(PSA2AAA).  A previous
Watchdog was done on this
agency in 1998/1999. 

PSA2AAA or AAA the pre-
ferred term is a Joint Powers
agency established in 1980 to
provide aging and adult services
in Lassen, Modoc, Shasta,
Siskiyou, and Trinity Counties.
It is a quasi governmental
agency funded by the California
Department on Aging.  As one of
thirty-three (33) planning and
service areas in the California
Senior Network, each Area
Agency is charged with creating
a unique system of service deliv-
ery which will best meet the spe-
cific needs of the older adults
and  adults  with  functional im-
pairments within their communi-
ties.  All Area Agencies share a
common mission of preserving
independence, dignity, and
choice to enable the populations
to age at home. Unlike other
Area Agencies within the net-
work, this multi-county planning
and service area performs no di-
rect services, only contracted
services which are performed by
non-profit organizations, local
governmental agencies, and
other entities. 

The Older Americans Act
(OAA) and the Older Californi-
ans Act (OCA) state that the
Area Agency shall be the leader
relative to all aging issues.  The
services of the Acts focus on
those least likely to receive serv-
ices in other areas. While those
aged 60 and older qualify for

services, the OAA & OCA man-
dates that specific populations be
“targeted” for services. These
populations include those age 75
and older, frail, minority, low in-
come, most vulnerable, and
home-bound.  This involves a
wide range of functions related
to advocacy, planning, coordina-
tion, inter-agency linkages, in-
formation sharing, brokering,
monitoring and evaluation, all of
which are designed to lead to the
development or enhancement of
comprehensive and coordinated
community based systems of
care.

GLOSSARY:
Executive Board:  AAA is

governed by a ten-member Ex-
ecutive Board formed through a
Joint Powers Agreement be-
tween the five counties served by
the AAA. Members include two
representatives from each of the
counties involved in this pro-
gram. They meet approximately
five times per year.  The Director
is selected by and works at the
will of the Executive Board.

Advisory Council:  Each
county has a local Advisory
Council created to be a "grass-
roots" voice and to offer advice
to the AAA Executive Board and
the Director.  The Council is
comprised of four representa-
tives from each county.  Our
local council includes the Direc-
tor of a Siskiyou County Parks
and Recreation District, a
Siskiyou County Family Re-
source Center employee, a pri-
vate citizen and one position is
currently vacant.

Executive Director: This is a
full-time position. The Director
is hired and works at the direc-
tion of the Executive Board.  It is

her responsibility to participate
in the planning and development
of community-based systems of
care, to assure compliance with
all funding regulations and to
oversee the programs and serv-
ices provided in all five counties
and funded by the AAA.  To ac-
complish this, she travels to the
program sites located in each of
the other four counties. The Ex-
ecutive Director supervises three
other funded positions, Assistant
Director, Fiscal Manager and
Administrative Clerk III.

BACKGROUND:
This multi-county agency per-

forms no direct services.  Its pri-
mary administrative function is
to serve as a leader relative to all
aging issues and to be a commu-
nity liaison for programs funded
under the OAA.  It administers
the funding provided by federal
and state for the purpose of iden-
tifying the needs of seniors and
providing and coordinating sen-
ior services.

The AAA is the second
largest Planning and Service
Area in the state of California,
covering 22,774 square miles.
Its area is larger than nine sepa-
rate states in the U.S. and larger
than the states of Connecticut,
Massachusetts, Delaware and
New Jersey combined.

The programs currently avail-
able are Information and Assis-
tance, Congregate
Nutrition/Home Delivered
Meals, Transportation, Support-
ive Services, Senior Legal Serv-
ices, Long Term Care
Ombudsman, Health Insurance
Counseling and Advocacy Pro-
gram, and Family Caregiver
Support.

APPROACH:
The Grand Jury interviewed

the Executive Director on two
occasions at the Yreka office.  In
addition, the Grand Jury was
provided with the Area Plan
2009-2012, and with the Area
Plan Update 2010-2011.  This
comprehensive Area plan and its
update contain information re-
garding the AAA's administra-
tion, advisory council, and other
relationships; establishment of
priorities, the Area Plan’s goals
and objectives; its funding and
allocation; and service unit plan
objectives.

The AAA's Administrative
Office is located at 208 West
Center Street, in Yreka, CA.  The
Administrative Office is clean,
bright, cheerful, and a pleasure
to visit.  The lobby is attractive,
has plenty of comfortable seat-
ing, and contains a display of a
multitude of public service and
program brochures. The Execu-
tive Director and the other three
funded positions work in this lo-
cation.  The staff is also on hand
to greet visitors and help direct
them to the services or specific
programs they may need.

DISCUSSION:
AAA is an agency responsible

for contracting with and dispens-
ing funding to local providers to
aging adults in Siskiyou County.
They do not perform any direct
services.  They are responsible
for oversight of local programs
who utilize their funding.  They
fund programs that provide a va-
riety of direct services.

AAA conducts periodic com-
munity surveys in an effort to re-
main current on the needs of the
local aging population.  They are
preparing to do an extensive sur-

vey in the near future and have
developed a survey form and
general distribution plan.

The Director and her staff of
three utilize only a small portion
of the money they receive to pay
for their administrative costs.
The vast majority of the funding
goes directly to services for sen-
iors.  

People are living longer and
AAA plays an integral part in as-
suring that our local seniors can
preserve their independence and
dignity with the services pro-
vided by their funding.  They
should be commended for their
evident dedication and hard
work.

FUNDING:

The amount allocated for ad-
ministrative office costs, includ-
ing staff, accounts for 7% of the
AAA's annual budget.  In
2009/2010, the total AAA fund-
ing received from federal and
state was approximately 2.8 mil-
lion, however for 2011, the state
cut all funding previously re-
ceived under the Older Califor-
nians Act which reduced the
AAA's total funding to 2.2 mil-
lion—a 23% reduction. This
funding cut was made by the
previous California governor and
is not expected to be overturned
by the current governor.

This loss of revenue has re-
sulted in the loss of the Brown
Bag Food Program (local gro-
cery distribution to seniors), the
Senior Companion Program
(visitors to spend time with sen-
iors), the Linkages Program
(vendors to provide services to
seniors including installing
safety devices in the home) and
the Alzheimer’s Day Care Re-
source Center.



JUVENILE HALL AND PROBATION
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 4

3. The indoctrination is mon-
itored by video/audio, but not
recorded. There are eighteen
(18) video cameras in the facility
monitored by an officer twenty
four (24) hours seven (7) days
per week from a central observa-
tion pod.

4. Males are housed upstairs
and females downstairs.  They
have contact only during school,
meals and recreation, with con-
stant visual supervision.

5. The juvenile is allowed
three (3) visits per week   Reli-
gious services are every Sunday
from local churches. 

6. The juvenile can earn up to
ten (10) points per day for good
conduct or lose points with bad
behavior.   They can use these
points to purchase commissary
items or other benefits. They
have indoor and outdoor recre-
ation every day, weather permit-
ting.  They shower every day.

7. Grievances are addressed
within twenty-four (24) hours.
There has been one (1) fight and
three (3) incidents of spitting in
the last year. 

8. The kitchen is clean and
well maintained.  There is one
(1) full time cook and one (1)
part time. A nutritionist plans
well-balanced meals.  The
kitchen has video monitoring
and a panic button.  There are

panic buttons placed in strategic
locations throughout the facility.
There have been no incidents. 

9. The Siskiyou County Of-
fice of Education provides two
(2) teachers and one (1) assistant
for the CBYCC High School
who teach five (5) days per
week. 

They also provide a Culinary
Arts Program; Domestic Vio-
lence education; AA; Tobacco
Cessation; Anger Management;
Skill Training; Nutrition and Ex-
ercise; Siskiyou Arts Council.

10. Two (2) juveniles were re-
viewed and placed in the 4E Fos-
ter Homes program.

11. This year the Juvenile
Hall, CBYCC High School hon-
ored and graduated four (4) stu-
dents with high school diplomas,
and also awarded two (2) G.E.D.
certificates.

PROBATION

1. The Chief Probation Offi-
cer is Administrator over the Ju-
venile Hall, the Juvenile
Probation Department and the
Adult Probation Department.  

2. Probation has one (1)
Chief, one (1) Assistant Chief,
two (2) supervisors, and ten (10)
line staff.

3. At present, there are ap-

proximately two hundred (200)
juveniles and six hundred (600)
adults on probation in Siskiyou
County.

4. The probation department
was ordered by the county Board
of Supervisors to cut $430,000
from their budget.  A thirty
(30%) percent staff cut was
made. They lost six (6) officers.  

5. The existing staff must
handle the additional workload.
Their workload is over eight
hundred (800) cases.

6.  The juvenile probation is
in the CBYCC building sepa-
rated from the adult probation
offices. An additional burden is
on the two offices to coordinate
work. The Probation Department
could be much more efficient
under one roof and at the same
time, reduce their maintenance
costs by eliminating a building.

FINDINGS

1. Budget constraints have
delayed any action to bring the
juvenile and adult probation de-
partments together which contin-
ues to exacerbate the problem of
increased costs and inefficiency.

2. The old building at 105 Ju-
venile Lane that adult probation
now occupies has many con-
cerns.
There are roof leaks, the boiler is
unsafe and several other mainte-

nance problems now exist.

3. Adult probation shares the
building with the Food Bank.
There is not adequate security in
this building and when crowds
develop, it is of concern.  

4. In spite of the cut backs
and added workloads, the proba-
tion staff continue to perform
their required duties with effi-
ciency.  There seems to be a
team spirit among the staff as
they volunteer extra time and ef-
fort.

5. The CBYCC facility is
clean and well maintained.  The
staff are cordial and cooperative.  
Because the average occupancy
is less than twenty (20), one
wing of the facility is closed al-
lowing a minimum staff for the
one operating wing.

6. The juveniles love to read,
but the school library has limited
selections.  The teachers wel-
come any donations of soft cover
books and art supplies from the
public. Contact the CBYCC to
donate. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The probation department
is in two locations creating addi-
tional costs and workload for the
entire department.  It is expedi-
ent that the juvenile and adult
probation offices be under one
roof. We are the third Grand Jury

to recommend this improvement.
The Siskiyou Board of Supervi-
sors has not addressed this prob-
lem for three (3) years.

2. A cost benefit analysis
should be conducted to deter-
mine if placing the adult proba-
tion in temporary offices
adjacent to the juvenile proba-
tion offices would be a cost sav-
ings as compared to the existing
expenses and safety of the old fa-
cility. 

ADDENDUM-

1. A fund from California ve-
hicle license fees helps to sup-
port the probation department.
On June 30, 2011 this fund ends.
Two (2) more probation depart-
ment staff may be lost.

2. The State of California De-
partment of Corrections cur-
rently funds the State Parole
Department.  Because of budget
constraints, the State will be
transferring to county probation
the responsibility and workload
of supervising non-violent
parolees.  Without sufficient
funding and additional man-
power, this could result in seri-
ous consequences to our
Probation Department.   

RESPONSE
The Board of Supervisors is

requested to respond per Penal
Code section 933 and 933.05.

PLANNING AND SERVICE AREA 2,
AREA AGENCY ON AGING  CONTINUED FROM PAGE 15

FINDINGS,
RECOMMENDATIONS

AND REQUEST FOR
RESPONSES:

Finding 1: The funding admin-
istered by the AAA is very im-
portant to our aging population
in Siskiyou County, and the
agency appears to be dedicated
to handling their responsibilities
in a dedicated and professional
manner. Funding cuts by the
state have caused the closing of
important programs 

Recommendation 1: Both the
State of California and the
Siskiyou County Board of Su-
pervisors should support possi-
ble future funding for programs
administered by the AAA.

Request for Response 1:
None.

Finding 2: The reduction of
funding has resulted in the loss
of important programs for sen-
iors, including the Alzheimer’s
Day Care Resource Center and
the Brown Bag Food Program,
the Linkages Program and the
Senior Companion Program. 

Recommendation 2: AAA
should make a concerted effort
to inform the public of what pro-
grams have been cut and educate
them regarding the necessity of
our community working together
to fill these gaps.

Request for Response 2:
None

Finding 3: AAA operates with
just enough staff to accomplish
the essential functions and re-
sponsibilities of the agency.  Ad-
ditional projects related to
providing needed outreach serv-
ices could possibly be accom-
plished with the assistance of
community volunteers.

Recommendation 3: AAA
should make a determined effort
to obtain the assistance of volun-
teers so that critical outreach
projects can be done including
establishment of a Neighbor-
hood Watch Program.  

Request for Response 3:
None.

Finding 4: Surveys of the senior
population in Siskiyou County

should be done regularly to help
prioritize the need for direct
services to seniors. 

Recommendation 4: Utilizing
volunteers to help with the sur-
vey process may allow the sur-
veys to be done on an annual or
bi-annual basis. 

Request for Response 4:
None.

Finding 5: Information about
the function of AAA and what
services its funded agencies pro-
vide seems to be limited perhaps
because of current staff work-
load issues. 

Recommendation 5: Commu-
nity outreach to let seniors and
others know what function AAA
has should be expanded. Using

volunteers possibly who can
speak publicly, write news arti-
cles and distribute written mate-
rials in the community on a
regular basis would enhance crit-
ical outreach communication.

Request for Response 5:
None.

REQUEST FOR
RESPONSES LEGAL

NOTICE:
The Grand Jury requests for re-
sponses are pursuant to Penal
Code sections 933 and 933.05.
The governing bodies and indi-
viduals indicated above should
be aware that the comment or re-
sponse must be conducted sub-
ject to the notice, agenda and
open meeting requirements of
the Brown Act.

WATCHDOG:
DISTRICT ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

The Grand Jury (GJ) conducted
a Watchdog evaluation of the
Siskiyou County District Attor-
ney’s Office (DA).  The Watch-
dog was performed in October
and November of 2010.  A pre-
vious Watchdog was done in
2003.  A report was prepared and
was included in the GJ Report of
2003 – 2004.  We interviewed
twenty (20) employees, includ-
ing the elected D.A.  Within this
office are four separate units:
The legal support staff;  The vic-
tim witness / advocate unit;  The
DA Investigators Unit;  and the
Deputy District Attorneys
(DDA),  an Assistant District At-
torney (ADA), and the District

Attorney (DA).

A. THE  DISTRICT
ATTORNEY:

The District Attorney (DA) is
an elected constitutional officer.
The DA was appointed to this
position by the Board of Super-
visors (BOS) in April of 2005.
The DA was elected in June,
2006 and reelected in June, 2010
for a four year term.  The DA’s
ultimate supervisor is the Cali-
fornia State Attorney General.

B. THE ASSISTANT
DISTRICT ATTORNEY:

The Assistant District Attor-

ney (ADA) is an appointed posi-
tion.  The ADA has held this po-
sition for approx. two years.  The
ADA’s immediate supervisor is
the DA.

C. THE DEPUTY
DISTRICT ATTORNEYS:
There are six Deputy District At-
torneys (DDA).  Their immedi-
ate supervisor is the ADA.  Their
approx. range of seniority is two
to twenty years of service.

D. THE DISTRICT ATTOR-
NEY INVESTIGATORS:

The District Attorney Investi-
gators have one Chief DA Inves-

tigator,   
one Supervisor Investigator, and
one field investigator.  The Chief
reports to the DA.

E. THE VICTIM WITNESS /
ADVOCATE UNIT:

The victim witness / advocate
unit consists of one Coordinator
and one Advocate.  The Coordi-
nator’s immediate supervisor is
the ADA.

F. THE LEGAL SUPPORT
STAFF:

The Legal Support Staff con-
sists of a Legal Office Coordina-
tor (LOC), who supervises six

legal secretaries.  The LOC’s im-
mediate supervisor is the ADA.
The legal secretaries supervisor
is the LOC.

II.  FINDINGS:

1. It is the responsibility of the
LOC to serve as the primary co-
ordinator, managing, directing,
and supervising the legal secre-
taries.  The LOC is involved in
fiscal decisions and assists the
legal secretaries as needed.  It is
the LOC’s responsibility to as-
sure that the office runs
smoothly.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 17
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SUMMARY

The Grand Jury completed
their annual inspection of the
Siskiyou County Jail.  The jail is
well run but does not have
enough capacity and the building
has a number of physical prob-
lems due to age.  

BACKGROUND

The Grand Jury is required to
perform an annual inspection
each year of all jails within the
county per California Penal
Code 919(b).

APPROACH

Prior to the inspections, the
Grand Jury sent a list of ques-
tions to the Siskiyou County Jail.
On October 21, 2010, members
of the Grand Jury inspected the
Siskiyou County Jail and were
accompanied on the tour by the
senior jail personnel.

DISCUSSION

The maximum capacity is 104
and the population number on

the tour date was 93, with the av-
erage daily population of 89.

The jail is very well organized
to deal with a wide variety of
prisoner issues from violence to
mental health/intoxication.  Pris-
oners are also grouped by sever-
ity of offense and/or gang
affiliation.

FOOD SERVICE
The kitchen and food prepara-

tion is well organized.  Many
dishes are made from fresh in-
gredients.

The bread served is made
from scratch with inmates taking
an active part in preparing and
serving these meals.  The kitchen
is immaculate and modern.
There is a program which allows
inmates to learn cooking skills
by participating in the prepara-
tion of the meals so they can
have those skills upon release.

OVERCROWDING
ISSUES

Staff indicates that over-
crowding often results in early

release.  Early release is deter-
mined by those prisoners closest
to release date and based on the
offense severity, with the consent
of the judge.  Staff indicated that
misdemeanor inmates booked
into the jail are rarely kept in the
facility, but are released with a
court date.

REPEAT OFFENDERS
PROGRAMS

Staff has responded to possi-
ble overcrowding in several
ways. These include educational
programs designed to keep in-
mates from returning on addi-
tional crimes.  During the
2009/2010 fiscal year, after a six
month pilot project, the Commu-
nity Service Council and the
Siskiyou County Jail partnered
to offer Parenting Education, Re-
lapse Prevention and Re-entry
Skill classes at the jail.  The ses-
sions are offered weekly to both
male and female inmates in sep-
arate groups.

WORK PROGRAM

The county jail has several
programs inside and outside the
jail itself.  In the facility, inmates
work in the laundry, kitchen and
library along with doing general
cleanup.  In custody (out of fa-
cility) they have work furlough,
auto shop, animal control and
day work with other county de-
partments.  Out of custody, they
work in the Sheriff’s Work Alter-
native Program, Electronic Mon-
itoring Program and the
Sheriff/Cal Fire Conservation
Crew.

BUILDING ISSUES

The jail is 23 years old and
several issues that involve the
building were noted.  The glass
in the inmate area is cracking po-
tentially allowing inmates to
break through into the deputies’
area.  The roof still leaks and this
could be a problem in the future
if not corrected.

The inmate housing control
center in the general population

area is still not protected from in-
mates.  This leaves the deputies
unprotected if the inmates were
ever to get in this area.  This
issue and the leaking roof have
been reported in past Grand Jury
Reports.  Since last year’s report,
close circuit monitors have been
installed in the kitchen area.

FINDINGS,
RECOMMENDATION
AND REQUEST FOR

RESPONSES
FINDING:

The monitoring station for the
housing control center is unpro-
tected from inmates.

RECOMMENDATION:
The entire control center

should be enclosed for the safety
and protection of the 
deputies.

REQUEST FOR
RESPONSE:

Sheriff and Board of
Supervisors

SISKIYOU COUNTY JAIL

JUVENILE HALL AND PROBATION

SUMMARY

The Siskiyou County Juvenile
Hall, Charlie Byrd Youth Correc-
tional Center (CBYCC), 805 Ju-
venile Lane, Yreka, was
inspected by the 2010-2011
Siskiyou County Grand Jury.

The facility is designed to
house a capacity of forty (40) ju-
veniles in two wings. Because
the average occupancy through-

out the year is fifteen (15) juve-
niles, one wing is closed.  There
are adequate staffs for twenty-
four (24) hour, seven (7) day su-
pervision. This requires one (1)
supervisor and two (2) officers at
all times.  At this inspection, sev-
enteen (17) juveniles were
housed.  There are thirteen (13)
permanent staff and nine (9) part
time staff.

BACKGROUND

The Grand Jury is required to
inspect the condition and man-
agement of all public prisons
within Siskiyou County pursuant
to Penal Code section 919(b). 

The facility is funded by a
grant from the California Stan-
dards Authority (CSA) with
matching funds from Siskiyou
County.

JUVENILE HALL

1. A Judge sentences each ju-
venile offender to thirty (30)
sixty (60) or ninety (90) days in
Juvenile Hall.  When the juve-
niles are admitted, they are
brought into a secured sally port.
All entrances to the facility are
locked with double door secu-
rity, and have video/audio recog-
nition for admittance.  They are
given a booklet explaining their

rights and responsibilities in the
facility.

2. The juvenile’s clothes are
washed and secured and they are
given facility clothing.   They are
given a health assessment by the
medical staff.  Medical services
are available five (5) days per
week with emergencies taken to
Fairchild Hospital.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 5
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2. Of the six legal secretaries,
three are classified as Extra
Help. 

These three work anywhere
from a twenty to a forty hour
work week.  

They do not receive any ben-
efits or holiday pay.  The legal
secretaries have varied duties
and assignments, including
being responsible for all paper
work associated with each case
that comes through the office, in-
teracting with the public, law en-
forcement agencies, and other
units within the DA’s office.
They answer the phone, assist
the public at the walk up win-
dow, and assume any task re-
quired to get the job done in a
timely manner.  They prioritize
their workload in an efficient
manner to assure the proper
paper work is completed on
time.  The secretaries have the
training and experience to cover
the work of absent coworkers.  It
appears that the legal staff func-
tions quite efficiently and gets
along on a daily basis.

3. One of the legal secretaries
is also the Assistant Public Ad-
ministrator (APA).  The APA’s
responsibilities include but are
not limited to dealing with a de-
ceased persons fiscal issues, re-
searching / creating legal
documents, contacting heirs,
dealing with real and personal
properties, and basically any-
thing to ensure the finalization of
a deceased persons estate.

4. An issue that was observed
by the GJ and reiterated by a vast
majority of employees of the
DA’s office is the lack of space

within their respective offices.
There are boxes containing files
stacked in hallways.  The old
case files are storied in storage
facilities some distance away
from their office.  If an old case
file is needed, it necessitates an
employee driving to the storage
facility to retrieve the file.  This
condition was also observed in
the Watchdog conducted in
2003.

5. Evaluations for all employ-
ees are not totally up to date.
Most have recently been com-
pleted, others are currently being
prepared and hopefully will be
done within a few months.

6. Monthly meetings varying
from unit to unit.  To set definite
meeting dates or times cannot al-
ways be met due to the shortage
of staff and the huge workload.
The legal staff attempt to meet
about twice a month.  The DA,
ADA and DDA’s will hold meet-
ings as needed, usually twice a
month.  The DA Investigators
confer on a daily basis and also
have a huge workload. There is
such an open door policy in this
office that any employee can
freely talk to their respective su-
pervisors at any time.  This al-
lows the free flow of any
assistance that is needed, a prob-
lem that needs to be resolved,
and suggestions that can be dis-
cussed.

7. There is a security concern
regarding the employee bath-
room facility.  Employees must
currently use a facility that is
open to the general public.  This
issue was also reported in 2003.

8. The air circulation issue in

this office is basically the same
as previously reported.  There is
a moldy smell in the spring time,
lack of heat in certain offices
during the winter, and it is
known that the building does
contain asbestos.  It appears that
there is a leak in the roof. The GJ
observed that a few tiles had
fallen from the ceiling in a legal
secretary’s office, which was un-
occupied at the time.

9. Due to the fiscal issues fac-
ing all county departments, this
office has lost 1/3 of its staff.
The increased workload has af-
fected each unit to different de-
grees.  However, their respective
workloads / caseloads are prior-
itized and the jobs do get done.
A few employees do work some
overtime, but not to a large de-
gree.

10. Ongoing educational and
training opportunities are still of-
fered as the budget allows and
the time is available.  There are
Peace Officer Standards and
Training (POST) classes avail-
able at times and these classes
are reimbursable to the depart-
ment.  The attorneys are required
by California Law to attend cer-
tain classes to maintain their bar
license.  It is the responsibility of
the ADA to make sure all attor-
neys comply and are current in
their class hours.

11. The victim witness / ad-
vocate unit interacts with the
public on a daily basis.  They as-
sist victims throughout the court
process and assist in filing of any
required paperwork.  The advo-
cates are on the case from its be-
ginning to the conclusion.
Based on information ascer-

tained from other employees, the
two advocates are dedicated,
loyal, and professional in their
dealings with the public.

12. The salary of the Victim
Witness Coordinator is totally
funded by state grants.  The
other advocate’s salary is ap-
prox. 42% state grants and 58%
county money.

13. The Chief DA Investigator
is responsible for managing the
daily operations of this unit.  The
Chief assigns cases, does field
investigations, works closely
with the other units within the
DA’s office, interacts with the
public on a limited basis, and in-
teracts with allied agencies.

14. The field investigators
conduct follow up investigations
of cases submitted by allied law
enforcement agencies for prose-
cution.  They interact with the
public and allied agencies on a
daily basis.  They also investi-
gate law enforcement officer
shootings.

15. The DA Investigators
caseload has increased due to re-
duction of staff.  When allied
agencies submit reports to the
DA’s office for prosecution,
most of the follow-up investiga-
tion work is handled by these in-
vestigators.  The GJ was advised
that some of the allied agency re-
ports lack elements and informa-
tion needed for the case to be
properly filed.  If the allied agen-
cies would submit better pre-
pared reports, this would ease a
portion of the investigators
workload.

16. In the past a DA Investiga-
tor would submit a case report to
a DDA for review and prosecu-
tion. There were times that when
the case went to court, a different
DDA would be assigned the
case. This had caused issues with
a newly assigned DDA not being
familiar with the case.   There
are times when one DDA will
cover for another DDA who may
not be available to handle the
case in court.  The majority of
time the DDA who received the
case report from the start will
handle to conclusion.

17. The DDA’s are responsi-
ble for the daily handling of the
cases submitted to the DA’s of-
fice.  These cases include misde-
meanors and felonies.  The
DDA’s prepare cases for prose-
cution, interact with the public to
a certain degree, assist the sub-
mitting case agency on any pos-
sible follow-up required, and
make themselves available to the
other units within the DA’s of-
fice.

18. Most DDA’s are assigned
cases dealing with a specific type
of crime.  This way they can de-
velop an expertise in the prose-
cution of these types of cases.
The DDA’s with the least
amount of experience handled
the misdemeanor cases.  As they
gain experience and knowledge,
they will assist and handle felony
cases.  If a DDA’s caseload be-
comes too big, or a DDA is in a
long trial, other DDA’s will han-
dle some of the caseload to pre-
vent any backlog.

CONTINUED ON PAGE 18
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19. Most of the DDA’s feel
that the ADA is knowledgeable
about the law, is definitely ap-
proachable on any issue, and ef-
ficiently handles the operations
of the job on a daily basis. In the
absence of the DA, the ADA is
in charge of the office.

20. There have been occasions
where professional disagree-
ments arise between some of the
DDA’s and the ADA over the
handling / prosecution of cases.
These professional disagree-
ments are usually about plea bar-
gains and the criteria for the
filing of cases.  Some DDA’s
feel that if a case has the option
to be filed as an infraction or
misdemeanor, filing the lesser
charge involves less paper work,
less work for the staff, and a
DDA not being required to be in
court.  These type of case deci-
sions would be decided on a case
by case basis.

21. The DDA’s relationship
with the DA appears to be good.
The DDA’s perceive the DA as a
knowledgeable attorney who has
an open door policy, and is ap-
proachable on any subject.

22. In the past there were
problems concerning the DA
dealing with the Board of Super-
visors ( BOS ), Auditor, and the
County Administrative Officer
(CAO).  This matter seems to
have eased somewhat.  However,
there always will remain issues
when it comes to fiscal matters.

23. The ADA’s responsibili-
ties include the overseeing of the
daily operations and manage-
ment of the DA’s office.  The
ADA assigns and assists in the

handling of cases, provides train-
ing for allied agencies as time
warrants it, makes presentations
at  various  
schools, civic organizations, and
coordinates other related duties
and functions as needed.

24. The GJ was left with the
general impression that a good
working, professional relation-
ship exists between the ADA and
the DDA’s.

25. The DA has the final re-
sponsibilities for the functions of
the office.  The DA interacts with
most units on a daily basis.  The
DA prosecutes major felonies,
usually homicides. The DA is
the Public Administrator for the
county, is called upon to speak at
local community events, and will
coordinate any and all functions
as needed for the office.  The DA
feels that his employees are pro-
fessional, efficient, hard work-
ing, experienced in their
respective fields, knowledgeable,
and work well with each other.

26. The GJ was advised by the
DA and all employees regarding
their concern over the DA’s
budget.  All units have seen staff
reductions.

27. The GJ was advised by
the DA that further staff reduc-
tions / budget cuts would greatly
impact the safety of the citizens
of this county.

28. There was an issue with
bats flying around in the hall-
ways last year.  This problem
seems to have been taken care
off.  No issues of bats attacking
people were reported.

29. The DA’s office will apply
for grant funds when available.
These funds can be used to pros-
ecute specific cases applicable to
the grant funding requirements.
Some DDA’s have expressed
concerns that some of these
cases should not be filed.  These
concerns are due to the stringent
application of the law(s) and the
fines imposed.  The GJ did as-
certain that the Superior Court
Judges appear to be imposing the
higher amount fine in these
cases.  The DA’s office has had
conversations with these  judges
regarding this issue.

III.  CONCLUSIONS /
RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. The legal staff is over-
worked due to budget cuts and a
reduction of legal secretaries.
The staff is cross trained in most
areas to handle a vast majority of
different assignments.  An at-
tempt should be made to replace
the lost staff positions.

2. As in the last GJ report of
2003 - 2004, there still is an ob-
vious lack of space for all of the
files generated in the DA’s of-
fice.  Storage facilities located
away from the courthouse are
still being used to store case
files.  An attempt should be
made by the BOS and the DA’s
office to locate a secure place
within the courthouse to store
these case files.

3. Re-institute biweekly or
monthly meetings for all units
within the DA’s office.  This
would keep all employees cur-
rent and provide an opportunity
to discuss any problems or to

make suggestions.  The GJ sug-
gests, if possible and time al-
lows, that employees from other
units attend as needed to discuss
items of mutual interests.

4. Assure that all units and su-
pervisors follow the county code
regarding employee evaluations.

5. When a case is rejected by
the DA’s office, the DDA who
rejected the case should provide
the advocate the reason(s) for the
rejection.  This enables the advo-
cate to give a detailed explana-
tion to the victims as to why the
case is not being filed.  Another
option is for the rejecting DDA
to explain to the victims as to
why the case is not being filed.
This situation has improved
since the last GJ report.

6. The Victim Witness / Ad-
vocate Unit lost its only Hispanic
speaking employee due to
budget cuts and staff reductions.
If at all possible, funds should be
found to replace this position to
ensure proper communication
with any Hispanic speaking per-
son who comes in contact with
this unit.

7. The Victim Witness / Ad-
vocate Unit relies very heavily
on grant funds.  Every attempt
should be made to make ensure
that these funds are still forth
coming.

8. The Victim Witness / Ad-
vocate Unit is composed of two
employees.  These two employ-
ees are dedicated and are hard
working advocates. Their re-
spective caseloads are large and
their duties are extensive.  They
should be commended for all of

their hard work and their assis-
tance to the community.

9. The DA Investigator’s staff
is composed of only three hard
working professional law en-
forcement investigators.  Their
caseload is large and doesn’t ap-
pear that it’ll ease up any time
soon.  There should be an at-
tempt throughout the budget
process or grant funding to add
at least one investigator to this
unit.  Collaboration among the
various allied law enforcement
agencies is recommended. This
is to ascertain if these respective
departments can do more inves-
tigation follow-ups prior to the
case being forwarded to the
DA’s office for review and pros-
ecution. Cases that require less
follow-up by this unit would
greatly ease their workload.  It is
recommended that the Chief of
this unit and the DA make an at-
tempt to set up a meeting with all
allied agencies to address the
above mentioned concerns.

10. The ADA is currently
working on and revising the poli-
cies and procedures manual for
the DA’s office.  Due to budget
cuts and increased workloads,
this has caused this manual to
not yet be completed.  Having a
procedures manual would defi-
nitely let all employees have in
writing what the rules are for the
office and their respective re-
sponsibilities.  Also, this manual
would allow all employees to be
aware of their rights regarding
employment in the DA’s office.
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11. Professional disagreements
among attorneys in the handling
and prosecution of plea bargains,
filing of charges, and court room
demeanor are inevitable.  An
open atmosphere of discussion
between the DDA’s, ADA, and
the DA is essential when these
disagreements arise.  All parties
must feel free to share their con-
cerns and opinions.  There will
be situations when personalities
enter into the picture.  However,
the DA and the ADA shall al-

ways have the final say in these
matters.

12. The DA’s management style,
in most daily operations and case
filings, allows each unit to func-
tion without being microman-
aged.  The DA relies on each
individual employee to make de-
cisions based on their experience
and knowledge.  The DA’s open
door policy enables all employ-
ees to discuss matters that affect
the office.  This usually curtails

major errors or mistakes and
helps the office perform more ef-
ficiently.

13. It appears that there is a bet-
ter working relationship with the
BOS and the Auditor.  This im-
provement benefits the DA’s of-
fice and the County during
budget discussions and other re-
lated matters.

14. The continuation of open
and free communication among

all units and supervisors within
this department is recom-
mended.  This greatly benefits
and enhances the daily opera-
tions.

15. It is imperative that the BOS
maintain the DA’s office current
staffing positions  and that this
department does not suffer any
further monetary reductions.
Monetary reductions would im-
pair the ability of the DA’s office
to properly prosecute all crimi-

nal cases.

IV.  RESPONSE:

1. Per Section 933.05(a) P.C.,
the DA is requested to respond to
the following: Specifically, Sec-
tion III:  Items # 2, 3, 4, 9, & 10.

2. Per Section 933.05 P.C., the
BOS is requested to respond to
the following: Specifically, Sec-
tion III:  Items # 1, 2, 6, & 15.

WATCHDOG FOLLOW-UP ON
YREKA POLICE DEPARTMENT

BACKGROUND

The 2005-2006 Grand Jury
(GJ) conducted a Watchdog on
the Yreka Police Department
(YPD).  This years GJ decided to
follow-up on this previous report
to ascertain if any of the Find-
ings and / or Recommendations
had been addressed.  The Law
Committee (LC) was assigned
this follow-up investigation.

The following is the complete
2005-2006 Watchdog Report on
YPD:

BACKGROUND

The Grand Jury conducted a
watchdog evaluation of the
Yreka Police Department
(YPD).

No record of the last watchdog

was noted.  The YPD building is
located at 412 Miner St. in the
Old Library Building, a Histori-
cal District structure subject to
historical building restrictions.

As of September 2005, the
YPD had the following author-
ized positions:  one chief, one
lieutenant, three sergeants, one
detective, seven patrol officers,
one canine patrol officer, one
narcotics officer, one animal
control officer, one part-time and
four full time dispatchers, and
five administrative personnel.

1. The doors to the front en-
trance have windows with stan-
dard glass.

2. There is no handicapped
access at the front entrance.

3. The self-contained genera-

tor on site is insufficient for full-
building use in case of power
outages.

4. The entire electrical system
is outdated, with too few outlets
for all the modern office equip-
ment.

5. There are no separate
locker rooms for female employ-
ees.

6. The basement windows
and the parking lot are unse-
cured.

7. The new addition to the
building was erected atop an
abandoned fuel tank which re-
mains buried beneath the floor.

8. The building lacks ade-
quate space for existing person-
nel.

9. Employees are evaluated
annually and training is current.

10. The YPD investigates any
citizen complaint received.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The windows in the front
entrance doors should be re-
placed with safety or bulletproof
glass as required for the Depart-
ment security.

2. The City should consider
installing hand railings and
ramps to allow handicapped per-
sons to access the police depart-
ment.

3. A new generator needs to
be purchased to provide ade-
quate power in the event of an
outage.

4. The electrical system needs
to be upgraded.

5. The YPD should provide a
locker room for females.

6. The City should secure the
basement windows and fence the
parking lot.

7. The City needs to evaluate
the possible hazard posed by the
abandoned fuel tank beneath the
station floor.

RESPONSE

The Yreka City Council is re-
quested to respond to the Grand
Jury report as per 933.05 P.C.
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TO THE CITIZENS OF SISKIYOU COUNTY,

The Civil Grand Jury is a branch of the superior Court system in the county.  However the
Civil Grand Jury stands alone in its freedom to investigate the functions and complaints
concerning county departments, cities, special districts, incarceration facilities and schools
within Siskiyou County.

This Final Report from the Civil Grand Jury to the citizens provides a public window into the
operations of our local government entities.  By this public viewing our goal is to suggest use
of more efficient methods of operations.  We are not professional government efficiency
specialists.  But we are interested Siskiyou County citizens who collectively bring many talents
to these investigations.

The Civil Grand Jury would like to thank the elected officials and employees of our local
governments for their cooperation and assistance in our efforts to accumulate accurate and
factual information.  The vast majority of the public employees we encountered are dedicated
to performing their jobs well.  
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SERVING  SISKIYOU  COUNTY  SINCE  1859

GRAND JURY 2010 - 2011
WATCHDOG FOLLOW-UP ON

YREKA POLICE DEPARTMENT
BACKGROUND

The LC contacted the YPD in
February of 2011.  The LC met
with the Chief and the Lieu-
tenant (LT).  They both reviewed
the 2005-2006 GJ Watchdog re-
port.

FINDINGS

1. The LC determined that the

following personnel positions
have been eliminated: canine pa-
trol officer: two reserve officers;
and two administrative personnel
positions.

2. The LC was advised that
one additional part-time radio
dispatcher had been added.

3. The LC was advised that
Item #6 in the Findings Section
of the

2005-2006 report had been ad-
dressed and corrected.

4. The LC was advised that
no other Findings issues have
been addressed.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The YPD should contact
the Yreka City Council and the

City Manager regarding the
items that were not addressed in
the 2005-2006 Watchdog Re-
port.

RESPONSE

1. The Yreka City Council is
requested to respond to the fol-
lowing issues listed in the Find-
ings Section of the 2005-2006 

Watchdog
Report:  1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, &
10 as per Section 933.05 P.C.

2. The Yreka City Manager is
requested to respond to the fol-
lowing issues  listed in the Find-
ings Section of the 2005-2006
Watchdog
Report:  1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, &
10 as per Section 933.05 P.C.

LAKE SISKIYOU, MOUNT SHASTA, CALIFORNIA
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