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SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 17,
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FROM: Executive Office SUBMITTAL DATE:
June 2, 2015

SUBJECT: Response to the 2014-15 Grand Jury Report: Riverside County Information Technology
Internal Audit Report

RECOMMENDED MOTION: That the Board of Supervisors:

1. Approve with or without modification, the attached response to the Grand Jury's
recommendation regarding Riverside County Information Technology Internal Audit Report.
Direct the Clerk of the Board to immediately forward the Board’s finalized responses to the
Grand Jury, to the Presiding Judge and the County Clerk-Recorder (for mandatory filing with
the State).

BACKGROUND: Section 933 (c) of the Penal Code requires that the Board of Supervisors comment
on the Grand Jury’s recommendations pertaining to the matters under the control of the Board and
that a response be provided to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court within 90 days.

90dayf11responseRCITIntAudit06.15

gl CLA] |G ent*‘FIscal Year: | NextFiscal Year: Total:Cost: k Ongoing Cost: P(g—:(giiogfsﬂiz;f
cosT $ N/A $ N/A[$ N/A|S NA[ O e
NET COUNTY COST | $ $ $ $ onsen olicy X
SOURCE OF FUNDS: Budget Adjustment:

For Fiscal Year:

C.E.O. RECOMMENDATION:

County Executive Office Signature

MINUTES OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

On motion of Supervisor Jeffries, seconded by Supervisor Benoit and duly carried by
unanimous vote, IT WAS ORDERED that the above matter is approved as recommended.

Ayes: Jeffries, Tavaglione, Washington, Benoit and Ashley

Nays: None Kecia Harper-lhem
Absent: None Cletk of t ar
Date: June 16, 20 By

XC: EO, Grand/ury, Presiding Judge, RCIT, Recorder iDeputy

Prev. Agn. Ref.: | District: | Agenda Number: 3 - 1 2



RESPONSE TO
2014-2015 GRAND JURY REPORT
Riverside County Information Technology
Internal Audit Report

Following is the response of the Riverside County Information Technology (RCIT) to the above
referenced Grand Jury Report. As the Grand Jury has chosen to reference the acts of the
Riverside County Executive Officer, the Office of Riverside County Counsel and the Riverside
County Auditor-Controller in its findings, this response has also been prepared on behalf of each
of these County Officials and their departments.

FINDING NO. 1.

RCIT Non-Compliance

During the period July I, 2012, through, June 30, 2013, the Auditor-Controller performed an
internal audit of RCIT. The Internal Audit Report 2013-011 was completed and submitted to the
BOS on November 26, 2014, and placed on the BOS agenda for January 06, 2015.

BOS Resolution No. 83-338 III C states in part:

... The head of a county entity audited will reply in writing to the Auditor-Controller to
the specific audit findings and recommendations within 30 calendar days of receipt of the
written findings and recommendations.

As of the date of this report, RCIT has not complied with a written response as mandated in BOS
Resolution No. 83-338 III C. The Internal Audit Report 2013-011 indicated it would submit the
audit report to the BOS without RCIT’s written consent.

Response:  Respondent partially agrees with this finding.

RCIT has submitted its response to Internal Audit Report No. 2013-011. While submittal was
appropriately delayed as the position of RCIT Director was filled with an Interim Director
pending recruitment and hiring of a permanent RCIT Director, and short staffed as well. The
new RCIT Director came aboard on or about of May 4, 2015 and issued the RCIT written
response on May 27, 2015, which is within 30 days of his assuming the role as RCIT Director.
Considering the circumstances, the response to the Auditor-Controller Internal Audit Report,
while not received within the timeframe set forth in Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 83-338,
the submission was timely based upon the circumstances.



RECOMMENDATION NO. 1:

RCIT Non-Compliance

RCIT shall comply with Resolution No. 83-338 C and submit a written reply to the Auditor-
Controller.

Response: RCIT agrees with this reccommendation.

RCIT submitted its response to the Internal Audit Report to the Auditor-Controller on May 27,
2015.

FINDING NO. 2:

County Executive Officer Failure to Enforce

The County Executive Officer is not enforcing BOS Resolution No. 83-338 III C and BOS
Policy A-33, Responses to All Audit Reports, requiring RCIT to reply in writing.

Response:  Respondent wholly disagrees with the finding.

Respondent disagrees with the statement and inference that the County Executive Officer is not
enforcing Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 83-338 and Board Policy A-33. The Grand Jury
has provided no legitimate basis for such an overly broad assertion and finding. They have
based their conclusion on the late filing of one department that was, as referenced above, without
a permanent Director and short staffed during the time period that the Internal Audit Report was
presented.

There are approximately 42 departments and agencies of the County of Riverside that are subject
to audit by the Auditor-Controller. Yet, the Grand Jury’s only justification for its finding is the
late submittal of one department. It is the policy and practice that County Departments timely
respond to internal audits. The Riverside County Executive Officer and his staff take all of their
responsibilities seriously and carry them out judiciously and with the utmost considération of the
public trust.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 2:

County Executive Officer Failure to Enforce

The County executive Officer shall enforce Resolution No. 83-338 III C along with BOS Policy
A-33 (see Attachment A).

Response: Respondent agrees with this recommendation.

The recommendation improperly suggests that the County Executive Officer has failed to
exercise his duties in enforcing the referenced policy. The County Executive Officer has, and
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will continue to enforce Resolution No. 83-338 III C and BOS Policy A-33. There has not been
a lack of enforcement. One department’s late submittal under the circumstances does not
amount to “Failure to Enforce”.

FINDING NO. 3:
County Counsel Interference

On January 21, 2014, The Riverside County Grand Jury (Grand Jury) requested RCIT to provide
the Grand Jury with a copy of its written reply to the Internal Audit Report 2013-011. RCIT
failed to comply and informed the Grand Jury verbally as well as facsimile from the RCIT
Interim CIO, dated January 21, 2015, that the Office of County Counsel Riverside County
(County Counsel) has advised them to have all Grand Jury requests and questions directed to
RCIT in writing, for County Counsel to review all requests in advance.

California Penal Code §921 states in part:
The grand jury is entitled to free access...to all public records within the county.
California Penal Code §925 states in part:

The grand jury shall investigate and report on the operations, accounts, and records of
the officers, departments, or functions of the county...

Response:  Respondent wholly disagrees with the finding.

Respondent disagrees with the Grand Jury’s statement that the Office of County Counsel’s
(Couynty Counsel) instruction to its client that requests from the Grand Jury shall be in writing is
somehow interference. The Grand Jury clearly does not fully understand the role of County
Counsel, nor does it understand the limits of grand jury action.

County Counsel has a legal and ethical duty to serve as legal advisor to the County Board of
Supervisors, its officers and employees. (See CA Government Code §§ 26526, 26529 & 27642)
Also the California Rules of Professional Conduct require County Counsel to act in the County’s
best interest by providing fair and competent legal advice.

The Grand Jury maintains that they are “entitled to free access....to all public records within the
county.” (CA Penal Code §921) We do not disagree. However, the Grand Jury is not entitled to
access to “all” records; only access to public records. One of the various duties and obligations
of County Counsel in representing its client, the County of Riverside, is to protect against
inadvertent disclosure of attorney-client and attorney work-product privileged documents, as
well as documents protected by Constitutional, statutory or common law privileges. The law is
clear - - the grand jury is not entitled to such information. The Grand Jury’s assertion that
County Counsel should not be allowed to provide legal advice to its client by requesting that a
particular request be made in writing and that the request be reviewed by counsel so as to
advise its client on compliance with the law is misguided and contrary to the County Counsel’s
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ethical and statutory duties to its client.. Expecting its client to fend for itself and not avail itself
of counsel, would have been a dereliction of County Counsel’s responsibilities.

Each year, the County receives dozens of inquiries from the grand jury pertaining to its
operations, programs and services. The grand jury often submits its requests in writing for
information to the various county departments. There are dozens of site visits and release of
information on County programs and services that never involve the County Counsel’s Office.

In this particular instance, County Counsel was contacted by the Acting RCIT Director who
expressed concern regarding a request from the grand jury. We advised our client to request that
the grand jury put its request in writing so that we may properly advise RCIT on compliance
with the request. It is important to note that the grand jury was never denied access to
information. The grand jury voluntarily declined to put its request in writing and abandoned its
pursuit of the information.

Furthermore, this “Finding” is indicative of the Grand Jury’s misunderstanding of the role of
County Counsel to represent its client, the County of Riverside and its constituent entities.
Based upon the foregoing facts and circumstances, the County Counsel properly discharged his
ethical and statutory duties pursuant to Rules 3-110, 3-310, and 3-600 of the California Rules of
Professional Conduct.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 3:

County Counsel Interference

County Counsel shall recognize the Grand Jury as an independent body, which operates
autonomously, once impaneled.

To assist in the understanding of the civil functions, scope of responsibilities and powers of the
Grand Jury, County Counsel shall complete additional training from the State of California,
Office of the Attorney General on Sections 888-945 of the California Penal Code.

Response: The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted
and is not reasonable.

The Recommendation is wholly without factual or legal basis. The grand jury simply objects to
the County Counsel performing his ethical and statutory duties and responsibilities.

T implication that the County Counsel requires training on the provisions of CA Penal Code
§§888-945 is wholly inappropriate based upon the foregoing discussion. Moreover, the attached
PowerPoint Presentation entitled “The Investigatory and Reporting Authority of Civil Grand
Juries Acting in their “Watchdog” Capacity” by Gregory P. Priamos, County Counsel which
was used to train the Office of County Counsel attorneys, County Department Directors, and
most recently, the California County Counsels’ Association, is evidence that the County

Counsel has substantial expertise in this field and does not require any training. (See Attachment
A).
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Given that the role of the County Counsel’s Office is an important sine and one that should be
explained in greater detail to the members of the grand jury, the County Counsel has committed
to be involved in training the members of the new grand jury in July following empanelment
pursuant to Penal Code section 914. The training will specifically address the role, statutory
duties, and ethical obligations of the County Counsel as it relates to the representation of its
client, the County of Riverside.

FINDING NO. 4:

Distribution of Audit Reports

The Grand Jury has not received Internal Audit Reports from the Auditor-Controller in several
years.

BOS Resolution No. 83-338 II D states in part:

...Audit reports, except for request audits, shall be addressed to the head of the entity
audited, with copies to the Board of Supervisors, Administrative Officer, District Attorney, and
the Grand Jury. For requested audits, the report shall be addressed to the proper authority
requesting the audit (unless a different addressee is desired by the requestor), with copies to the
Board of Supervisors, Administrative Officer, District Attorney, and Grand Jury...

Response:  Respondent agrees with the finding.

The Riverside County Auditor-Controller is committed to the responsible reporting of audits
conducted and has in the past provided copies to the Grand Jury. Due to turnover of personnel in
the Chief Internal Auditor position, the discontinuance of printing bound copies of audit reports,
and the posting of audit reports on the Auditor-Controller’s website the requirement was not
enforced. The post audit procedures have been revised to ensure the proper distribution of
Internal Audit Reports. Internal Audit staff will provide a copy of each audit report to the Grand
Jury after the Board of Supervisors have taken action to receive and file.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 4:

Distribution of Audit Reports

In accordance with BOS Resolution No. 83-338 II D, the Auditor-Controller shall provide copies
of all Internal Audit Reports to the Grand Jury.

Response:  Respondent agrees with the recommendation.

The Riverside County Auditor-Controller Internal Audit Division will provide thé Grand Jury a
copy of Internal Audit Reports upon the Board of Supervisors acceptance of the Receive and File
Form 11.



THE INVESTIGATORY AND REPORTING
AUTHORITY OF CIVIL GRAND JURIES
ACTING IN THEIR
“WATCHDOG" CAPACITY

Gragory P. Priasmos
County Counsel

L INTRODUCTION.

« One of the key funclions of grand juries in California and elsewhere Is 10 act
in the capecity of a “waixhulog” in investigating the operations and effairs of
eovernmental agencies,

* The civil grand jury Is an instrumentaiity of the courts of the state.
(vicClpechy Newspepers v Syperior Court (1968) 44 Cal 3d 1162, 1171}

« Civll grand juries proceedings are conducted in secret, subject 10 cartain
mcuptions, in order to;

« encouraga heskam witnesees to come forward
. mmummmdmw

« protect the v be unj
duringthe course of an rwestigetion. t_m_uumm
(2008) 45 Cal 4th 218, 226-227).

. ‘l‘h-&lfnmh mmmmmhu\-mmm

d required the of grand juries in each county.
mmmwmm—hmumn
thatuame n Asticle |, Section 23. Calfornda

courts, in 8 variety of contaxis, hava stated that Calffornie s constitutionai
racognition and requiremant of 8 vl grand Jry systam finds &s origin In
the faw of England s of yewrs.

mm::wmwmmunn

named Minoeity Men
C-Mwsd 13e8; Mmlmmmmmﬂ nalh
1117, 1122; Peopie v, Syperior Court (Mouchaourab} (2008} 78 CatApp 4th

403,427}
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« Califorpie’s atutory proviskans cancereing hmmu
» of grand kirtes d malaly within Tithe 4 of Pact 2of the
Penal Cods, fenal Code Sechions 580 through $39.91.

* 5ections 914 through 33991 5ut farth tha powers and dutins of grend jurter.
Ganeral provisions are set forth IR Section $24 through 924.6.

* Grand jery axgenditure (Saction 914.3).
- Sal «of olficers and d e of procadural rules (Section 516}

» Variows inguiries within the wand jurias purviow [Soctions 917, BIE, 318,
220, a1, 512).

* Mattars g grand jury sacrecy. {3 924 through 824.61.

u Secson 075 euth of Yhe d
secands of the afiicar, & A of the count, beluling
o eperati ] i of sery spaciel laglaletive district or
‘otier dimrict s the d & for which th

afYioors of the county ave serving b thok ax officis capuciy es aficers of the
datricn®

» Saction 527 arond Lries. ' wpon the
sslaris of county alficiels.

* Section 528 suth Jarten wport upon the
“nonds” of county efficers, inchiding the aboltion or crestion of oficas and
aquipment.

» Secton 921, oty %o the pablic prisone, snd to the

* Sexctinne 533 and $33.06 CORCre the prapacation of grand vy final
reponty containiag their indings and recommendations. Section RtSfc)
o “n

g " enairg
sutharbies, snd districis, ta respend e writng to the arand jury fepert.

= This 1o 0 by rubrited frask adpe of the Suparier
Court v Inter than 90 dayy «foer the yrand jury has whbmBted ks repert.

-~ The a—y budl thether the .--.M
disagres 0f parvilly Jusgres wikth: the (indings.

* The rasponsse mum specily tha partion of the findinge vwe ks diopated wmd
P Py

s The ive othor thy v boan
h d wil be byl d, rogaire further or will not be
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« Saciion 533.1 through ST.5 vest grend uries with investigative suthority
over ather entities,

* Saction 988.1 suthorize inestigations of the books and records of suocessor
agencies snd housing authorities, as wel aa thalr “methad” or system of
parforming the duties of sach agancy or suthorty”

+ Sections 9335 and 833.6 of the books snd record

{but act “operations”) of, respectivaly, special purpose atsessing or texing
districts sad LAFCOx, and of cortain private sonprofit corporations
“estabilshod by or aperated on behaif of @ public entity”

« Saction 334 gves grand [aries the right te soek sdvios frem the court,
county' o, dise A Atorney Genorel,

= Sections 896, 936.5 and 635.7 authorize grand jeries to retain special
counsel

« Sactions 937 threugh 536.3 allow the hiring of kvserpreters and
senegaghes.

* Sections 539 threugh 596.91 soncera the senduct of grend Jury

* Section 539 provides:
~Na okther th d harors shafl & %o be

prosunt during the spressien of the epiniens of the grand jurors, of
::rd““n-wﬁvﬁdw“mm

- Whena o ot seation, tha
Mhﬂﬂ_‘u“-h—d .
prosent when testifying under onth befure a dvll grend sy (Ses Peast

Coda999.22)
= Agrond jury may b & withas dinclose wh witness
Inorns In tha grand Jury room, but quire the wite

an sdmonichment form.
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* Suclions 520, and $03.4 aucheries gund Jaies e o s
compaling i

* Subposnse mevt ke sigred by tha Districs Atsorney or fudge of the
Superior Court,

" SR e
A Srnad bucies How Cobv Thate Punats. Bnrasle Avtharknd b
Satits,
v Saction 135 canders wpan grend juries the discration 10 {1) “aning
e books and reconis” o @ county; snd (2) “Wwestignne pad repert ugon

um—n-‘m
or utom of parferming the dutiae™ of v asumty

mumw

» Thea, cases b e, S

AL (3000 1 QLM O, SN0t9).

- Thia .

shloSom “Sobraswly . merk, wisdom, or
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opediancy of ... palicy durerninations” mmmm
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* The Attorney Gonersl has concheded that grand juries are oot entitied to
2ccess to such information. (70 Ops.Cal Atty.Gen 28 (1537).)

* The Attorney General opinion traces the history of the attorney-client
privilage, ncluding Its appl to ws and offichaly,

«in that the work-prod also applies in grand jury
the relled upon the carmmon law’s
recognition of the broad appiicabifity of tha specific work-product
the of th age by tha federsl cousts 0o federal

prend jury the simé s

batween grand jury procoedings snd pretrial discovery in which the
privilege clearly applies by statute; snd on the fact that “the warious
privilagad found in the Constitution, statutes, and comman law
historicatly have been appied in grand jury proceedings.” fid., st p, 34,
shiing iranzhur v, Haves (1972) 408 US. 665, 688; y ry Seated
Cate/Grand herv Procesdings 473 F.2d 840, 844.)

* The Attorney Generst’s opinion conduding that grand juries may nat cbtain

access to information protected by either the sttorney-ciient or the sttomey
privileges would apply with equat force to other privileges as well.

(70 Ops.Cal Mtv.Gen. at pp, 33-37.)

» fight ta Privacy {Csiionis CanstRution, Article 1, Section 1)

* Madical Racands (Dhision of Madical QuaiRy x Gherardini {19791 83
CalApp.3d 669, 620-623)

+ Fasndal Aecords {Government Code Section 7476}

* Juvenie Records (Weifare and Institutions Code Sections 827 & 10850)

= Mental Health Records {Weifars and InstRutions Code Section 5328)
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= Undor this rula, grand juries sre not satitied to materisls protected
hlldﬂunbvhhulhnndu,hmﬂuﬁh“hh
undar & & Thay

mmnnmh.mu-u—dmm-um ane apmmpt
from discloauirs wadar the Public Recards Act (Government Code Section
6254) although thare & fig ceve declsion addrescing tha ksae.

mhmqﬂml mmmm-numu
ol Vocal police agency, the

Mmm&mum‘mﬂww

recordy, without first ob f u subpasna or court order.
This apledon relies ipan funal Code Section 682, 7{a) wiich prants an

mmh.mnwuﬁnmmm
e (79 Ope.Cal AttySen. 388

l“!')-l

= Undar the broes nda sriiculstad by the AMtarneyGonars)

{0
Ops.Cal.Asty.Sen, nmm-m.mm would
broedly lemk grand Jury pullic age
gover dallbarative p i lﬁlhm‘
lmaammunuum

Micrer Co,x Superior Court
MWWMMMNMMMM

« Basad on the apieien of the. el , thin brwe
l & Wive o priviiege ray apply whh equal farce to
vl gund Jury proceedings.

. Md mmmmm-—mumnm
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* A mom restrictive resding of Section 925 wouki be covaistent with the
‘conamon law limitations imposed on grand juries to sct with “mature
discration,” to avoki “fishing.

DR, 258 CalApp 2d ot 288-209), and sttempts st “Indiscriminets
medding with public or private affeirs” (Samigh x. Juperior Court {1933} 28
Calagp.2d 683, 888), eand “not ta roam at will . . . reparting on what it
might view a5 shortcomings in distast locales.” (1973 Grand Jurg Buprs, 19
Cal.3d ot 437-438.)
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aioe] 45 Caléth 218, 12; 972 Grand Ay g, 18 CAAd w261 &

mun-lbhe te grand jurles
b-u-mmnndhrydd_ddu-n. 'I'Iil-uld-om
hore tor and

elth b'n agency, for flseal or policy

mw“hhmmnomﬂmlm L3
thus ressonably could be angsed that reading Section 328 o5 sllowing st

repast fully
xﬂn purpose. (Doey KRy of Los Arwieies {2007) 42 Cal.4th 531,

€ Lieniks on the Grand Jur's Pesoriing Power,

* The reporting function of grand jurtes set forth under Penel Cade Section
933, hat boon dascribed 13 “centrel 10 itz effective oparations in the public
Interest.” (McCletchy Newssepars, susta, 44 Col3d ot 1170-1171; Unnamed
Misority Mumbars, iprs, 208 CalApe.34 3t 1347.) The repert, heving fong
Nitorical basks in the Eagish [ 4 CalLhwx 297,
301, {1976}}, “le the only formal mesns by which the grand jury can hope %
affectiusta s racommandations.” (McClatth supry, 44 CalS4 A2 117%;
Unnamaed Mingrity Mambars, 405, 208 Cal App.34 ot 1348, cRing Mate,
Sowm Aasucis of e Calfeynin Orand Jury Svters,

SStan.Liev. M p. 651}
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* Na power to review arivieged school district gemonnal reconds.
(gani of rentsenx. Lonsh (1965) 258 ColApp.2d 281, 295-209)

L) tain "idk e court raceds. (Pegoie,
WWMmWNM

- to o @eonlex Srown
{1927} 1 CelApp. 228).

* Acxordingly the grand jury, in sstmg i report under Saction 333, say not
ste move than ons repore, ac s “misority” seport. {Unneimed Misortty
Mambary, soue, 208 CobApp.3d 1344.)

-Thm‘hmvwhwumn“bmbm‘ukm
d by Penal Code Secsion $39.9, (i, st p. 1349))

- Th farthan ddn with the lew, such as, for
mmmnu—_u-ummw
otharedés secret graml jury (Rvestigetions. (McClaichy Jupm, 44 Calbd 1182.)

Mhm‘mmnﬂhmm—dna'ﬂw
nd impugs the Infegrity

-f'(-nln-i'lldl spocticindnvicusie. {1973 Geind jury piern, 13 Cal3d

Suthackies,

«A femsm which b v
" o hvasing

ik d even ding { w d jurics apparcetiy heve
dorvej andfer’ v e edadrad
* I 64 Ops.Cal.AttySen. 300 {1544), the v J
Soction 33,5, athorhas grand juries NQOrt Spon th
“methods and wstem” of such Hetricrs’ e
u—umhmmmumthI
auaudum® of wich districty. Thus, the further
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* Grand juries may only investigate and report on the procedures by

which sucoessor sgencies and housing authorities operste. They may not

properly include within their reports on sucoessor sgendias and housing
h d: k policy mattecs, nduding the

propased abolition of such entittes.

* individusi grand Jurors may be held ltable for damages based on faise or
defamatory statements made in grand Jury reports, and holding jurors
Rable for such statements doet nat viokte the Jurory’ due process sights.

Penal Coda Section 930 provides:

“¥ sery grand Jury shail, in the report sbove mentioned, comment upon
arry person or official which has not been indicted by such grand jury
such comments shall not ba desmed to be privileged.”

« in Brooks ¥, findarup {1995} 39 CalApp.Ath 1287, the court concluded that
indivicdal grand jurors may be held Sabls for damages based on false or
defamatory statements mede in grand Riry reporte.

* The court found that et long as the jury bers were sufficiently
that their wers not privileged, the

Jorors acted at their own perl by crhctring plaitifi’ conductin thele reports,

VL RAIVERSIOE COUNTY VN, GRAND JURY,

« Each july nineteen ditizens of Riverside County sre sworn sy grand kurors for
tweive months' service ending Jne 30 of the following year. Servioe is a full-
time Job with esch grand Jury sstabiishing Its own work schadule. Riverside

County Grand Jury meets usually four days cach week from 9:00 a.m. to 3:30
p.m A grand juror receives $25 for exch full day served, and miieage and free
parking.
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= Additionally, approximately fifteen more names are drawn and placed on an
shemate jurors’ st to fill vecancies created throughout the year,

» During the first week of July, the selected ninateen grand jurors are sworn in snd
wven a description of their duties and responsibilities by the Preciding ludge of the
Superior Court of Riverside County.

« The Presiding hudge of the Superior Court designates the foreperson to preside
over 3l procesdings of the grand jury, The newdy-formed grand Jury body consists
of the following afficers to conduct general business: foreperson pro tern,

a iy

* Tha grand jury la divided into each s on
the tion of certain & ot ity or "
" { neads or Brobk e cunfranting tha city or county st the

ﬁn-d-—;mmym“pm

+ All cormmittees vish various county and municipal facilities, meet with county
and municipal smployees and officisls, and develop recommendations for
improvement.

= Committess:

« Justicn Systam/Public Safety
« Clty Government and Education

* The Riversido County Grand Jury s primarily a cvil jury, performing “oversight®
functions for county government.

* Additionally, sy privete dittren, county affidal, or courrty employes may
present a complaint in writing to the grand jury. The jiry Smits itx investigations
to passible charges of malk { d e {dh ofs
awhul sctin P officalk. Any request for an

detabed fthe
Jury belioves that the evidence submitted is sufficlant, a detefied vestigation
will be held.

* Each grand jury submits final reports that pertain to county and city
and ath twoughout ity terr, These reports.

2/5/2015
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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
OFFICE OF THE
AUDITOR-CONTROLLER

County Administrative Center

4080 Lemon Street, | 1™ Floor
P.O. Box 1326
Riverside, CA 92502-1326
(951) 955-3800
Fax (951) 955-3802

April 8, 2015

Honorable Harold W. Hopp

Presiding Judge

Superior Court of California, County of Riverside
4050 Main Street

Riverside, CA. 92501

UDITOR
M) CAONTROLLER

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

Paul Angulo, CPA, CGMA, MA
AUDITOR-CONTROLLER

Reference: Response to 2014-2015 Grand Jury Report: Riverside County information

Technology — Internal Audit Report

Dear Judge Hopp:

Pursuant to California Penal Code Section 933 et seq., please find enclosed the response of the
Riverside County Auditor-Controller's Office to the above-entitied Grand Jury Report within the

designated 90-day period.

The Riverside County Auditor-Controller's Office concurs with the Grand Jury's Finding 4

Distribution of Audit Reports
Respectfully,

Paul Angulo
Auditor-Controller

cc: Riverside Grand Jury v
Riverside County Clerk-Recorder



Findings:

Distribution of Audit Reports

4.  The Grand Jury has not received Internal Audit Reports from the Auditor-
Controller in several years.

BOS Resolution No. 83-338 lll D states in part:

...Audit reports, except for request audits, shall be addressed to the head of the
entity audited, with copies to the Board of Supervisors, Administrative Officer,
District Attorney, and the Grand Jury. For requested audits, the report will be
addressed to the proper authority requesting the audit (unless a different
addressee Is desired by the requester), with coples to the Board of Supervisors,
Administrative Officer, District Attorney, and Grand Jury...

Response:
Respondent agrees with the Grand Jury Finding 4.

The Riverside County Auditor-Controlier is committed to the responsible reporting of audits
conducted and has in the past provided copies to the Grand Jury. Due to turover of personnel
in the Chief Internal Auditor position, the discontinuance of printing final bound copies of audit
reports, and the posting of audit reports on the Auditor-Controller's website the requirement was
not enforced. The post audit procedures have been revised to ensure the proper distribution of
Internal Audit Reports. Internal Audit staff will provide a copy of each audit report to the Grand
Jury after the Board of Supervisors have taken action to receive and file.

Recommendations: !
I
: Distribution of Audit Reports
4, In accordance ito BOS Resolution No. 83-338 ill D, the Auditor-Controller shali provide

copies of all Internal Audit Reports to the Grand Jury.
' Response to recommendation:

The Riverside County Auditor-Controfier Internal Audit Division will provide the Grand Jury a

copy of internal Audit Reports upon the Board of Supervisors acceptance of the Receive and
File Form 11.



