Marin Chapter
California Civil Grand Jurors’ Association
January 13, 2015
Homestead Valley Sanitary District
Attention: Mr. B. Beuhler
P.O. Box 149
Mill Valley, CA 94942
Dear Mr. Beuhler,
Re: Homestead Valley Sanitary District’s responses to The Scoop on Marin County Sewer
Systems, Parts I and II
I am writing to you as a member of the Implementation Review Committee of the Marin Chapter
of the California Civil Grand Jurors’ Association. Our Association’s goals are to support the
civil grand jury system and promote local government accountability. Our Chapter is composed
of former Marin County Civil Grand Jurors. One of the tasks of the Implementation Review
Committee is to follow-up on responses to prior Grand Jury recommendations to ascertain the
status of their implementation.
Specifically, we are following up on recommendation responses presented in your July 22, 2014
letter concerning the Marin County Civil Grand Jury’s June 16, 2014 reports, titled “The Scoop
on Marin County Sewer Systems, Parts I and II”. The recommendations and your responses
to Part I are attached in Exhibit 1. For your ease of reference, we have also attached Penal Code
Section 933.05, which governs the requirements for responses to grand jury reports.
Part I
Homestead Valley’s responses to Recommendations R1, R4 and R5 were legally inadequate
because there were no summary explanations attached to the responses, despite affirming on the
report form that these recommendations have been implemented. Please provide a summary for
each recommendation supporting the implementation status, as outlined by the Penal Code.
With respect to your response to Recommendation R3, we assume that you have now concluded
the additional analysis. Please inform us of the outcome of this work.
With respect to Recommendation R6, the implementation status is unclear. On the report form,
you state that Recommendation R6 requires further analysis, but this does not appear to be
supported by the text in your letter. Please clarify the implementation status of this
recommendation and provide a supporting summary.

Part II
With regards to Recommendation R3, the response states that the Homestead Valley adopted a
formal reserve policy at its May 2014 meeting. We reviewed the minutes of your Board
Meetings from May-July and were unable to find mention of the approval of a formal reserve
policy. Please forward the minutes in which the policy was adopted
I will call in the middle of January to answer any questions that you may have regarding this
request. Please send your reply by January 31, 2015, electronically, to the undersigned, Helene
Marsh, at marsh.helene@gmail.com. We appreciate your cooperation.
Sincerely yours,
Helene Marsh
Member of the Implementation Review Committee
Director, Marin Chapter of the California Civil Grand Jurors’ Association
Tel: 415-300-7233
marsh.helene@gmail.com

EXHIBIT 1
Recommendations and Responses
“The Scoop on Marin County Sewer Systems, Parts I and II”, June 16,
2014
PART I
R1.

Recommendation R1: All districts must work to eliminate spills, through indepth analysis and investment in infrastructure
Response:

R3.

Recommendation 3: All agencies adopt an ordinance that will require private
laterals to be inspected routinely and repaired as necessary.
Response: Homestead Valley is currently reviewing the Model Sewer Lateral
Ordinance recently adopted by the Sewerage Agency of Southern Marin to
determine the best approach to integrating its provisions into the Districts current
lateral ordinance. Timeframe for completion is approximately three months.

R4.

Recommendation 4: All agencies conduct an analysis to determine the feasibility
of using treated wastewater for flushing pipes in routine maintenance work.
Response:

R5.

Recommendation 5: All agencies continue to cooperate with each other and find
further ways to reduce costs.
Response:

R6.

Recommendation 6: Alto, Almonte and Homestead Valley pursue further
merging of operations and administration, including creating one website for the
three districts.
Response: Homestead Valley will continue to work collaboratively with other
SASM member agencies to increase efficiency and reduce costs while
maintaining the necessary autonomy of each agency. Current avenues include
joint bidding of capital improvement projects, collaborative/shared computer
based GIS system, shared expenses on common items, etc. A single website is not
practical for the three agencies but Homestead Valley and Almonte are sharing
website and web hosting to reduce costs.

EXHIBIT II
Penal Code Section 933.05
933.05.
(a) For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each
grand jury finding, the responding person or entity shall
indicate one of the following:
(1) The respondent agrees with
the finding.
(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially
with the finding, in which case the response shall specify the
portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an
explanation of the reasons therefor.
(b) For purposes of
subdivision
(b) Of Section 933, as to each grand jury recommendation, the
responding person or entity shall report one of the following
actions:
(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a
summary regarding the implemented action.
(2) The
recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be
implemented in the future, with a timeframe for implementation.
(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an
explanation and the scope and parameters of an analysis or study,
and a timeframe for the matter to be prepared for discussion by
the officer or head of the agency or department being
investigated or reviewed, including the governing body of the
public agency when applicable. This timeframe shall not exceed
six months from the date of publication of the grand jury report.
(4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not
warranted or is not reasonable, with an explanation therefor.
(c) However, if a finding or recommendation of the grand jury
addresses budgetary or personnel matters of a county agency or
department headed by an elected officer, both the agency or
department head and the board of supervisors shall respond if
requested by the grand jury, but the response of the board of
supervisors shall address only those budgetary or personnel
matters over which it has some decision-making authority. The
response of the elected agency or department head shall address
all aspects of the findings or recommendations affecting his or
her agency or department.
(d) A grand jury may request a
subject person or entity to come before the grand jury for the
purpose of reading and discussing the findings of the grand jury
report that relates to that person or entity in order to verify
the accuracy of the findings prior to their release.
(e)
During an investigation, the grand jury shall meet with the
subject of that investigation regarding the investigation, unless
the court, either on its own determination or upon request of the
foreperson of the grand jury, determines that such a meeting
would be detrimental.
(f) A grand jury shall provide to the
affected agency a copy of the portion of the grand jury report
relating to that person or entity two working days prior to its
public release and after the approval of the presiding judge. No
officer, agency, department, or governing body of a public agency
shall disclose any contents of the report prior to the public
release of the final report.

