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THE YOLO COUNTY CENTRAL LANDFILL: 
CUTTING EDGE TECHNOLOGY 

SUMMARY  
The 2014-15 Yolo County Grand Jury (YCGJ) completed an investigation of the Yolo 
County Central Landfill (YCCL) and concluded that the landfill operates waste management 
effectively.  Plans to operate the landfill at or above current capacity extend into the next 
century.  A tour showed a well maintained and clean facility, with recyclables sorted.  

YCCL has been innovative in being one of the first landfills in the United States and the first 
in California to have a full scale bioreactor operating to break down waste efficiently and 
effectively. 

The YCGJ identified matters that need attention, including expansion of the re-purpose 
program. 

GLOSSARY 
Aerobic (dry) - In an aerobic bioreactor landfill, leachate (the liquid that drains or ‘leaches’ 
from a landfill) is removed from the bottom layer, piped to liquid storage tanks, and re-
circulated into the landfill in a controlled manner.  Air and moisture are injected into the 
waste mass, using vertical or horizontal wells, to promote aerobic activity and accelerate 
waste stabilization. 

Anaerobic (wet) - In an anaerobic bioreactor landfill, only moisture is added to the waste 
mass in the form of re-circulated leachate and other sources to obtain optimal moisture 
levels.  Biodegradation occurs in the absence of oxygen (anaerobically) and produces landfill 
gas.  Landfill gas, primarily methane, can be captured to minimize greenhouse gas emissions 
and for energy projects. 

Bioreactor - A bioreactor landfill operates to rapidly transform and degrade organic waste.  
The increase in waste degradation and stabilization is accomplished through the addition of 
liquid and/or air to enhance microbial processes.  This bioreactor concept differs from the 
traditional municipal landfill approach. 

Closed Landfill Cells - The portions of the landfill that have been properly prepared to no 
longer accept waste materials.  

BACKGROUND 
California Penal Code Section 925 authorizes the grand jury to investigate and report upon 
the operations, accounts and departments of Yolo County.  Pursuant to that statue, the YCGJ 
investigated Yolo County Central Landfill.  The last YCGJ tour of the YCCL was in 2007.  
There has not been an investigation since 1998.  It was decided a more current assessment of 
the YCCL was appropriate.  
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The Yolo County Central Landfill: Cutting Edge Technology 
 
METHODOLOGY 
YCGJ followed four primary methods for this investigation: initial research, interviews, 
detailed research, and site visits.  The investigation included six interviews of county staff 
involved with the landfill.  The YCGJ toured the facility in October 2014 and February 2015.  
The focus of the investigation was on the current and short term future operations of the 
landfill. 

DISCUSSION 
Administration and Operations 
Yolo County Central Landfill is part of the Department of Planning, Public Works, and 
Environmental Services.  YCCL is managed by the Deputy Director for Integrated Waste 
Management with 26 full-time and two part-time staff.  YCCL is a Class III municipal 
landfill (which is a non-hazardous solid waste facility) operating through usage fees and 
grants.  It operates under many permits and restrictions conforming to Federal, State, and 
local mandates such as those regarding air and groundwater quality.  

The landfill opened in 1975 and operates on 722 acres on County Road 28H outside of 
Woodland, California.  The landfill is open Monday through Saturday from 6:30 am to 4:00 
pm and Sundays from 9:00 am to 5:00 pm.  The landfill is closed six days a year:  New 
Year’s Day, Easter Sunday, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day, and 
Christmas Day.  The YCCL holds several special clean-up programs throughout the year 
including free tire, appliance, and Christmas tree disposal. 

Waste Disposal and Recycling 
In 2013, 167,000 tons of waste were deposited at the landfill.  Eighty-two percent of the 
waste was from within the county.  During the investigation, the grand jury discovered that 
there are still residents who are unaware of many of the restrictions on items they might be 
placing in their garbage intended for the landfill.  Current education includes messages in 
various mailings and newsletters, calendars, websites, school visits, landfill informational 
packets, and the location of battery recycling containers in local communities. 

The landfill offers recycling of used oil, e-waste, tires, metals, cleaned agricultural chemical 
plastic containers, wood and yard waste, and concrete.  E-waste includes discarded electrical 
or electronic devices.  YCCL does not take e-waste larger than televisions or computer 
monitors.  Approximately 789,000 pounds of e-waste is received yearly and generates up to 
$90,000 from contract sales. 

Household Hazardous Waste Drop‐Off Days are Friday and Saturday from 7:30 am to 3:30 
pm.  Household hazardous waste is any type of potentially dangerous substance used around 
the home.  County staff sorts the materials and makes suitable materials available to 
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The Yolo County Central Landfill: Cutting Edge Technology 
 

the public for reuse.  County residents and businesses may obtain free, reusable materials 
such as paints, insecticides, and soil amendments surrendered at the household hazardous 
waste reuse center on drop-off days.  Reusable, nonhazardous household items such as toys, 
furniture, tools and other discards are excluded from the program. 

Innovation and Technology 
The grand jury learned that YCCL began using bioreactor technology in a 1992 pilot study to 
determine the efficiency and cost effectiveness of the program.  Landfill staff has determined 
that the “bioreactor cells” that are enhanced with liquid (wet cells) are more efficient in 
breaking down, accelerating the decomposition, and decreasing the volume of garbage.  Use 
of wet cells adds to the lifespan of the landfill.  The cells without added liquid (dry cells) 
break down the volume of garbage more slowly.  All future cells are planned to be wet cells. 
Construction of the first full scale bioreactor was completed in 2002 on a 12 acre area that 
consists of  a 2.5 acre aerobic (dry) cell, and 3.5 and 6 acre anaerobic (wet) cells (Figure 1).  
Four million shredded tires were used for the base and instrumentation layers of the cells.  A 
new pilot project using anaerobic bio-digester technology is now underway on a 0.25 acre 
cell area.  This involves the process of utilizing clean organic wastes -- naturally 
biodegradable materials derived from plants, animals, or carbon compounds.  Decomposition 
is enhanced through the injection of liquid to accelerate the breaking down of biodegradable 
materials like green wastes, manure and food wastes in the absence of oxygen.  This 
produces methane gas used to generate electricity which reduces air emissions.  The 
enhanced decomposition produces high quality compost for agricultural and horticultural use. 

The closed landfill cells are monitored for up to 30 years or longer before they are returned to 
approved land uses.  The amount of space available on top of closed cells makes it feasible to 
consider putting in a solar power system for energy production.  Solar power would be able 
to supply the estimated $80,000 yearly electrical expenses.  These cells can reach a height of 
120 feet at their peak before they begin to decompose and reduce their volume over time 
resulting in lower height and uneven surface.  Due to the unstable nature of the topography 
and the ability to anchor the solar array without disturbing the changing base or puncturing 
the landfill cover, more study needs to be done.  

At the beginning of the investigation the grand jury found that under the category of 
“Innovative Projects,” the YCCL website contained information on projects which were no 
longer current (such as Rubberized Asphalt Concrete) and was missing information on 
current projects (such as the Bio-Digester).  A recent Yolo County website redesign noted 
many of the web page addresses have changed and search results may not be accurate for a 
time. 

Power Generation 
Minnesota Methane, a subsidiary of Fortistar, is a private company operating methane gas 
recovery for electricity production at the landfill (Figure 2).  YCCL receives royalties from 
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Minnesota Methane for the processing of methane gas generated from the use of the wet, 
anaerobic cells.  Annual royalties have generally been increasing since 1998 and averaged 
$130,000 per year for the last five years including 2014.  Royalties paid the county are 
percentage based and determined by the gross revenue earned from the sales of refuse gas 
and energy derived therefrom.  It is estimated that the use of wet cells will increase the 
lifespan of the landfill by 50 years or more.  

Under the Yolo County Landfill Commercial Gas Production Agreement, executed in 1985, 
all specified opt-out dates have passed making it difficult for the county to amend or cancel 
the contract.  The grand jury discovered the county is currently researching potential options 
and has implemented safeguards to prevent open-ended contracts.  Current contracting 
policies state that multiple year contracts must include provisions for early termination and 
must be contingent upon available funding.  The county developed, and now uses, two 
standard forms as a basis for most vendor contracts:  a short form for smaller contracts and a 
longer form for complex contracts and contracts over $75,000. 

FINDINGS 
F1. YCCL works to reduce waste and re-purpose household hazardous waste products. 
F2. YCCL does not make nonhazardous household items, such as toys, furniture, tools and 

other discards available for reuse. 
F3. Informing residents and other users of the facility about the importance of recycling 

and proper disposal of household and agricultural wastes is an on-going need. 
F4. Generating solar energy at the landfill has been considered; however, there are special 

challenges to proper installation on “closed” landfill cells. 
F5. The YCCL website is not current, making it difficult to be aware of all landfill projects. 
F6. Under the Yolo County Landfill Commercial Gas Production Agreement, all specified 

opt out dates have passed making it difficult for the county to amend or cancel the 
contract. 

F7. The hours of operation offer broad opportunities to use the facility. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
R1. Director, Department of Planning, Public Works and Environmental Services 

(PPWES), in consultation with the County Counsel, shall implement a non-hazardous 
waste reuse program for the public by June 1, 2016. 

R2. Director, PPWES, shall increase education and outreach efforts on proper sorting and 
disposal of waste for all residents of Yolo County by January 1, 2016, including non-
English language speakers, and recent residents. 
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R3. Director, PPWES, shall complete an assessment plan on the possibility of utilizing solar 
panels on the landfill property to produce electricity by July 1, 2016. 

R4. Beginning September 1, 2015, the Director of PPWES shall review and update website 
content at least quarterly to reflect current information. 

R5. Immediately, County Counsel and the Chief Administrative Officer shall follow Yolo 
County adopted policies when entering into any contract to provide goods or services 
to, or for the utilization of resources generated by, the Yolo County Central Landfill. 

INVITED RESPONSES 
 Director, Department of Planning, Public Works and Environmental Services – R1 

through R4 
 Deputy Director for Integrated Waste Management, Department of Planning, Public 

Works and Environmental Services – R1 through R4 
 County Counsel – R1 and R5  
 County Administrator – R5 

BIBLIOGRAPHY  
Websites: 
 Yolo County website:  www.yolocounty.org 

 CalRecycle website:  www.calrecycle.ca.gov 

 United States Environmental Protection Agency website:  www.epa.gov 

 Stoel Rives Renewable + Law Blog website:  www.lawofrenewableenergy.com 

 The Biogas Supply & Demand Center website:  www.directedbiogas.com 

 California Environmental Protection Agency Air Resources Board website:  
www.arb.gov 

 California Legislative Information website:  https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov  

Documents: 
 ”One Person`s trash…”Your guide to reducing, reusing and recycling.  A quarterly 

newsletter of Yolo County, fall 2014 

 YCCL Overview document, 17 pages 

 Yolo County A to Z Recyclopedia 2015 Calendar 
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  “How a small county in California went grid positive,” Rocky Mountain Institute, 

Laurie Guevara-Stone, April 10, 2014 

 Landfill Gas to Energy Facility Agreements Summary, Landfill Gas Revenues, and 
Detail Summary of Revenue from Minnesota Methane from the Department of 
Planning, Public Works and Environmental Services 

 Full Scale Landfill Bioreactor Project at the Yolo County Central Landfill: Final 
Report, Yazdani, Keiffer, Akau, April 2002 

 County of Yolo Administrative Policies and Procedures Manual, Contracting & 
Purchasing Policies, September 9, 2008 

Contracts: 
 The Yolo County Landfill Commercial Gas Production Agreement, various 

amendments to the agreement, and actions taken by the Yolo County Board of 
Supervisors between the years 1985 and 1999 



2014 - 2015 YOLO COUNTY GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT: INVESTIGATIONS 
 

 
16 

The Yolo County Central Landfill: Cutting Edge Technology 

PHOTOGRAPHS 

 

Figure 1:  Yolo County Central Landfill anaerobic bioreactors showing use of tires to secure 
vinyl covering. 
 

 

Figure 2:  Yolo County Central Landfill methane gas-to-energy plant. 
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MONROE DETENTION AND LEINBERGER MEMORIAL CENTERS: 
ADAPTING THROUGHOUT POLITICAL AND PHYSICAL CHANGE 

SUMMARY  
The Monroe Detention Center and Leinberger Memorial Center, together commonly referred 
to as “the County jail”, are aging facilities that are about to receive some much needed 
attention.  After obtaining a grant of approximately $36 million, the facility is ready to 
embark on several upgrades.  The officers and staff have over three years experience working 
under the provisions of Assembly Bill 109 (AB109) and have adjusted well to meeting the 
challenges brought about by more criminally sophisticated inmates.  Voter approval of 
Proposition 47 in November 2014 reduced some felonies to misdemeanors, thus decreasing 
inmate population.  Officers and staff show a strong commitment to the welfare of the 
inmates. 

BACKGROUND 
Penal Code section 919(b) states that “the Grand Jury shall inquire into the condition and 
management of the public prisons within the county.”  The grand jury chose to visit the 
Monroe Detention and Leinberger Memorial Centers to fulfill the statutory obligation. 

METHODOLOGY 
On September 10, 2014, members of the Yolo County Grand Jury toured Monroe Detention 
Center and Leinberger Memorial Center in Woodland escorted by members of the command 
staff.  The grand jury conducted interviews with staff, inmates, and members of other county 
departments.  The grand jury reviewed the 2014 Biennial Inspection Report of the facilities 
by the Board of State and Community Corrections for California and its meeting minutes 
from Thursday, January 16, 2014.  The grand jury also reviewed fire and health inspection 
reports for both facilities. 

The grand jury visited the websites of the following agencies: 

 Yolo County Sheriff’s Office 

 California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 

 Board of State and Community Corrections for California 

DISCUSSION 
Overview 
The Monroe Detention and Leinberger Memorial Centers are divisions of the Yolo County 
Sheriff’s Department.  On the day of its visit, the grand jury observed that the facilities are 
generally clean and well-maintained.  The Monroe Detention Center is a medium/maximum 
security facility and is rated to house prisoners with several different security classifications.   
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Monroe Detention and Leinberger Memorial Centers: 
Adapting Throughout Political and Physical Change 

 

It has 313 available beds, 251 beds for male inmates and 62 beds in a separate area for 
female inmates.   

While the Leinberger Memorial Center can be used as an overflow facility for Monroe, it is 
primarily used to house lower level sentenced inmates who are approved to work at various 
state and local agencies to reduce their jail time.  A sentenced inmate can be transferred to 
Leinberger after undergoing a careful screening process to determine if they meet the 
necessary criteria to ensure public safety.  Leinberger has 142 beds bringing the total 
available beds for both facilities to 455.   

However, under a Superior Court consent decree, adopted in 1990 then amended in 2002, to 
limit the inmate population to 90% of the total beds in the facility, the jail’s maximum 
capacity is 409.  In some cases, detainees brought in for a minor offense are processed and 
released on the same day to prevent overcrowding.  In-home custody is encouraged for those 
inmates who are considered low level offenders.  Typically, between 60 and 80 inmates are 
living at home with ankle monitors.   

Effects of Assembly Bill 109 and Proposition 47 
Going into effect in October 2011, AB109 attempts to reduce over-crowding and recidivism 
rates in state prisons by transferring inmates to county detention facilities.  These inmates can 
be parole violators sent to the county of their last residence, violators of mandatory 
supervision, or inmates convicted of non-violent, non-sexual or non-serious offenses.  The 
jail facilities were designed to house un-sentenced inmates preparing for court dates and 
inmates sentenced up to one year for minor crimes.  The officers and staff must now work 
with inmates serving sentences up to several years, who are more criminally sophisticated 
than traditional county inmates.  These inmates tend to have a better understanding of prison 
politics and are more demanding resulting in an increase in acts of non-compliance.  In 
response to these challenges, officers and staff have used training and experience to improve 
the inmate classification process helping to enhance inmate and officer safety.  The kitchen 
has adjusted to a larger variety in dietary needs including kosher, vegetarian, and halal, to 
name a few.  Using programs, such as GED classes and drug education, as well as work 
details, an effort is made to keep the inmates engaged and invested in their own betterment.  
As of February 2015, there were 105 AB109 Yolo County inmates, of which, 34 were out on 
electronic monitoring.  

In November 2014, California voters approved Proposition 47 which reduced many non-
violent, non-serious, and drug crimes from felonies to misdemeanors.  It also allowed 
inmates serving sentences based on a conviction of one of these reclassified crimes to be re-
sentenced.  As a result, some inmates who had felony convictions reduced to misdemeanors  

 



2014 - 2015 YOLO COUNTY GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT: INVESTIGATIONS 
 

 
19 

Monroe Detention and Leinberger Memorial Centers: 
Adapting Throughout Political and Physical Change 

 
were released for time served.  While the effects of Prop 47 on the community have raised 
debate and concern, the most prominent effect on the jail has been more open beds.  The 
resulting space allowed the command staff to adjust the inmate population.  Prior to the 
implementation of Prop 47, Leinberger, a dormitory setting with several beds per room, was 
too full to house female inmates.  After Prop 47 went into effect, space was cleared to allow 
female inmates into Leinberger, giving them more access to programs.  An additional 
outcome of Prop 47 opened up space at both facilities allowing Monroe to detain persons 
with misdemeanor bench warrants.  Before, a person who was issued a bench warrant for 
skipping a court date might only be cited and released, creating a cycle in which a case could 
be delayed for years.  Now, that same person can be held until their court date, helping to 
adjudicate cases in a timely manner. 

Facilities and Renovation 
On the day of the visit, the grand jury observed that the facilities were well lit with no 
obstructions in the hallways.  All doors are controlled at a central hub by officers who 
monitor the hall cameras.  The pods (cell blocks) are monitored by officers and security 
cameras.  During the tour, interviewees informed the grand jury of deficiencies in the camera 
surveillance of the pods.  There are no rotary, pan-and-tilt cameras in the pods which might 
aid in security.  Emergency drills are run quarterly and vary as to type of potential emergency 
that could be faced.  The fire department inspects the facility annually to make sure it is up to 
code.  Potentially dangerous chemicals are stored away from inmate areas. 

The facilities are aging (Monroe opened in 1988 and Leinberger in 1991) and while security 
is unaffected, the grand jury noticed visible water stains on floors and ceilings, and some 
floors looked in need of resurfacing.  The Environmental Health Report issued, in January 
2015, noted water leaks from the ceilings in Pod A and the Kitchen Facility.  The report also 
noted a number of needed corrections mostly involving damaged bedding and plugged 
ventilation. 

In March of 2014, Yolo County was awarded a grant of $36,295,000 from California Board 
of State and Community Corrections to help renovate the facility.  Officers questioned were 
optimistic, some even excited, about the upcoming renovations.  There are plans to upgrade 
laundry, kitchen and intake areas as well as to expand the medical and mental health areas.  
A new building will be built to house the kitchen and laundry areas.  The larger space will 
double the amount of laundry that can be processed.  Plans for the new kitchen include a 
classroom that can be used to add a culinary program for inmates.  The areas vacated by 
existing kitchen and laundry will house an expanded medical and mental health unit.  
Currently, there are only three beds available in the medical area.  The renovated medical and 
mental health unit will contain approximately 24 beds, divided into a dormitory area, 4-bed 
cells, and single-bed cells.  A larger in-custody area will be added with four classrooms,  
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allowing for more program space.  The intake area will be renovated to facilitate a smoother 
custodial transition between outside agencies and the jail and lessen contact between in-
coming and out-going inmates.  Out-of-custody day reporting will also be moved from an 
area near probation to the Monroe Center.  Although the work has yet to be contracted, 
ground breaking is scheduled for the middle of 2016 with a planned completion by late fall of 
2018. 

Staffing and Inmates 
The staff at the time of the visit was 102, including officers and support staff.  Command 
staff believes that an ideal number would be closer to 152.   

The grand jury found the officers to be knowledgeable, professional and courteous to 
inmates.  They complete 24 hours of training per year including CPR and a gang 
identification program.  Attrition levels remain low.  Interviewed officers reported a positive 
work experience and feel confident that they are making a difference.   

A nurse practitioner is available on site.  The grand jury learned that there is a system in 
place to facilitate the nurse practitioner addressing all non-emergency requests by inmates, 
usually within one day.  A psychiatrist and dentist visit one day per week to address the 
respective needs of the inmates.  The detention centers offer mental health services and anger 
management programs to those inmates who need or request them.  Some mental health 
screening is done via video interviews.  Clergy is available.  Community volunteers run 
group programs such as reading and bible study.  Inmates can get help to earn their GED, and 
parenting classes are available.  There is a drug and alcohol program, as well as meeting 
times for Alcohol Anonymous and Narcotics Anonymous.  The general consensus among 
both staff and inmates is that more space for these programs would be helpful. 

During the tour of the Monroe and Leinberger facilities, the grand jury observed suitable 
living conditions for the inmates.  The pods are well lit (permitting easy reading by 
individuals with normal vision) and kept at a comfortable temperature.  Inmates have access 
to clean, potable water, toilets and showers, as well as a recreation yard and equipment.  A 
commissary is available for inmates to purchase personal items.   

Upon arrival, officers conduct a thorough search and medical screening before an inmate is 
admitted.  Incoming inmates receive an orientation manual.  A list of rules and grievance 
procedures are posted in the pods and the inmates, to whom the grand jury spoke, understood 
them.  None of the inmates interviewed by the grand jury felt that they were mistreated or 
abused and observations of the interactions between officers and inmates were neither 
confrontational nor inappropriate.   
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Inmates are issued reasonably fitted, durable and easily laundered and repaired clothing, 
which includes:  clean socks and footwear, clean outer garments, and clean undergarments, 
including shorts and tee shirts for males; or, bra and two pairs of panties for females.  
Inmates are provided special clothing for work in the kitchen or outside.  Under normal 
conditions, outerwear, except footwear, is exchanged once per week and undergarments are 
exchanged twice per week.  Under certain circumstances, such as illness or climatic 
conditions, the garments can be exchanged more frequently.  Inmates to be held over 24-
hours are provided personal care items if needed. 

Discharge Planning 
Before release, inmates have the option to go through a discharge planning process.  When 
AB 109 went into effect, the command staff recognized a need to help inmates reintegrate 
back into the community to try to decrease the likelihood of a return to criminal activities.  
Needs vary depending on the inmate, and include, but are not limited to, housing, continuing 
education, vocational training, and drug education.  Interns from the Public Defender’s office 
perform an informal assessment of inmates who are nearing their release dates to determine 
their potential needs.  Recently, the county received a grant to fund a Treatment Coordinator 
who focuses on inmates to be released in the next six months to one year.  The Treatment 
Coordinator assesses what can be done to help inmates prepare themselves before their 
release dates, such as enrolling them in GED classes.  One of the bigger problems, however, 
is convincing an inmate to admit when they need help and ask for it. 

Originally, command staff held a monthly meeting to discuss inmates who were to be 
released in the next 90 days.  As the release program has been refined, staff now meets based 
on need.  Along with their own in-house medical and mental health staff, command staff 
invites representatives from departments such as Sheriff’s office, Probation, Public 
Defender’s office, State Parole, Veterans Affairs, and Employment and Social Services.  
Representatives from community and church groups are also invited as well as organizations 
like Cache Creek Lodge, 4th and Hope, and Delancey Street to help the inmates transition.  
Inmates can also submit an interest card to include a group that they think will be beneficial 
to their success in the community.  Although anecdotal evidence suggests that some inmates 
have benefitted from this planning, there is no system in place to track its effectiveness. 

FINDINGS 
F1. Officers and staff continue to adjust to AB 109, working with inmates with longer 

sentences who have more of a prison mentality.  Through training and experience, 
officers have honed the classification system used to house inmates and continue to use 
programs and work details to keep the inmates engaged. 
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F2. Officers are optimistic as the Monroe Detention Center is preparing to undergo a $36 
million renovation which will make inmate conditions and staff working environment 
better. 

F3. Officers and support staff are knowledgeable and well-trained in their areas of 
expertise, but continue to work with less than ideal staffing numbers. 

F4. Staff and inmates meet with outside agencies and organizations to help inmates 
transition back into the community.  There is no system in place to track the 
effectiveness of this program. 

F5. More space is needed for the programs used to keep inmates engaged in their personal 
growth and to help inmates transition back into the community. 

F6. Deficiencies exist in camera surveillance of the pods. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
R1. By January 1, 2016, the Board of Supervisors, as the governing entity of the Detention 

Center, shall tour the facility to view the areas to be renovated and observe the 
workload of the staff.  As funds become available, strong consideration shall be made 
to increase the current staff to strengthen the safety of staff and inmates. 

R2. By June 1, 2016, the Detention Commander, in conjunction with the Chief Probation 
Officer, shall develop and implement a plan to track the effectiveness of discharge 
planning and in-house programs as they apply to inmates who successfully complete 
probation. 

R3. The County Administrator, in conjunction with the Detention Commander, shall meet 
prior to the start of renovations to ensure that all areas originally planned to be in-house 
program space shall remain as such. 

R4. By January 1, 2016, the Detention Commander shall identify any deficiencies in the 
surveillance systems and, in conjunction with the Board of Supervisors, take the 
necessary steps to remedy the deficiencies. 

REQUEST FOR RESPONSES 
Pursuant to Penal Code section 933.05, the grand jury requests responses as follows: 

From the following governing bodies: 
 Yolo County Board of Supervisors – R1 and R4 
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INVITED RESPONSES 
 Yolo County Administrator – R3 
 Detention Commander, Monroe Detention Center – R2, R3, and R4. 
 Yolo County Chief Probation Officer – R2. 

BIBLIOGRAPHY  
 California General Election Official Voter Information Guide November 2014 
 Yolo County Sheriff’s Office website:  http://www.yolocountysheriff.com/ 
 California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation website:  

http://www.cdcr.ca.gov/  
 Board of State and Community Corrections for California website:  

http://www.bscc.ca.gov/s_thebsccboard.php  

http://www.yolocountysheriff.com/
http://www.cdcr.ca.gov/
http://www.bscc.ca.gov/s_thebsccboard.php
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COLLECTIONS AND PROBATION: 
THE SYSTEM IS BROKEN  

SUMMARY  
The Yolo County Collection Services (YCCS or Collection Services) collects a variety of 
fees for the court and other County Departments.  The YCCS is charged with collecting 
probation fees, except victim restitution.  However, YCCS is not able to collect all the fees 
that are due from persons on probation.  A significant number of monthly billing statements 
mailed to probationers are undelivered because of incorrect mailing addresses.  This is due to 
insufficient staff, lack of pertinent staff training, and limited communications between the 
YCCS and the Probation Department. 

The manual of procedures for processing and recording payments is not updated to the 
accounting and collection system currently being used.  YCCS uses accounting and 
collection software that is not fully integrated with the Probation Department.  The billing 
statements are not clear and often contain confusing, incomplete, or incorrect, information as 
to how much probationers owe and what the amounts represent.   

BACKGROUND 
People on probation pay fees to the County for services.  The Yolo County Grand Jury 
(YCGJ) received a citizen’s complaint expressing confusion about probation billing 
statements, and particularly the types of fees and amounts owed.  The grand jury became 
aware of underlying problems contributing to confusion and potential loss of revenue in the 
current Yolo County process for collection of probation fees.  YCGJ decided to investigate 
the collection procedures of YCCS and the Probation Department.  California Penal Code 
Section 925 authorizes the grand jury to investigate and report upon the operations, accounts 
and departments of Yolo County. 

METHODOLOGY 
During the grand jury’s investigation, department heads, supervisors, clerical staff and past 
and present employees of both departments were interviewed.  Existing procedures, policies 
and other county documents added background on how YCCS and the Probation Department 
are intended to work together to ensure fees are explained to the probationer, collected, and 
recorded in a timely manner.  In addition to Yolo County administrative documents, YCGJ 
utilized both public information web pages and County intranet sites limited to official 
business access.  The YCGJ focused the investigation on the accounting and collection 
processes involving the Probation Department. 

DISCUSSION 
The Yolo County Collection Services and the Probation Department have separate roles in 
dealing with probation matters.  The YCCS role is primarily fiscal, dealing with probationer 
payments and account records.  Conversely, Probation Department focuses on probationer  
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supervision and conduct obligations.  This role disparity leads to incongruent practices in 
collecting and processing probation fee payments, and consequently, contributes to a loss in 
County revenues. 

When the Yolo County Superior Court admits a defendant to formal probation a document is 
provided that describes the standard terms and conditions of probation.  Among those terms 
and conditions a probationer is required to: 

 report to the Probation Officer at the 
times directed, 

 advise the Probation Officer, YCCS, 
and the Yolo Superior Court Payment 
Center (YSCPC) within 48 hours of 
any change of residence, and 

 pay all ordered financial obligations 
to YCCS, YSCPC or the Probation 
Department. 

The Probation Department has periodic face 
to face interaction with the probationers who 
are required to inform them of any change of 
residence.  However, the Probation 
Department does not have a routine practice 
of updating the probationers’ addresses for 
use by YCCS in collection efforts. 

Some of the probation fees are listed in the 
document provided by the Probation 
Department when a person begins formal 
probation.  These and other fees are itemized 
and billed by YCCS on a monthly statement.  
The statement advises the probationer to 
contact YCCS to make payment 
arrangements if they are unable to pay in full.  
Probationers can obtain current information 
about fees they owe from the YCCS monthly statement by visiting or phoning YCCS or the 
Probation Department.  YCCS staff is available to explain the individual fees and payments 
schedule.  YCCS collects fees from probationers ordered by the court for the Public 
Defender, Sheriff’s Department and the Probation Department.  YCCS also collects 
delinquent accounts turned over to them by other county departments as a last resort for 
collection. 

Following are some examples of typical fee amounts 
and other charges that might be billed to probationers: 

 Restitution fine; felony case $300, 
misdemeanor case $150 

 Probation revocation; felony case $300, 
misdemeanor case $150 

 Criminal laboratory analysis $50, penalty 
assessment $155 

 Drug Program Fee $150, penalty assessment 
$465 

 Restitution determined by the court covering 
losses found against the probationer plus 
10% per annum 

 Battery $500 pursuant to Penal Code 
1203.097, processing fee $20, $250 pursuant 
to Penal Code 1463.27 

 Sex offender $300, penalty assessment $930, 
processing fee $20  

 DUI $700, penalty assessment $2,100, 
processing fee $35, Alcohol Education $50 

 Criminal Conviction Assessment, 
felony/misdemeanor $30 

 Probation, fine $500, penalty $1,550, 
processing fee $35 

 Public Defender, felony $350, misdemeanor 
$275 

 Sentencing fee, determined by the court 
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Probationers may be responsible for a wide variety of fees which vary by degree of offense, 
misdemeanor versus felony.  There are scores of fee types.  Types include, but are not limited 
to, restitution fines, probation revocation, criminal laboratory analysis, drug program fees, 
penalty assessments for specific types of offenses (e.g. DUI, domestic violence, sex offenses, 
etc.).  All probationers are assessed a processing fee, fine or penalty depending on 
circumstances, and a sentencing fee determined by the court.  They may be responsible for 
public defender fees, if required.  Fees may amount to considerable totals varying from a few 
hundred dollars to thousands of dollars depending on the circumstances of each case (Exhibit 
1). 

The collection of victim restitution fees was transferred to the Superior Court in 2010. This 
transfer represented 20% of the total YCCS collections.  Based on information provided for 
the FY2013-14 period, YCCS billed probationers $946 thousand and collected $209 
thousand (22%). 

In 2008, YCCS installed a Windows based system called Revenue Results (RevQ).  It 
became fully operational in 2010.  The Probation Department was given full access to RevQ 
to use for daily information and collection work.  Training was initially available to the 
Probation Department staff and YCCS encouraged the Probation Department staff to use 
RevQ.  The training and the use of RevQ was not completely successful due to attrition, staff 
movement, and heavy workload. 

The Probation Department clerical staff issue receipts for cash and check payments and turn 
over the payments to YCCS weekly or when the total collections exceed $500.  YCCS posts 
the payments into the RevQ system.  Credit card payments are posted directly into the 
system.  Since payment posting can be delayed a week, there can be uncertainty about how 
much is owed in real time.  

When there is a problem with RevQ, or someone does not understand the system, the vendor 
is called and the County is charged for the assistance.  These fees are expensive, 
discouraging YCCS staff from calling, and thus the questions are often unanswered and the 
problems unresolved.  YCCS is considering upgrading the RevQ software from version 10.5 
to version 11.0 to consolidate the payroll and financial accounts, improve reports, and 
integrate with software being used by other County Departments. 

Collection Services and the Probation Department use different accounting and collection 
systems which are not fully integrated.  The Probation Department uses a number of software 
systems such as Lawsuit, RevQ, and Reflections to enter charges and initial information.  
Changes to probationers’ contact information made by the Probation Department are not 
routinely shared with YCCS.  If YCCS makes changes or first time entries into RevQ the 
updates are inconsistently shared with the Probation Department.  The Probation Department 
staff is not trained to access the information in RevQ.  When information is needed in select 
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cases they contact YCCS for help. 

YCGJ learned from multiple witnesses that no regular statistical reports are generated from 
the current accounting and reporting systems (e.g., total charges and collections by types of 
fees, volume of returned mail) because of staff changes and a lack of resources.  Both YCCS 
and the Probation Department indicated that the existing report options are inadequate. 

YCCS creates a billing record for each probationer.  This information is sent to an out-of-
state vendor to create the monthly billing statements which are mailed to the probationers.  
There is no billing statement generated if the account has a zero balance.  Any overpayment 
by the probationer will be refunded.  A grand jury review of examples of probationers’ 
monthly billing statements found that some information is inaccurate, confusing and difficult 
to understand.  The previous end of month balance by type of fees is not carried forward to 
the current month statement and line items are not clearly defined. 

There are approximately 1,000 billing statements mailed every month by the out-of-state 
vendor.  Due to the transient nature of some probationers, a significant number are returned 
because of incorrect addresses.  Time permitting, YCCS searches current addresses using the 
Accurint software.  However, there are still persistent backlogs leading to less revenue 
collected.  Prior to 2006, six revenue collection employees were assigned to the YCCS.  By 
2013, the staff was reduced to two.   

YCCS gives the probationer repeated opportunities to pay and offers an “ability to pay” 
hearing.  Then YCCS evaluates the financial information to determine whether a lower 
payment is warranted.  Through continued efforts, YCCS attempts to bring delinquent 
accounts current.  If probationers do not make a payment for 120 days, accounts are 
forwarded to the California Franchise Tax Board for collection through the Tax Intercept 
Program at a cost of 15%. 

 The grand jury learned that the Probation Department and the YCCS staff lack the training 
to operate the accounting and collection systems proficiently.  Both departments had key 
personnel recently retire or reassigned who had extensive knowledge of the collection 
systems.  This institutional knowledge was neither updated in the procedural manuals nor 
handed down to the new people in charge. 

FINDINGS 
F1. The monthly billing statements sent to probationers are difficult to understand. 

F2. Billing and collection procedures of YCCS in the lifecycle of probation are not 
thoroughly understood by its staff, the Probation Department, or probationers. 
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F3. Due to attrition of experienced staff, the present employees at YCCS and the Probation 
Department are less knowledgeable about collection of probation fees. 

F4. A significant issue in YCCS’s collection of payments is the amount of returned mail 
leading to increasing backlogs.  YCCS has limited resources to determine correct 
addresses for billing statements that are returned as undeliverable mail.   

F5. YCCS has minimal communication with the Probation Department to find the updated 
information on the whereabouts of the probationer. 

F6. Software programs that are not integrated aggravate the problems in fee collection.  The 
RevQ software currently being used in YCCS is inadequately supported and needs to 
be upgraded or replaced. 

F7. Out of date manuals for key collection procedures make staff training difficult. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
R1. By December 31, 2015, the Chief Financial Officer, in coordination with the Chief 

Probation Officer, shall modify the probationer monthly billing statement so that fees 
are identified and fully explained, including: initial fees, date, balance carried forward, 
new charges, adjustments, payments and current balance due by type of fees. 

R2. By September 30, 2015, the Chief Financial Officer, and the Chief Probation Officer, in 
coordination with the County Administrator, shall create a unified business process 
diagram of the probation fee generation and collection process.  This diagram shall 
include the probationer’s first contact with probation, case closure, and all processes in 
between.   The diagram shall be designed to be used for process improvement, training 
and orientation of staff, and as a blueprint for new software if that becomes appropriate. 

R3. By September 30, 2015, the Chief Financial Officer and the Chief Probation Officer 
shall establish protocols for improved communication between YCCS and Probation.  
These protocols shall include regular meetings, joint training, shared and updated 
manuals, clearly identified responsibilities, and shared access to information including 
probationers’ account status and current contact information. 

R4. By September 30, 2015 the Chief Financial Officer shall create and publish quarterly 
reports indicating fees billed, fees collected, outstanding balances (accounts receivable) 
and amounts in delinquency (aging reports). 

R5. By December 31, 2015, the Chief Financial Officer, in coordination with the Director 
of Human Resources, shall determine if additional staffing or funding is needed to 
efficiently process returned mail. 
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R6. By October 31, 2016, the Chief Financial Officer, in coordination with the Chief 
Probation Officer, shall implement a single accounting and collection software system 
to facilitate interdepartmental sharing of the probationer’s individual financial account 
information and probationers’ addresses updated in real time. 

INVITED RESPONSES 
 Chief Financial Officer – R1 through R6 
 Chief Probation Officer – R1 through R3 and R6 
 Director of Human Resources – R5 
 County Administrator – R2 
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SUMMARY 
Yolo County Grand Jury completed an investigation of Yolo County Animal Services, and 
found that the services offered to the county are hampered by high costs and conflicting 
expectations.   

A blatant case of nepotism in Animal Services has been rectified as a result of this 
investigation.  However, there have been no consequences to the supervisor in a nepotistic 
relationship. 

BACKGROUND 
Yolo County Grand Jury received two separate complaints regarding the Yolo County 
Animal Services.  These complaints covered a wide variety of issues, from which the grand 
jury abstracted a few basic questions.  These questions included issues of nepotism, hours of 
operation, organizational structure, services, and funding. 

California Penal Code Section 925 authorizes the grand jury to investigate and report upon 
the operations, accounts, and departments in Yolo County. 

METHODOLOGY 
During this investigation, the grand jury completed interviews with the complainants, staff 
and management from:   

 Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (SPCA), 
 US Postal Service, 
 Woodland Police Department, 
 Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO), 
 Yolo County, 
 City of Woodland, and 
 City of Winters. 

The grand jury also reviewed information published by Animal Services, and studies 
completed by Yolo County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) which was 
assisted by UC Davis. 

DISCUSSION 
Yolo County Animal Services is part of the Sheriff’s Department.  It has responsibility for 
services to those parts of Yolo County not incorporated as cities.  UC Davis and the cities of  
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Woodland, Davis, West Sacramento, and Winters purchase animal services, by contract, 
from the Sheriff’s Department.  For convenience, this report will use the term “the cities” to 
include Woodland, Davis, West Sacramento, Winters, and UC Davis. 

Conflicting Expectations 
Animal Services works under a range of often conflicting expectations.  Citizens with issues 
want quick and available services.  Many people want to see fewer animals euthanized.  
Some want there to be no euthanasia, while others feel such a goal is impractical, if not 
impossible.  Yolo County and entities receiving services all desire lower costs. 

“Wire”, the online magazine reported, “The no-kill shelter movement splits the animal rights 
community.  Advocates believe it is an important step toward recognizing the moral status of 
nonhuman animals. Critics, including People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals, say that 
no-kill shelters are a façade for profiteers who turn away the vast majority of homeless 
animals and keep the rest in dismal conditions. If you care about animal welfare, the dispute 
is ludicrously thorny.” i 

Animal Services is caught up in that thorny dispute.  Complaints and concerns about the 
shelter have to be considered in light of biases engendered by the complainer’s belief in what 
constitutes humane treatment of animals. 

Data published on the Animal Services website indicate the percentage of animals euthanized 
at the shelter has decreased significantly over the past several years, and is on a downward 
trend. 

Animal Services’ rates have increased significantly in recent years, causing cutbacks to 
services available to the cities.  In some cases those rates have doubled.  Contract 
negotiations between the cities and the county for Animal Services concentrates not on rates, 
but on which services can be cut back to meet budgetary demands. 

Services 
Animal Services staff is fond of saying, “If it walks, crawls, flies or slithers it is ours”.  The 
services provided by Yolo County Animal Services can be divided into two kinds of 
activities, operating a kennel (animal shelter) and providing field services (animal control). 

In order to provide these services, a variety of functions are necessary.  These functions 
include front office and customer services, volunteer recruitment and management, 
veterinary medical, spay and neuter services, outreach and development, and system 
administration. 



2014 - 2015 YOLO COUNTY GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT: INVESTIGATIONS 
 

 
32 

Yolo County Animal Services: “If It Walks, Crawls, Flies or Slithers…” 
 
 
In 2013, LAFCO initiated a study of Yolo County Animal Services, looking at both the 
services provided and the governance required, in order to determine a method of providing 
animal services in a manner that maintains positive outcomes while controlling costs.  The 
study concluded that governance issues would be resolved through a Joint Powers Authority 
(JPA) or similar arrangement. 

To move toward implementing the recommendations in their study, LAFCO generated a 
request for proposals (RFP).  The RFP sought a contractor to provide shelter service and 
another to provide animal control.  The RFP allowed for one contractor to provide both kinds 
of services.  There was one response to the RFP and it was from the Sheriff’s Department.  
Since there were no competing proposals, the JPA was not formed; therefore Animal 
Services remains within the Sheriff’s Department.  

Animal Shelter / Kennel Services 
The LAFCO RFP called for services that had longer hours.  Currently, the animal shelter is 
open for limited hours:  

 Tuesday – Friday, 10 am – 6 pm, closed from 1 pm – 2 pm 
 Saturday 10 am – 4 pm, closed from 1 pm – 2 pm 
 Monday (License and Redemptions Only, no phone service) 1 pm – 5 pm 

Obtaining a pet license, pet adoption, or delivering an animal in need of shelter services is 
only available during those hours. 

As a result of the LAFCO study, a group led by the Woodland City Manager is investigating 
options and funding for a new County shelter facility.  Their hope is that, with a new facility, 
a new contractor can be attracted. 

Field Services / Animal Control 
According to the Animal Services web site, “…we investigate barking and noise complaints, 
inspect kennels, pick up loose and contained animals including livestock, respond to animal 
bites and attacks, rent traps, and provide welfare checks on animals.  Often we are called 
upon to provide emergency services and transport for other rescue personnel who are not 
equipped to move animals, such as the Fire Department, CHP, and Health Department. Some 
services require a fee.”ii 

Fewer services are provided to some cities than have been provided in previous years.  Two 
year contracts are “negotiated” between Animal Services and the cities.  In 2012, looking 
toward the 2013-2015 contract, the Sheriff’s Office proposed a new rate structure to the cities 
without making the basis for the new rates transparent.  However, this rate structure  
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represented an almost doubling of fees, and there was no opportunity for negotiating that 
rate.  The only option that some cities had to protect their budgets was to cut back on 
services.   

These services are available during normal business hours by Animal Services staff.  After 
hours, these same staff are available on call.  Services provided after hours to the cities are 
usually at a higher rate (paying for overtime), and are outside of the base contract. 

Field services are typically initiated by calls to 911.  The County Dispatch then contacts the 
area’s first responders, usually police in the case of animal disturbances.   The police then 
have the responsibility of responding to, investigating, and/or resolving the problem.  If need 
be, they make the decision to call Animal Services.  Animal Services are always called in 
when there are animals acting aggressively, injured or sick, or are of a species known to carry 
rabies. 

System Administration 
The grand jury learned about a serious case of nepotism.  Human Resources was unaware of 
a situation in which a senior staff member in Animal Services reported directly to a relative.  
Upon learning of the violation as a result of this investigation, Human Resources had the 
staff member re-assigned.  The duties remain the same, but the supervisor of record has 
changed.  There are no rules in the nepotism policy regarding discipline, and there were no 
negative consequences to the previous supervisor for maintaining a nepotistic relationship for 
several years. 

Nepotism has been an issue raised across Yolo County administration, and the Board of 
Supervisors has directed Human Resources to conduct an assessment of nepotism occurring 
within Yolo County government.  The report has been delayed because of the difficulty in 
obtaining necessary information.  However the report is expected to be completed later this 
year. 

One of the issues raised in the initial complaint had to do with the confusion caused by the 
contract for services between Animal Services and the SPCA.  The grand jury found no 
support for the allegation of problems caused by the contract. 

FINDINGS 
F1. Shelter, animal control, and related services are only available for limited and 

inconvenient hours. 

F2. Animal services, as provided by the Sheriff’s Department and contracted to the cities, 
continue to become more costly.  The high cost limits the availability of services, and the 
negotiating process does not clarify how rates are developed. 
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F3. There are no provisions in the county code for any consequences to supervisors for 

violation of the nepotism policy. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  
R1. By September 1, 2015, the Chief Animal Services Officer, in coordination with Human 

Resources, shall alter and stagger work schedules so that shelter services are available 
for longer hours. 

R2. City Managers for Woodland and Winters shall continue to develop alternative options 
for animal services, and report their progress to the respective City Councils. 

R3. By January 1, 2016, the Yolo County Sheriff, in coordination with the County 
Administrator, shall be more transparent and negotiate rates for animal services, as well 
as negotiating the amount and types of services.  The Sheriff’s Department shall give 
each City the opportunity to renegotiate the contract and the rates for July 1, 2016. 

R4. By August 1, 2015 Human Resources shall recommend an amended nepotism policy to 
the Board of Supervisors to include consequences that would hold violators of this 
policy responsible for their actions. 

REQUEST FOR RESPONSES 
Pursuant to Penal Code section 933.05, the grand jury requests responses as follows: 

From the following individuals: 
 Yolo County Sheriff – R3 

From the following governing bodies: 
 Yolo County Board of Supervisors – R4 

INVITED RESPONSES 
 Yolo County Chief Animal Services Officer – R1  
 City Manager, Woodland – R2 
 City Manager, Winters – R2 
 Director of Yolo County Human Resources – R1 and R4 
 Yolo County Administrator – R3 

DISCLAIMER 
This report is issued by the 2014-15 Yolo County Grand Jury with the exception of one juror 
who was recused.  This grand juror did not participate in any part of the investigation, which 
includes interviews, deliberations, and the making and acceptance of this report. 
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June 30, 2015 

 2011 Yolo County SPCA Annual Report, December 6, 2011 
 Yolo County Animal Services Governance Study: Staffing, Programming, and 

Budget Projections to Consider a New Model for the Provision of Animal Services, 
Adopted by the Yolo LAFCo Commission, September 26, 2013 

 Animal Services online statistics as of November 1, 2014 
 UC Davis Small Animal Hospital Contract with Animal Services, July 1, 2010 to 

June 30, 2012 
 Yolo County Code, Section 2-6.44 Nepotism Policy 

                                                 
i Palmer, Brian, “Are No-Kill Shelters Good for Cats and Dogs? “May 9, 2014, 
http://www.slate.com/articles/health_and_science/science/2014/05/no_kill_animal_shelters_and_peta_what_is_
the_most_humane_way_to_treat_stray.htm. 

ii Yolo County Sheriff’s Office, Animal Services FAQs, 2015, 
http://www.yolocountysheriff.com/services/animal-services/  

 

http://www.slate.com/articles/health_and_science/science/2014/05/no_kill_animal_shelters_and_peta_what_is_the_most_humane_way_to_treat_stray.htm
http://www.slate.com/articles/health_and_science/science/2014/05/no_kill_animal_shelters_and_peta_what_is_the_most_humane_way_to_treat_stray.htm
http://www.yolocountysheriff.com/services/animal-services/
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YOLO COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES DIVISION: 
HAS THE FOOD TRUCK YOU’RE VISITING BEEN INSPECTED? 

SUMMARY  
The Environmental Health Services Division is part of Yolo County’s Department of 
Planning, Public Works and Environmental Services.  Among other duties, it is responsible 
for inspections, issuance of permits, collection of fees, and enforcing compliance with Health 
and Safety codes for food trucks. 

The Yolo County Grand Jury (YCGJ) conducted an investigation of the Yolo County’s Food 
Safety Program regarding food trucks and found the system lacking in accountability. 

BACKGROUND 
Members of the grand jury identified an influx of mobile food trucks traveling into Yolo 
County from surrounding counties to conduct business on a temporary basis.  The YCGJ 
learned that food trucks are not randomly checked and decided to investigate Yolo County’s 
permitting and inspection processes for food trucks. 

The Yolo County Environmental Health Services Division (YCEHSD) is mandated with the 
responsibility for the oversight of food service establishments including food trucks. 

California Penal Code 925 authorizes the grand jury to investigate and report on the 
operations, accounts and departments of Yolo County. 

METHODOLOGY 
The grand jury interviewed YCEHSD personnel, reviewed documents, publications and 
information relevant to food trucks.  Grand jury members toured Mobile Truck Mania events 
in Woodland to check permits on food trucks. 
Factors relevant to the investigation were, among other things, the application and inspection 
process, fee schedules, equipment on the individual trucks and the correct permit (or sticker) 
that is required to be on the back of every truck. 
The YCGJ carefully looked at the Commissary Agreement, Restroom Agreement, and 
Mobile Food Reciprocity Program.  The Commissary Agreement states that food trucks must 
be serviced at a commissary, licensed restaurant, market, or other approved facility.  The 
Restroom Agreement states that employees must have access to restrooms.  The Mobile Food 
Reciprocity Program is an agreement with Sacramento County for food trucks conducting 
business in both counties. 

DISCUSSION 
A food truck is any motorized food unit operating in conjunction with a commissary or 
restaurant.  The commissary is a fully enclosed structure, with a complete commercial 
kitchen with a permit from YCEHSD.  Commissaries store food, containers, and supplies.  It 
is where food is prepared or prepackaged for sale or service at other locations.  Utensils are  
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cleaned, liquid and solid wastes are removed, and potable water tanks are filled at 
commissaries.  

Responsibility for permitting and inspecting food trucks and brick and mortar restaurants 
falls within the YCEHSD.  Within that division, the Consumer Protection Unit is mandated 
by the California Health and Safety Code to assure safe and wholesome food storage, 
preparation and service in retail food facilities.  The requirements include assuring food 
service workers are in good health and are adequately trained in safe food practices.  This 
program also assures proper menu labeling and provides a proactive approach to consumer 
concerns. 

YCEHSD Environmental Health Specialists (EHS) focus their inspections on risk factors, 
and public health interventions identified by the Federal Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC).  These risk factors include:  food from unsafe sources, inadequate 
cooking, improper holding temperatures, improper cooling, contaminated equipment, and 
poor personal hygiene.  As with any method of food sales, care must be taken to safely 
handle food products sold from a food truck to prevent sickness or injury to the public.  
Assuring that the risk factors do not occur is vital to preventing foodborne illnesses. 

EHS, working in the food protection program, have many responsibilities.  They permit and 
inspect over 900 retail food businesses including restaurants, markets, school cafeterias, 
bakeries, and bars in addition to over 500 mobile food vendors and special event food booths.  
They also review construction plans and inspect new and remodeled food facilities, 
investigate complaints regarding violations of the California Health and Safety Code (which 
includes unsanitary conditions, food container temperatures, hot/cold running water, etc.), 
and investigate suspected foodborne illness cases. 

The Food Protection Program (for both brick-and-mortar restaurants, as well as food trucks) 
pays for 3.95 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) positions.  There are currently 2.95 FTE on staff, 
and YCEHSD has begun the selection process for an additional person.  YCEHSD staff 
spend less than eight man-hours per week addressing food truck issues. 

Food trucks are required to be inspected annually by the YCEHSD.  They are also inspected 
in response to complaints.  In 2014 there were 66 routine, 17 follow-up, and seven complaint 
inspections of food trucks.  All full-service restaurants are subject to two surprise visits 
annually, as well as complaint driven inspections; while food truck inspections are only 
conducted once annually when out of service or when there has been a complaint.  Food 
truck inspections occur at the YCEHSD offices, Monday through Friday, between 8 and 9 am 
by appointment or on a drop-in basis. 

The YCEHSD sticker is required to be displayed on the back of every food truck to indicate 
that their permit is current.  Food trucks provide food at various locations in Yolo County.   



2014 - 2015 YOLO COUNTY GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT: INVESTIGATIONS 
 

 
 38 

Yolo County Environmental Health Services Division: 
Has The Food Truck You’re Visiting Been Inspected? 

 
The grand jury observed that the 2014-15 permits were not displayed on a majority of food 
trucks at special events. 
The YCEHSD application packet for food truck permits includes the commissary and the 
restroom agreements.  As part of the application process, YCEHSD is required to collect a 
menu and a service route so routine field inspections can take place.  If a food truck is parked 
in one location for more than one hour the employees must have access to approved restroom 
facilities within 200 feet of the unit.  Hand washing facilities must be easily accessible to the 
food handlers and be supplied with hot water, soap, and towel dispensers.  The YCEHSD 
application packet lists the following requirements for field inspections:  restroom 
requirements, doors and window screen requirements, permit and insignia requirements, 
refrigeration, etc. 

The commissary must comply with all provisions of the law applicable to food 
establishments.  A private residence may not be used as a commissary.  The food truck is 
required to report to the commissary once each operation day for cleaning and servicing.  
Food trucks are required to use the approved commissary or other approved parking facility 
for overnight parking. 

Food trucks permitted in Sacramento County have reciprocity and receive a Yolo County 
permit, without an inspection, at a reduced fee.  The food truck operator must present the 
following documents to the YCEHSD for approval prior to operating in Yolo County:  Yolo 
County Food Facility Permit Application, recent food inspection report from Sacramento 
County with no major violations (or no more than two minor violations that can lead to a 
major violation), and the Mobile Food Facility Reciprocity Checklist.  Since these food 
trucks usually operate within the county outside of normal business hours, there is little 
oversight by YCEHSD. 

Although the YCEHSD staff collect service route information from the food truck operators, 
they report that EHS have no way of tracking trucks’ actual locations at any given time.  
YCEHSD staff believe that Global Positioning Systems (GPS) would help locate trucks so 
that they could perform surprise inspections.  Multiple California counties are in the process 
of implementing GPS tracking. 

EHS enforcement is limited when it comes to more serious, potentially misdemeanor, 
violations.  EHS are in a position to teach the food truck operators how to bring everything to 
code, but not to ticket or fine.  Because they do not perform surprise inspections, or 
inspections while in operation, unless a complaint is made, the county does not know if any 
given food truck is following all requirements. 

The Food Facility Inspection Program is 100% fee funded.  Because they rarely inspect 
during off-hours or on-location, YCEHSD may be losing potential fees from food trucks that 
are out of compliance.  Grand jury members visited several food truck events in Yolo County  

http://www.yolocounty.org/home/showdocument?id=326
http://www.yolocounty.org/home/showdocument?id=326
http://www.yolocounty.org/home/showdocument?id=21903
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and observed that the majority of trucks did not have a visible Yolo County permit.  At one 
event in Woodland, only one of the seven trucks had a 2014-15 permit.  Three months later, 
at the June 2015 Woodland event, out of 11 trucks participating, six did not have current 
Yolo County permits.  

An internal YCEHSD report on mobile food compliance (dated 2011) stated that out of seven 
food trucks, four had no access to restrooms with hot and cold water and three had no Yolo 
County food permits. 

FINDINGS 
F1. Non-permitted food trucks operate during non-business hours with little fear of being 

caught since YCEHSD does not perform surprise inspections on food trucks and rarely 
performs in-field or after-hours inspections. 

F2. Food truck operators who are out of compliance are not ticketed or fined. 
F3. The current system for tracking food truck locations is not working. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
R1. By December 31, 2015, the Director of Planning, Public Works and Environmental 

Services, in conjunction with the Director of the Environmental Health Services 
Division and the Director of Human Resources, shall implement a plan to alter work 
hours so that food truck inspections can routinely take place while in operation 
including weekends and evenings. 

R2. By October 1, 2015, the Director of Planning, Public Works and Environmental 
Services, in conjunction with County Counsel, shall determine and implement the 
necessary steps to enable inspectors to ticket or fine food truck operators who are out 
of compliance. 

R3. By July 1, 2016, the Director of Planning, Public Works and Environmental Services, 
in conjunction with County Counsel and the Board of Supervisors, shall implement the 
use of GPS technology on food trucks. 

REQUEST FOR RESPONSES 
Pursuant to Penal Code section 933.05, the grand jury requests responses as follows: 

From the following governing bodies: 

 Board of Supervisors – R3 

 Director of Planning, Public Works, and Environmental Services, County of Yolo – 
R1 through R3 
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INVITED RESPONSES 

 Director of Environmental Health Services Division, County of Yolo – F2, R1 
through R3 

 County Counsel – F2, R2 and R3 

 Director of Human Resources – R1 



2014 - 2015 YOLO COUNTY GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT: INVESTIGATIONS 
 

 
 41 

CLOSING THE LOOP: 
HOW YOLO COUNTY IMPLEMENTS ITS RESPONSES TO THE GRAND JURY 

SUMMARY  
The California Constitution requires that every county impanel a grand jury each year.  The 
grand jury is an arm of the judicial system, but acts as an entirely independent body.  Most 
people think of criminal indictments when they hear of a grand jury, but in California the 
grand jury’s primary responsibility is to its’ citizens under the “watchdog” function which is 
to review and investigate citizens’ complaints and other civil matters.  In Yolo County, the 
Superior Court impanels nineteen grand jurors and the District Attorney is the legal advisor 
to the grand jury. 

California Penal Code, Title 4, 933 and 933.05 governs the release of the grand jury’s 
Consolidated Final Reports and the required responses to each grand jury finding and 
recommendation.  This report documents how the governing bodies of the local public 
agencies, elected county and/or city officers or agency department heads within Yolo County 
responded to and implemented past grand jury recommendations. 

Nearly all local government entities have complied with requests to respond to 
recommendations, and the large majority of responses have been favorable to the results of 
the investigations and amenable to implementing the recommendations.  A very small 
number of recommendations were responded to as needing further investigation, potentially 
problematic or otherwise not feasible or appropriate.   

Overall, this analysis concludes that the recommendations made by the Yolo County Grand 
Jury (YCGJ) have improved local government efficiency and effectiveness, and that nearly 
all local government bodies and officials have complied with the recommendations.  A large 
majority of recommendations resulting from YCGJ investigations have been responded to 
positively by local government officials and entities, and most responses indicate that 
recommendations will be implemented, either in full or in part. 

The grand jury selected four reports to review, investigate and report on in detail the status of 
the implementation of the recommendations made in these reports.  The reports selected 
were:   

 Yolo County Probation Department:  A Troubling Contract, Questionable Ethics 
(2012-13)  

 Yolo County Finance: Tracking Changes (2012-13)  
 Yolo County Promotion Practices: Need for Standards and Oversight (2013-14)  
 Proposition 218 Protest Election Process: “The Yolo Way” (2013-14) 

BACKGROUND 
The 2012-13 YCGJ and the 2013-14 YCGJ each published seven reports.  These 14 reports 
are the results of investigations of various city and county agencies.  The reports evaluated  
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government performance and made recommendations in accordance with YCGJ investigative 
findings.  In accordance with California State law, these recommendations must be 
responded to within either 60 or 90 days, depending on whether the respondent is an elected 
(60) or non-elected public official (90).  
Each year’s YCGJ publishes a consolidated final report by the end of its term on June 30.  
The next year’s grand jury is impaneled in the first week of July.  Due to this timing, if any 
recommendations have not been responded to prior to the end of the term, little or no follow 
up by the next grand jury typically occurs.  

Without adequate follow up, it is difficult to identify, track and validate actions taken in 
response to YCGJ recommendations.  Thus, it is difficult to link YCGJ investigations and 
findings to actual corrective action implemented by local government.  

No formal mechanisms are currently in place within Yolo County government to track, 
report, or publicly review responses and actions taken as a result of YCGJ recommendations.  
Some counties in California do have such mechanisms in place.  For example, San Francisco 
County’s Administrative Code requires their Controller to report on the implementation of 
grand jury recommendations no later than one year following issuance of the report.  The 
County Controller’s Office personnel send out requests for updates regarding the actions 
taken in response to the recommendation.  In addition, the Administrative Code requires the 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors to hold public hearings for final grand jury reports.   

METHODOLOGY 
The YCGJ interviewed representatives of the Board of Supervisors, County Administrator’s 
Office (CAO), Department of Financial Services, and Human Resources (HR).  During the 
investigation, the YCGJ reviewed the following items: 

 The 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12, 2012-13 and 2013-14 YCGJ consolidated final 
reports and each related response  

 Review of Internal Controls over payroll and contracting at Yolo County 
Probation Department, February 19, 2013 

 County of Yolo, Administrative Policies and Procedures Manual, Contracting and 
Purchasing Policies, September 9, 2008 

 Department Process Contract Checklist, Revised May 2013 
 County of Yolo Administrative Policies and Procedures Manual, Code of Ethics – 

Standards of Ethical Conduct, December 17, 2013 
 County of Yolo Administrative Policies and Procedures Manual, Cost Recovery 

and Fees, June 7, 2011 
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 County of Yolo Administrative Policies and Procedures Manual, Policy on 

Employee Timekeeping, August 2, 2011 
 Yolo County Financial Oversight Committee Application for Nomination and 

Affidavit of Understanding, no date 
 Announcement for county training:  COSO 2013 Framework, Conducting 

Effective Assessments and/or Audits of Internal (Management) Controls, no date 
 Announcement for county training:  Workshop on the New OMB “Super 

Circular”:  What is the impact on the grant community? no date 
 Various tracking sheets created and used to track grand jury findings and/or 

recommendations and follow-up activities 
A sample of ten California counties’ grand jury reports were reviewed to determine what 
percentage were publishing continuity reports or other analysis of responses to findings or 
investigations.  It was found that all ten grand juries publish responses, but only two 
published an analysis of the responses.  This appears to be an evolving best practice in 
California grand juries; however the five previous YCGJ bodies have not done so.  

The YCGJ evaluated the status of recommendations made as part of two investigations each 
conducted by the 2012-13 and the 2013-14 grand juries.  This year’s YCGJ focused only on 
reviewing the status and performance regarding recommendations that Yolo County agencies 
and elected officials agreed to implement.  This portion of the investigation relied on 
interviews with Yolo County officials and supporting information provided to the grand jury.  
Unfortunately, supporting information requested from the Board of Supervisors was not 
provided and in turn, could not be considered in the investigation.  

DISCUSSION 
Statistics 
Responses to grand jury reports can be invited or required to either findings, 
recommendations or both.  It was found that although many reports from the 2012-13 and 
2013-14 Yolo County Grand Juries requested responses to recommendations only, many 
agencies responded minimally to the findings as well. 

Respondents are asked to state whether they agree or disagree with the findings and to 
respond to specific recommendations.  They are also asked whether or not a recommendation 
will be implemented or if the recommendation is not warranted or is unreasonable.  Without 
a request or invitation for a detailed response to the finding, one may not be provided.  For 
this reason, it is generally considered a good practice in grand jury reports to request 
responses to both findings and recommendations.  Because of the timing of this investigation, 
the 2014-15 YCGJ did not generally adopt this practice, but suggests that future grand juries 
consider doing so to increase the strength of their investigations and recommendations. 



2014 - 2015 YOLO COUNTY GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT: INVESTIGATIONS 
 

 
 44 

Closing The Loop: 
How Yolo County Implements Its Responses To The Grand Jury 

 
Table 1 on page 44 summarizes the responses and disposition of recommendations for each 
investigation.  The response rate received for all investigations was near 100%.  Eighty 
recommendations to address 114 findings were identified in the fourteen investigations that 
were reviewed.  Over 80% of those recommendations were acted upon in whole or in part by 
at least one local government agency or official, according to the responses received.  Tables 
2a, 2b, and 2c on pages 46 and 47 summarize the responses by requested responder’s job title 
or agency.  Most responders agreed to implement recommendations either in full or in part.  
Seventy percent of other responses that did not agree to implement were because further 
analysis or consideration would be needed, the prescribed time could not be met, or for other 
reasons.  The remaining 30% were because the responder did not consider the 
recommendation either warranted or reasonable. 
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Of the 166 received responses to recommendations, only nine of the responses (5% of the 
total) indicated that the recommendation was either not warranted or unreasonable.  Of those 
nine negative responses, five (56%) were from the County Sheriff. Four of those pertained to 
the investigation into the Sheriff’s leadership practices.  

Investigative Study 
On February 26, 2013, Yolo County provided an updated response to the 2012-13 Grand Jury 
Report entitled “Yolo County Probation Department: A Troubling Contract, Questionable 
Ethics.”  The original responses were provided to the Superior Court and the grand jury in 
November and December of 2012.  The grand jury found this updated response to be very 
informative, complete and reflected timely action by the appropriate county departments and 
individuals.   

The grand jury focused its investigation on the follow-up and implementation of the 
recommendations in four reports; two from 2012-13 and two from 2013-14 Yolo County 
Grand Jury reports.  The grand jury further narrowed the scope of the investigation to the 
recommendations where follow-up and/or implementation was reasonably expected. 

Yolo County Probation Department:  A Troubling Contract, Questionable Ethics (2012-13) 
The recommendations in this report that were reviewed by the grand jury included:  
 reviewing the Assessments.com (ADC) contract to determine operational fitness and 

financial viability and audit payments to ADC,  
 reviewing the scheduling of Motivational Interviewing Technique (MIT) training 

days for a potential Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) violation,  
 conducting an audit of the MIT trainers timesheets, review to ensure that all payments 

and agreements with MIT trainers are compliant with all Yolo County financial 
policies and procedures, and  

 Yolo County Probation Department should be closely monitored to ensure no dual 
relationships exist between employees and outside contractors, and that no manager 
should have sole authority over the development or implementation of a contract or 
vendor.  

ADC Contract 
The last active contract between the County and ADC expired on January 1, 2013.  While 
ADC apparently remained operationally and financially viable and had recently merged with 
another company, Probation management determined that alternative risk assessment and 
case management software tools were available.  The Ohio Risk Tool is currently being used 
for adults.  Both adult and juvenile Probation Officers have been trained on use of the Ohio 
Risk Tool.  Positive Achievement Change Tool (PACT) assessment, an ADC tool, is still  
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being used for juveniles.  However, Probation is in the process of transitioning over to Ohio 
Risk Tool for juveniles as well and will no longer be associated with ADC.  Based on the 
audit and the additional review of the contract performance, there appear to be no funds that 
need to be recouped from ADC. 

Scheduling MIT Training Days 
The County’s review into the scheduling of MIT training on days not at work was 
implemented in conjunction with the audit of payroll practices at the Probation Department at 
the end of December 2012.  The audit of payroll practices determined that the MIT 
compensation package exceeded what was required by the Probation MOU and such an 
extensive change in the way hourly employees were paid should have been negotiated by 
Human Resources.  Although the practice employed by the former Chief Probation Officer 
created confusion and morale problems among Probation employees, it did not violate the 
terms of the MOU.  Under both state and federal law, and the terms of the Probation MOU 
dealing with when overtime is payable, an hourly employee performing work beyond what is 
required in that employee’s job description, as requested and authorized by a manager, is 
entitled to compensation including overtime, if applicable.  The audit has disclosed a few 
instances in which confusion may have resulted in erroneous timesheets being completed by 
employees and approved by Probation management.   

MIT Timesheets 
The audit of payroll practices identified a few instances where possible over and 
underpayments may have occurred.  The County’s audit determined that any variances 
resulted from the confusion caused by the overly complex MIT compensation plan and not as 
a result of any intent to defraud the County.  The identified overpayments were reported as 
“not large”.  The Auditor-Controller’s Office (currently Yolo County Financial Services) 
assisted the Human Resources Department and made the necessary corrections that included 
a minimal amount of repayments and corrections to leave balances. 

Payments and Agreements 
It was recommended that any agreements and/or payments for reimbursement for MIT 
training from other counties should be reviewed for compliance with Yolo County’s financial 
policies and procedures.  An updated response in February 2013 stated “The Auditor’s audits 
did find some purchase agreements and contracts related to this recommendation.  The 
Auditor notes, however, that the County does not have clear guidance on shared service 
agreement authority and recommends developing supporting policies.  The County 
Administrator’s Office will work with department heads to develop draft policy for Board 
consideration in 2013.”  

It was later reported to the grand jury that the County made a final determination that the 
existing policy was clear and no further supporting policies were approved by the Board. 
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Contracting Practices 
The contracting practices of Yolo County were part of the audit conducted in 2012 and 
County Counsel found no evidence of a prior fiscal relationship, although in light of the 
personal friendship that existed between the former Chief Probation Officer and the president 
of ADC, it would have been a far better management practice to involve other personnel in 
the ultimate approval of payment of invoices for services provided by ADC.    

A conflict of interest check list has been developed and is to be filled out by department 
managers or other personnel dealing with outside contractors in which the County managers 
or employees are queried on whether they have a personal or financial relationship with 
entities contracting with their department. 

No Sole Authority 
Regarding sole responsibility over the development and implementation of a contract or 
vendor, the County initially responded that under the current policies and procedures, 
although department heads have ultimate responsibility for selection of vendors and the 
award of contracts within their department, the contracting process usually involves fiscal 
staff in the department, the County Purchasing Officer, and in many cases, Board of 
Supervisors approval.  Larger contracts usually involve a Request for Proposal (RFP) or 
bidding process with many individuals in the decision process.  Similarly, the payment 
approval process, in addition to authorization from the department head or designee, passes 
through the County Auditor-Controller's Office for verification or the existence of a contract 
or other payment obligation to ensure funds are available to be encumbered for payment.   

There were a number of concurrent events involving the procurement procedure.  In addition 
to moving the procurement process to the Financial Services Division and the audit of 
procurement practices, the County added conflict of interest disclosure to a procurement 
checklist.  As for the audit, it was reported that all of the recommendations identified in the 
audit mentioned were implemented.  A review of the “Probation Audit Report – Final” dated 
February 19, 2013 included recommendations involving Compensation Arrangements, MI 
Trainers Time and Attendance, Documentation of Employee Training, Shared Services with 
other county Probation Departments, Contract Terms and Provisions, Contractors 
Performance and Conflict of Interest, and Payment of Invoices. 

Yolo County Finance: Tracking Changes (2012-13) 
The recommendations reviewed include:   
 reviewing and regulating internal controls for payroll,  
 establishing deadlines for closing bank reconciliations and financial statements,  
 assignment of a finance staff member to assist with departmental finance employees 

with training, coaching and motivation, and  
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 the Auditor-Controller to approve and sign-off on financial off-line adjustments.   

Internal Controls for Payroll 
The County conducted an audit of payroll timekeeping in segments.  There were no 
substantial findings.  It was recognized that different departments use different systems to 
track timekeeping and payroll which is creating difficulty merging into one system.  The 
audit reports are currently being reviewed and a consolidated report is anticipated to be 
released by June 30, 2015. 

Deadlines 
This recommendation was immediately implemented.  The deadline for the monthly bank 
reconciliations has been set as the end of the following month; and the deadline for issuing 
financial statements has been set as December 31. 
It was reported that there was an improvement and reconciliations were only one month 
behind in 2013.  Since then, a new financial system was acquired and staff has been 
reassigned to getting the new system complete and operational.  Currently, the reconciliations 
are averaging approximately three months behind. 

Training and Support 
In the past, the Auditor-Controller’s Office had three managers assigned to stay in touch with 
finance staff at the departments to answer their questions and provide the necessary training.  
Increased workloads and a hiring freeze caused this practice to be temporarily discontinued.  
Since then, additional resources were requested to allow this practice to resume.  This request 
was supported and an addition of an internal audit manager allowed for some training to 
begin. 

More recently, staff has been brought together in teams by the acquisition of, and preparation 
for, the new financial system.  Through this team interaction, the staff in other departments 
have begun to collaborate. 

Off-line Adjustments 
This recommendation was implemented immediately.  The grand jury inquired into this 
practice and learned that there is approval criteria established based on the amount and nature 
of the adjustment. 

Yolo County Promotion Practices: Need for Standards and Oversight (2013-14) 
The recommendations reviewed from this grand jury report were:   

 a survey should be conducted to assess strengths and weaknesses of each 
department’s promotional practices,  
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 a unified selection policy should be adopted as part of Human Resources’ Personnel 

Rules and Regulations that create minimum standards for department promotions,  
 Human Resources should work with the Yolo County Roads Division to create 

minimum guidelines covering department promotions and hiring and to provide 
training to hiring managers and interview panelists,  

 Courses recently added to the Yolo Training Academy which address how to properly 
conduct hiring or promotional interviews be made permanent curriculum, 

 HR should develop and publicize a process by which complaints regarding 
promotional practices can be reviewed, evaluated, and acted upon, and  

 HR should complete the Personnel Rules and Regulations and develop a timeline for 
review by employee union groups and adoption by the Board of Supervisors.  

 
Survey Yolo County Department’s Promotional Practices 
HR completed a survey of Yolo County departments and has identified hiring and 
promotional practices that differ between departments.  In response, HR has developed forms 
that departments can utilize for the promotion process and is now participating more 
frequently on interview panels.  However, HR has indicated a capacity issue based on HR 
staff availability and number of interviews conducted by Yolo County.   

Unified Selection Policy 
This recommendation has been addressed, in part, through enhanced training opportunities 
made available to Yolo County staff.  Training of interviewers is now required at least once 
every two years.  

Yolo County Roads Division 
HR has worked with the Yolo County Roads Division with the goal of improving the 
division’s hiring and promotional practices, and believes that they have had a successful 
impact.  HR also believes that the intent of the recommendation has been met by 
implementing the recommendations for the Unified Selection Policy. 

Yolo Training Academy Courses 
Although a grand jury review of the Yolo Training Academy course list did not indicate that 
courses addressing hiring and promotions were part of the academy’s permanent curriculum, 
HR staff indicated that the training remained available and an online training module would 
be offered to staff in the summer of 2015.  HR has also indicated that it will provide 
specialized on-site training when requested by a department.  

Complaint Process 

Yolo County believes the “AVENUES” program provides an adequate process for Yolo 
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County employees to anonymously register complaints or concerns with the Yolo County 
Public Agency Risk Management Insurance Authority regarding hiring and promotion 
practices.  Yolo County employees are notified of the existence of the program through 
normal county-to-employee channels.  Also, if the employee is comfortable making the 
complaint in-person, they can speak directly to their supervisor, CAO, or the HR 
Department; or call a dedicated phone-line to the Employee Assistance Program provider.  
Although the county makes options available to file anonymous complaints, it has been 
reported that these methods are not being utilized.  The county continues to maintain these 
options at a cost. 

Personnel Rules & Regulations 
The Personnel Rules and Regulations have been completed and cleared through County 
Counsel; however, they have not gone through the mandatory meet-and-confer process with 
the employee bargaining units.  Adoption of the personnel rules and regulations has not 
occurred, partly due to the county recruiting for a new HR Director, and partly due to the 
bargaining units’ resistance to joint negotiations.  Yolo County HR has acknowledged that 
the goal of implementing this grand jury recommendation by December 1, 2014 has passed 
and is in the process of hiring additional staff to assist in completing the regulations. 

Proposition 218 Protest Election Process: “The Yolo Way” (2013-14) 
The grand jury looked into all four of the recommendations in this report which included 
developing a set of procedures for a Proposition 218 election, developing guidelines for the 
preparation of a Proposition 218 Public Notice, consideration of including a protest form in 
the public notice, and identification of the appropriate department to maintain and make 
accessible Proposition 218 election records. 

The Yolo County Proposition 218 Procedures and Checklists, provided to the grand jury, 
includes an outline of procedures for standardizing the Proposition 218 election process, 
outlines the timeframe for and requirements of the public notice, includes a protest ballot that 
will be mailed to the residents affected by the Proposition 218 process and establishes the 
Yolo County Clerk of the Board as the Office of Record.  The ballots will also be scanned 
and included in the County’s electronic archive system (SIRE). 

FINDINGS 
F1. A large majority of recommendations resulting from YCGJ investigations have been 

responded to positively by local government officials and entities, and most responses 
indicate that recommendations will be implemented, either in full or in part.  

F2. No formal mechanisms are currently in place within local government to track, report, or 
publicly review responses and actions taken as result of YCGJ recommendations. 
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Reports issued by the Grand Jury do not identify individuals interviewed. Penal Code 
section 929 requires that reports of the Grand Jury not contain the name of any person 
or facts leading to the identity of any person who provide information to the Grand Jury. 

Closing The Loop: 
How Yolo County Implements Its Responses To The Grand Jury 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
R1. By December 1, 2015, the Yolo County CAO shall work with the Yolo County Counsel 

to develop a single tracking system for grand jury findings, recommendations, 
responses and the ongoing status of each item.  During the development of this system, 
consideration should be given to the future ability to release this information in a public 
document on an annual basis. 

INVITED RESPONSES 
Pursuant to Penal Code section 933.05, the grand jury invites responses as follows: 

 County Administrative Officer – F1, F2 and R1 
 County Counsel –  F1, F2 and R1 

BIBLIOGRAPHY  
Additional internal documents viewed during investigation: 

 COSO 2013 FRAMEWORK:  Conducting Effective Assessments and/or Audits of 
Internal (Management) Controls 

 Workshop on the New OMB “Super Circular” Omni-Circular:  What is the impact on 
the grant community? 

 Notes taken at a Department Head Meeting on April 10, 2013 
 Excel Spreadsheet maintained in CAO and Finance offices regarding 2012-13 and 

2013-14 Grand Jury Report Responses and Follow up Schedule 
 County of Yolo Administrative Policies and Procedures Manual:  Contracting and 

Purchasing Policies (September 9, 2008), Cost Recovery and Fees (June 7, 2011), 
Policy on Employee Timekeeping (August 2, 2011), Code of Ethics—Standards of 
Ethical Conduct (December 17, 2013) 

 Department Process Contract Checklist (rev. May 2013) 
 Internal Memo:  Review of Internal Controls over Payroll and Contracting at Yolo 

County Probation Department (February 19, 2013) 
 Probation Department Internal Control Review (Payroll and Contracting) Payroll 

Adjustments (February 19, 2013) 
 Yolo County Proposition 218 Procedures and Checklists (undated) 
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APPENDIX RESPONSES TO THE 2014-2015 FINAL REPORT

2014-2015 

Responses to 2014-2015 Grand Jury reports had not been received as of June 20, 2015. Responses 
will be posted as they are received at http://www.yolocounty.org/business/community/grand-
jury/yolo-county-grand-jury-reports. 
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