AUDITOR-CONTROLLER DEPARTMENT
FINDING #1:  The Auditor-Controller’s staff lacks the skills to implement the new version of the PeopleSoft software.
Response – Auditor-Controller:  We disagree with the finding.  The implementation of PeopleSoft Human Resources/Payroll and Financial Systems requires the expertise of the Auditor-Controller’s Department, Human Resources, various user departments and the County’s Information Technology Services Department (ITS).  The Auditor-Controller’s staff skill set has allowed the County to complete the initial implementation in 1996 and numerous upgrades over the past seven years.
Response – County Executive Officer:  We agree with the Auditor-Controller’s response.
RECOMMENDATION #1:  The Auditor-Controller should ensure that the staff receives the requisite training.

Response – Auditor-Controller:  We agree with the recommendation.  Continuous training of all County staff involved in the implementation process is critical to the successful implementation and operations of the PeopleSoft software.
Response – County Executive Officer:  We agree with the Auditor-Controller’s response.
FINDING #2:  There are discrepancies in the cash reconciliation process.
Response – Auditor-Controller:  We agree in part with the finding.  The Auditor-Controller’s Department had in previous years dealt with cash reconciliation issues.  As noted in the 2002-2003 Management Report issued by the County’s external auditors Bartig, Basler & Ray, the management finding dealing with the cash reconciliation problem was fully implemented in the 2002-2003 fiscal year.
RECOMMENDATION #2:  The general ledger should be reconciled each month.

Response – Auditor-Controller:  We agree in part with the recommendation.  The Auditor-Controller’s Department continues to reconcile the cash general ledger account on a monthly basis.  Certain general ledger accounts will continue to be reconciled on an annual basis.
FINDING #3:   The County Treasury and the Department of Corrections lack an effective system to guarantee that inmate funds are collected and disbursed in the appropriate manner.
Response – Treasurer:  While we acknowledge this finding as a valid observation, it should have been directed to the Auditor-Controller’s office along with the Department of Corrections, not the Treasury.  The Inmate Fund account is not a bank account under the control of the County Treasury, nor is it the responsibility of the County Treasurer’s office to reconcile the Inmate Fund account.

As background, whenever a department feels it can justify the need for a checking account “outside” the County Treasury, they petition and receive permission (or not) from the Auditor, who in turn must request and receive authorization from the Board of Supervisors

The establishment of the bank account is arranged between the requesting department and the Auditor’s office including how the account is reconciled, who is responsible for the reconciliation, what the funding limits are, and any other restrictions or rules which should apply.

Response – Department of Corrections:  We agree that a system was not in place regarding aged accounts.  Current procedures have been implemented to ensure the department is able to identify the source of funds deposited into the Inmate Cash Trust.  In addition, each July the department will investigate any unclaimed funds held for more than three (3) years and post appropriate legal notices.  Money which remains unclaimed after the posting will be transferred to the Inmate Welfare Trust Fund.

RECOMMENDATION #3:  The Treasury department and the Corrections department should:

· Investigate the source of excess funds and return the funds to their proper source.

· Locate the individuals to whom the outstanding balances are owed and return the money to them promptly.

· Always examine the cash history ledger and verify balances before disbursing monies to inmates.

Response – Treasurer:  Again, I do not take issue with the recommendation.  It has simply been directed to the wrong department.  I, therefore, cannot comply with the Grand Jury’s recommendation, as it is not within my jurisdiction to do so.  I further respectfully request the Grand Jury to redirect this finding to the proper office.

Response – Department of Corrections:  We agree with the recommendation.  The department has taken steps to investigate the source of excess funds in the Inmate Cash Trust Fund.  Together with the assistance of County Counsel, the department is taking appropriate steps through public notices to locate individuals who might be due money.  After sixty (60) days any unclaimed funds will be transferred into the Inmate Welfare Trust Fund.

FINDING#4:  Two personnel activity reports in the Demonstration Grants for Youth with Disabilities lacked employee signatures in violation of Office of Management and Budget regulations.

Response – North Bay Employment Connection:  We agree with the finding.  A new review and signature process for personnel activity reports was implemented in April 2004.  This new process will assure that project staff working off-site are available to properly account for and sign for time spent on assigned grant activities.

RECOMMENDATION #4:  NBEC should develop a review process to ensure that personnel activity reports are signed by the employee.

Response – North Bay Employment Connection:  See response to finding #4.
NAPA COUNTY JAIL

FINDING #1:  The Napa County Jail occasionally exceeds its maximum capacity of 250 inmates.

Response – Director of Napa County Jail:  We agree with the finding.  However, pursuant to Title 15 of California Code of Regulations, the Jail is permitted to exceed the maximum capacity established by the Board of Corrections on a temporary basis.  The Jail attempts to relieve the overcrowding issues with early release orders from Court, electronic home confinement, and County parole.

Response – Napa County Board of Supervisors:  We agree with the response from the Director of Napa County Jail.
RECOMMENDATION #1:  The Grand Jury recommends that Napa County use the building to be vacated by the Sheriff’s Department in 2006 for future jail expansion.
Response – Napa County Board of Supervisors:  The recommendation has not been implemented.  The County recognizes the impacts of jail overcrowding and continues to work with the criminal justice departments and the Courts to help reduce the number of inmates while maintaining community safety.  In 2001, the Board of Supervisors reviewed and approved a “Facilities Master Plan” prepared by Ross Drulis Architects.  It was this report that led to the eventual construction of a new Sheriff facility at the Airport.  At the time the report was prepared, the recommendation was to move other criminal justice departments (namely the District Attorney) in to the space vacated by the Sheriff.  While the Report was intended as a guide to planning decisions it remains the basis for a number of decisions which have been made in the past few years.
Response – Director of Napa County Jail:  We agree with the response from the Board of Supervisors.
NAPA SANITATION DISTRICT

FINDING #2:  Napa Sanitation District may be in violation of regulations that require that all ratepayers pay the same fee for equivalent service.

Response – Napa County Board of Supervisors:  The Board of Supervisors cannot respond to this finding because they do not have jurisdiction over the Napa Sanitation District.
RECOMMENDATION #2:  Management and the Board of Directors should determine the extent to which NSD violates regulations and then take appropriate actions.

Response – Napa County Board of Supervisors:  The Board of Supervisors cannot respond to this recommendation because they do not have jurisdiction over the Napa Sanitation District.
FINDING #3:  It was inappropriate for a member of the Board of Directors to leak charges against an employee to local newspapers before an investigation determined the validity of those charges.
Response – Napa County Board of Supervisors:  The Board of Supervisors cannot respond to this finding because they do not have jurisdiction over the Napa Sanitation District.
RECOMMENDATION #3:  District Council should brief the Board of Directors regarding their responsibilities to keep personnel matters confidential.  Violations of this policy should result in censure and/or dismissal.

Response – Napa County Board of Supervisors:  The Board of Supervisors cannot respond to this recommendation because they do not have jurisdiction over the Napa Sanitation District.
FINDING #6:  The City and County of Napa do not have a recycling program for household grease and oil.

Response – County Executive Officer:  We agree with the recommendation related to motor oil.  There is a drop-off location for used motor oil at several locations around the City of Napa.  Public information is routinely disseminated to advise of these locations.  There is limited information regarding kitchen grease collection.  The County would entertain a cooperative effort to help the Sanitation District implement such programs if the District is able to provide funding for such mitigation efforts as well as a public information program.  
Response – Napa County Board of Supervisors:  The Board of Supervisors cannot respond to this finding because they do not have jurisdiction over the Napa Sanitation District.  However, we agree with the response from the County Executive Officer.
RECOMMENDATION #6:  The City and County of Napa should expand their recycling programs to include household grease and oil.

Response – County Executive Officer:  See response to Finding #6.
Response – Napa County Board of Supervisors:  See response to Finding #6.
WATER REPORT

FINDING #1:  Napa County has finite water resources and growing water needs.

Response – Napa County Board of Supervisors:  We agree with the finding and are currently participating in a study being conducted by the Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District titled  “The 2050 Water Study”, which is a cooperative study involving all five cities in the County and the Napa Sanitation District.  The Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District is the appropriate agency to conduct this study as their role in water management and conservation in the County is as a facilitator and coordinator between agencies on water issues.  The 2050 Water Study is determining the water demands of each agency through the year 2050 and will identify options to meet those future water demands both in normal and drought years.  All options are being reviewed including conservation, local surface and groundwater, imported water, and recycled water.  Other water resources activities include work on providing alternative water supplies to the Milliken-Sarco-Tulocay groundwater deficient area and cooperative work with other agencies to monitor groundwater levels and provide alternative water resources to the Carneros region.

RECOMMENDATION #1:  The use of recycled water should be maximized throughout the County.  Cities and towns, in concert with the Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District should intensify efforts to use reclaimed water.

Municipalities should also be encouraged to construct tertiary level wastewater treatment plants and seek funds to construct infrastructure to deliver recycled waters.

Response – Napa County Board of Supervisors:  Napa County concurs with the Grand Jury’s recommendation and is currently involved in a cooperative water resources study mentioned in the County’s response to Finding No. 1, which includes evaluation of utilizing recycled water as a resource to supplement water supplies in Napa County.  This cooperative water resources study titled “the 2050 Water Study” will be complete within the next six months and will outline possible recycled water use opportunities for Napa County agencies.  The County is also currently working with the Napa Sanitation District (NSD) and has been holding ongoing meetings with residents in the Milliken-Sarco-Tulocay (MST) groundwater deficient area to identify options and the preferred solution to funding infrastructure to deliver recycled water to the MST area.  NSD has shared draft components of their recycled water master plan with the County, which has provided valuable information needed to determine how to provide recycled water in the MST and Carneros areas.  County staff members along with NSD staff are participating in cooperative efforts to pursue Federal funding for recycled water infrastructure in the North Bay Region.  Included in this effort are the Sonoma County Water Agency, Los Gallinas Valley Sanitation District, the Novato Sanitation District, and NSD.  The Napa County Board of Supervisors sent a letter of support for these efforts to Congressman Mike Thompson in June of 2004.

FINDING #3:  Residents, private organizations, farms and public entities within the M-S-T area have depleted the aquifer, causing long-term damage.

Response – Napa County Board of Supervisors:  We concur with the finding.  Napa County in cooperation with the USGS completed a groundwater study of the MST groundwater basin in early 2004 determining the MST basin was in overdraft and identified possible solutions to the groundwater depletion.  The preferred solution is the use of recycled water from NSD to displace the use of groundwater for irrigation of crops, turf areas and landscaping. 

RECOMMENDATION #3:  The Napa Sanitation District and the County should develop a plan for funding the construction of an infrastructure to deliver recycled water to the M-S-T area.  This would reduce demand on the aquifer.

Response – Napa County Board of Supervisors:  We agree with the recommendation and are currently developing a plan to fund the extension of infrastructure to the MST groundwater deficient area.  These efforts are ongoing and include discussions and sharing information with the Napa Sanitation District and researching options to provide property owners the opportunity to vote on a property assessment program for recycled water infrastructure.  Other efforts include the pursuit of Federal matching money through cooperative efforts with other agencies as mentioned above in the response to Recommendation No. 1.  County staff is currently researching options to provide the necessary resources to prepare the detailed funding plan including the creation of a County Service Area or equivalent structure, preparation of the necessary documents and plans for a proposed assessment measure to be voted on by the MST residents, and preparation of detailed plans for the recycled water improvements.  The County expects to have appropriated the resources needed to begin this detailed planning process in the next six months.  
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