In Memory of
Mary Anne Houx
August 16, 1933- November 17, 2006
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Mary Anne Houx
“Supervisor Extraordinaire”
Mary Anne Houx was a good friend to Butte County and champion of open government.
She understood the role and the place of the grand jury in local government, supporting
both citizen participation in the public process and our reporting function.
As I interacted with her during my two years on the jury, I came to understand her
reputation as “tough as nails”; she had little tolerance for an interview about issues for
which we were not completely informed and even less tolerance for questions she
thought were formed by interviewing “the wrong people.” Her typical response was to
invite me down to her office where she would have a pile of documents for me to borrow;
she would invite the jury to call her back when we had reviewed the records and come to
an acceptable conclusion.
We didn’t always come to the same conclusions, but she was a teacher and our reports
were stronger because of her records and willingness to take the time to help us
understand the intricacies of issues. Within hours after our report going public in 2006, I
received a scathing voice mail from Mary Anne about a recommendation in our report. I
went into her office the following Monday to face the music in person; she invited me to
sit down. She asked me pointedly how the jury could recommend the abolition of an
elected position and a consolidation of power under county employees that don’t answer
to the voters. When I reminded her that our recommendation had been that there should
be a public meeting to bring the issues and options before Butte County’s citizens for
input, she was silent.
Ivor M. Thomas
2005-06 Butte County Grand Jury Foreman

In July of 2005 when I was selected to serve on the Grand Jury, I met Mary Anne Houx.
Later in the year, I attended a public meeting about flood issues in the north Chico area.
It had been recommended that as grand jury members, we would be more effective if we
kept a low profile, so I took a seat toward back of the room. The meeting broke for a
discussion period and Mary Anne headed straight for me. She leveled her steady gaze
on me and said, “I know you. You’re on the Grand Jury.” We chatted a bit and I
explained my interest in the issues and voiced my concerns about speaking up since I
was on the Grand Jury. Again she gave me her steady gaze and said, “But, first you
were a Butte County citizen.” Mary Anne clearly understood the responsibility of a citizen
and carried with confidence.
I was a “holdover” to the 2006-07 Grand Jury. I looked forward to the interview we had
planned with Mary Anne. I looked forward to her open honest dialogue with the
members. Her straight forward “no-nonsense” style redefined the term “politician.” If she
felt you were really off-base, she didn’t mine telling you.
I regret that our interview did not take place. But, I regret more that future Grand Juries
will not experience Butte County through the eyes of Mary Anne Houx.
Boy! What a view!
Barbara Meade
2006-07 Butte County Grand Jury Foreperson
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June 20, 2007
Superior Court of California
County of Butte
One Court Street
Oroville, CA 95965
2006-07
Butte County Grand Jury
Final Report
The Grand Jury Final Report has been filed on this date pursuant to California
Penal Code Section 933. A copy of the report is enclosed. Your attention is
invited to the following code section regarding the time requirements for
comment on the report.
Penal Code Section 933
933. Report of findings and recommendations; Comment by governing board of
agency and by mayor.
(A) Each grand jury shall submit to the presiding judge of the superior court a
final report of its findings and recommendations that pertain to county
government matters during the fiscal or calendar year. Final reports on any
appropriate subject may be submitted to the presiding judge of the superior court
at any time during the term of service of a grand jury. A final report may be
submitted for comment to responsible officers, agencies, or departments,
including the County Board of Supervisors, when applicable, upon finding of the
presiding judge that the report is in compliance with this title. For 45 days after
the end of the term, the foreperson and his or her designees shall, upon
reasonable notice, be available to clarify the recommendations of the report.
(B) One copy of each final report, together with the responses thereto, found to
be in compliance with this title shall be placed on file with the clerk of the court
and remain on file in the office of the clerk. The clerk shall immediately forward a
true copy of the report and the responses to the State Archivist who shall retain
that report and all responses in perpetuity.
(C) No later than 90 days after the grand jury submits a final report on the
operations of any public agency subject to its reviewing authority, the governing
body of the public agency shall comment to the presiding judge of the superior
court on the findings and recommendations pertaining to matters under the
control of the governing body, and every elected county officer or agency head
for which the grand jury has responsibility pursuant to Section 914.1 shall
comment within 60 days to the presiding judge of the superior court, with an
information copy sent to the board of supervisors, on the findings and
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recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of that county officer or
agency head and any agency or agencies which that officer or agency head
supervises or controls. In any city and county, the mayor shall also comment on
the findings and recommendations. All of these comments and reports shall
forthwith be submitted to the presiding judge of the superior court who impaneled
the grand jury. A copy of all responses to grand jury reports shall be placed on
file with the clerk of the public agency and the office of the county clerk, or the
mayor when applicable, and shall remain on file in those offices. One copy shall
be placed on file with the applicable grand jury final report by, and in the control
of the currently impaneled grand jury, where it shall be maintained for a minimum
of five years.
(D) As used in this section “agency” includes a department.
Penal Code Section 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 therefore.
(B) For purposes of subdivision (B) Section 933, as to each grand jury finding,
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 therefore.
(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.
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(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.
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Final Resolution

Whereas, the 2006-07 Butte County Grand Jury has conducted the business
of its term and has reached certain conclusions, and
Whereas, the 2006-07 Butte County Grand Jury desires to disclose the
substance of those conclusions for the benefit of local government, its agencies
and the citizens of Butte County.
Be it resolved that the attached papers, commendations, findings and
recommendations are adopted as the Grand Jury Final Report and submitted to
the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court of California, County of Butte, to be
entered as a public document pursuant to California Law.
The above resolution passed and adopted by the 2006-07 Butte County Grand
Jury at the Butte County Superior Court in Oroville on the 21st day of June 2007.
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GRAND JURY STATEMENT

THE 2006-2007 BUTTE COUNTY GRAND JURY, impaneled on June 30, 2006 pledged
itself to conduct its business in an ethical manner, to be responsive to citizen complaints,
to visit and review offices and agencies, to accomplish the goals it set for itself and, at
the end of its term, to render a comprehensive final report to the citizens and agencies of
butte county,
FURTHER, THE 2006-2007 BUTTE COUNTY GRAND JURY pledged itself to uphold
the following values throughout its term:

TO RECOGNIZE ITS PURPOSE AND DUTIES in accordance with the laws of the State
of California;
TO MAINTAIN the confidentiality and integrity of all grand jury proceedings;
TO RECOGNIZE THE IMPORTANCE of applying to all individuals the same objective
standards of conduct and responsibility;
TO RESPECT every individual’s right to privacy;
TO RECOGNIZE THAT THE GRAND JURY functions lawfully as a legal entity and that
no single grand juror, when acting alone, has any power or authority to represent the
grand Jury;
TO REMAIN VIGILANT to detect and avoid any personal conflicts of interest that may
arise during the course of performing the business of the grand jury;
TO RECOGNIZE THE IMPORTANCE of relying on the opinions and expertise of others
more skilled in particular matters regarding the business of public office and government;
TO RESPECT the discretionary policy-making or operational powers of public officials;
and
TO RECOGNIZE THE IMPORTANCE of maintaining accuracy and integrity in our
activities and to keep our reports confined to matters within the scope and power or our
authority
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A BRIEF HISTORY AND OVERVIEW OF THE GRAND JURY
What is a Grand Jury?
The Name of “Grand Jury” derives from the fact that: The body usually has a
greater number of Jurors than a trial (petit) Jury. The concept of the grand Jury
traces its roots to Classical Greece. Ancient Athenians employed an “accusatory
body” much as the Saxons of early Briton did. In fact, from 978 until 1016 one of
the Saxon Dooms (laws) required an accusatory body of 12 for every 100 men.
The accusing body was exhorted, ”not to accuse an innocent man or spare a
guilty one.”
The modern European Jury System began to evolve during the Eleventh and
Twelfth Centuries. As early as 1066, during the Norman conquest of England,
courts summoned bodies of sworn citizens, to investigate crimes that had come
to their attention. Initially, these early juries both accused and tried suspect, and
since the members of the accusing bodies were selected from small jurisdictions,
they naturally presented accusations based on their personal knowledge.
During the reign of Henry II (1154-1189), juries were divided into two types - civil
and criminal - with the development of each influencing the other. The oath
taken by these jurors provided that they would faithfully carry out their duties, that
they would aggrieve on one through enmity nor give deference to anyone
through love, and that they would conceal those things that they had heard. By
the year 1290, civil juries were given authority in inquire about the conditions of
bridges and highways and review the practices and conditions in the jails.
The Massachusetts Bay Colony impaneled the first American Grand Jury in 1635
to consider cases of murder, robbery and wife beating. By the end of the colonial
period the institution of the Grand Jury was firmly fixed in America’s new and
ever-evolving system of government. Although the Constitution does not
specifically mention Grand Juries, the Fifth Amendment provides the guarantee
that, “no person shall be held to answer to a capital, or otherwise infamous crime,
unless on the presentment of indictment of a grand jury …” grand juries were
used in our early history to protest governmental abuses, to propose new laws
and very often to determine who should face trial. today, forty two states have
some form of Grand Jury, and California is one of the states that still allows
prosecution to be initiated by either criminal Grand Jury indictment or my judicial
preliminary hearing.
GRAND JURY SYSTEM TODAY
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The California State Constitution calls specifically for the use of Grand Juries in the
governance of the state, and in 1849 the California Legislature authorized Grand Juries

in each county. The legislature passed laws in 1880 that required grand Juries to
review and investigate the activities of county government, and in Grand Juries.
Certain larger jurisdictions-such as the cities and counties of San Francisco and
Los Angles - impanel separate criminal (indictment) and civil (watchdog) Grand
juries each year. Some counties impanel a separate Criminal Grand Jury only
when needed. The Butte County Grand Jury serves in both capacities. As
Constituted today, the Grand Jury is a part of the Judicial Branch of Government
and in as arm of the court. The Grand Jury does not have the functions of either
the legislative or administrative branches and it is not a police agency or political
group. it is an investigative body having as its objective the detection and
correction of flaws in government.
The primary civil function of the grand jury, and the most important reason for its
existence, is the examination of all aspects of county and city government,
including special districts and joint powers agencies. seeing that the public’s
monies are handled judiciously and that all accounts are properly audited General, assuring honest, efficient government in the Best interest of the people.
THE GRAND JURY HAS THREE WAYS TO EXERCISE ITS POWERS:
•

•
•

BY REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING COUNTY
GOVERNMENT, CITIES, SPECIAL DISTRICTS AND JOINT POWERS
AGENCIES.
BY INDICTMENT, BRINGING CHARGES AGAINST AN INDIVIDUAL FOR
CRIMINAL OFFENSE.
BY CIVIL ACCUSATION OF AN OFFICIAL OR EMPLOYEE WHERE THE
RESULT, ON CONVICTION, WOULD BE REMOVAL FROM OFFICE.

A large portion of the public wrongly believes that an individual particularly a
public official, appearing before the Grand Jury particularly a public official,
appearing before the Grand Jury suggest guilt of malfeasance, misfeasance, or
nonfeasance. it is the Constitutional responsibility of the Grand Jury to review the
conduct of government each year. This entails having public officials appear
before the jury for the purpose of providing information relative to their
departments or offices. While it is a part of the Judicial system, a Grand Jury is
an entirely independent body. The Presiding Judge of the Superior Court, the
District Attorney, the County Counsel, and the state attorney General Act as its
advisors, but cannot prevent the actions of the jury except on issues of legality.
The Grand Jury is not accountable to elected officials or governmental
employees.
Due to the confidential nature of a Grand Jury’s work, most, if not all, must be
conducted in closed sessions. Members of a Grand Jury are sworn to secrecy,
thus assuring all that appear before it that their testimony will be handled in strict
confidence. No one May be present during the sessions of a grand Jury except
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those specified by law, and the minutes of its meetings may not be inspected by
anyone, nor can its records be subpoenaed.
The Grand Jury serves as an ombudsman for citizens of the county. The Grand
Jury may receive and investigate complaints by individuals regarding the actions
and performances of county or other public officials. Additionally, the California
Penal code specifies that the Grand Jury shall inquire into the conditions and
management of the public prisons, jails and juvenile detentions facilities within
the county.
The members of the Grand Jury are collectively granted special powers and
privileges to aid them in carrying out their duties. The Grand Jury in its official
capacity is permitted, with limited exceptions, access to and the right to inspect
government facilities, and to review official books and records to which other
citizens are denied access. The Grand Jury may issue subpoenas as necessary.
The Grand Jury findings and recommendations are to be unbiased and impartial.
How Is The Jury Selected?
Each Fiscal year the Butte County Superior court summons a large number of
qualified citizens who have resided in the county for over a year and are at least
18 years of age. The court makes it clear that service on the Grand Jury is
Voluntary. Potential Jurors should be reasonably intelligent, of good character,
and must possess a working command of the English language. From the pool of
willing candidates, the court makes a good faith effort to select qualified men and
women who are diverse in age and socio-economic, ethnic and educational
backgrounds, and who represent the varied geographic areas of the county.
Superior Court Judges and staff interview the body of qualified and willing
candidates and choose 30 potential jurors. Nineteen members make up a full
jury. At the discretion of the Presiding Judge, as many as 10 members from the
previous year’s jury may “Holdover” or serve a second term. In order to constitute
the full panel of 19, names are drawn at random, and a term of twelve months
beginning in July. Over the course of the year as necessary, alternates are called
in sequential order from the pool of remaining potential jurors.
How Does It Work?

The Presiding Judge appoints a Foreperson to preside at meetings the Grand
Jury organizes itself into officers and committees and determines which of the
various departments and functions of County, City and Joint Powers Government
it will review. It also reviews compliance with the recommendations of previous
Butte County Grand Juries.
Inquires on the part of Jury, letters an complaints from citizens and dictates of the
state penal code collectively determine the Jury’s work. The Grand Jury Aims to
identify policies in government that may need improvement. All actions of the
Jury-including any communication from the public and all deliberations and votes
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are completely confidential. The Jury does publish a report of its significant
findings and recommendations.
The Jury’s Final Report, however, typically reflects only a small part of the Jury’s
actual endeavors over the course of its term. State law requires specific and
detailed responses from departments upon which the jury renders findings and
recommendations in its reports elected officials have 60 days to respond, public
agencies have 90 days. The work of a Grand Jury is demanding. Most members
can expect to invest approximately 500 hours of time gratifying and personally
rewarding service of a jury leads one to a much improved understanding of the
organization and business of local government, and to the personal satisfaction
of having contributed to its improvement. The Grand Jury experience provides a
unique and valuable opportunity for community service.
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Auditor-Controller’s Office
Reasons For The Investigation
The 2005-06 Grand Jury investigated and reported on the Auditor-Controller’s
Office. Findings were numerous and resulted in a significant number of
recommendations for change. The 2006-07 Grand Jury decided to follow up last
year’s report by investigating what changes have taken place as a result of last
year’s findings and recommendations (2005-06 Grand Jury Report, pp. E-2
through E-21; pp. E-24 through E-59).
Background
The Butte County Auditor-Controller and respective staff are responsible for
monitoring each county department’s annual budget and yearly revenues.
Funds expended from approved budgets for all offices are recorded. Other
responsibilities of the Auditor’s Office include bi-annual billing of property tax
statements, payroll services for county employees, and setting taxation rates
according to law. The Auditor-Controller is an elected position. The incumbent,
David Houser, has held this position since 1991 and was elected to a new term in
June of 2006.
Last year, the Auditor-Controller’s Office was the subject of three separate
reports, resulting in findings and recommendations on various topics. This year’s
report has focused on the environment and management of the AuditorController’s Office; the functioning of the Audit Committee; to a lesser extent,
auditing practices and technology infrastructure; and, trainings provided by the
Department of Human Resources.
According to the organizational chart dated March 5, 2007, the AuditorController’s Office is budgeted for thirty-four positions, three of which are vacant
(Exhibit A). The five divisions are General Accounting, Staff Support and
Special Projects, Accounts Payable and General Ledger, Payroll Services, and
Property Tax Division. Six “independent” positions are located outside of any
specific division: Auditor-Controller, Assistant Auditor-Controller, two Internal
Auditors, Finance Officer, and an Administrative Assistant.
The Grand Jury interviewed twenty-two individuals, some more than once;
attended an Audit Committee meeting; attended a Board of Supervisor’s meeting
containing an agenda item which focused on the Auditor-Controller’s Office; and,
reviewed numerous reports.
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Investigation
Management Style and Office Environment
The 2005-06 Grand Jury Report revealed problems in the management style of
the Auditor-Controller including complaints about the Auditor’s time in the office,
disrespectful interactions with employees, retaliatory behaviors, inconsistent
treatment of employees, gender bias, and lack of office manuals and operating
procedures. Reports from interviewees were still varied on all issues, although
the answers on certain issues were heavily polarized.
Auditor’s Presence in the Office With respect to the Auditor-Controller’s time
in the office, most of the staff stated that he is in the office significantly more than
in previous years; some stated that he was there “all the time.”
Personal Interactions Reports from the staff interviewed by the Grand Jury on
personal interactions on the part of the Auditor-Controller remained critical of his
condescending, belittling style. Most reported that they had heard no “yelling” in
the past year and that they had observed that the Auditor-Controller was making
an attempt to be friendlier. Many employees still felt unappreciated and did not
know how to interpret many of his comments. Some of the staff are afraid to
confront him with any information which counters his perspective, choosing to
complain to others rather than to him directly. There were a few employees who
stated that they had not observed any disrespectful behavior on the part of the
Auditor-Controller. He also was described as a person who has high
expectations, demonstrating little patience with those who do not meet his
expectations.
Gender Bias Observations by staff of bias based on gender were varied. Some
employees felt that gender bias against females was highly evident. Several
interviewers stated that the men, many of whom are in higher positions, tended
to exclude the women in interactions, referring to them as girls rather than
women. Another example given was that the Auditor-Controller would introduce
the men at an outside meeting but fail to introduce the women present. Women
are often excluded from meetings outside the Auditor/Controller’s department
despite the fact that they are most knowledgeable concerning respective agenda
items. Some men take credit for work produced by the women. Other
employees said they did not think gender bias existed at all; rather, the AuditorController tended to interact with everyone about the same.
Retaliation Reports of retaliation on the part of the Auditor-Controller were also
quite varied. A few staff members said they were not aware of any retaliatory
behavior, and others stated that they definitely had observed such behavior. For
example, some stated that they either observed or experienced changes in job
responsibilities as a result of the 2005-06 Grand Jury report. These changes
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were viewed by some as retaliatory, not as a process of restructuring; others said
they are afraid to speak because they fear retaliation.
Office Morale
Office morale appears to be improving. Almost all people interviewed stated that
the 2005-06 Grand Jury Report was very upsetting. Some felt that it was
unnecessarily hurtful to a number of people, but others welcomed the criticism.
However, many employees did state that the report made them take a good look
at the department and implement changes. One such change was the formation
of a “sunshine committee” to plan activities designed to boost positive intradepartmental interaction. Another change was the daily early morning meetings
for supervisors. In the beginning the meetings were run by the Auditor-Controller
and the Assistant Auditor-Controller. Later, individual supervisors were given
responsibility for the meeting agenda, being free to bring up problems, changes,
and issues from their perspectives. The Assistant Auditor-Controller regularly
attends; however, the Auditor-Controller rarely attends the morning meetings.
Most employees believe these meetings are significantly helpful to the working
environment.
Employees described other issues affecting morale. One issue centered on
several employees who constantly complain but offer nothing constructive.
Another issue was a couple of employees who do not pull their fair share of the
work responsibilities, causing overload and frustration for others. Interaction
among the office divisions remains minimal. People do not know what other
people are doing and how it relates to the total workload of the AuditorController’s office. But many of the staff said that communication was improving
since the start of the morning meetings. The responsibility now lies with the
supervisors to keep their subordinates informed.
Other morale issues described by those interviewed involved decision making.
Some decisions have to be made by staff in their interactions with other county
departments. When these departments do not like the decision, they sometimes
complain to upper management. In many cases, management did not support
the original staff decision. Another issue centered on management decisions
not being made in a timely manner. Lack of timeliness and support significantly
lowers morale.
In-Service Trainings
Last year’s report recommended more in-service trainings for employees, and, as
a result, most of the staff reported that they had been to more in-county
workshops than in the previous year. All of the employees in the office went to
customer service educational trainings. However, fewer of the staff attended outof-county conferences or workshops. Supervisors attend more trainings than do
subordinate staff. The supervisors are responsible for budgeting for in-service
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education in their sections. Many interviewees indicated that more cross-training
needs to be done within their respective division. Other employees stated that
they would like to see Human Resources implement more in-service programs
for supervisors and other people in upper management positions. Workshops
could focus on communication skills and eliminating gender bias for managers,
and grievance procedures for all employees.
Procedure Manual
Lack of a current procedure manual in the office was cited as a concern in last
year’s Grand Jury Report. At present, there is one under development, the
process being supervised by an internal auditor. In addition, employees have
been charged with drafting their respective desk manuals to describe exactly
what they do at their workstations. Many of the employees said that due to their
heavy workloads, they really did not have time to work on them. This is a low
priority. There appears to be no time-line for completion of these desk manuals,
though many employees feel pressured to do so.
Slow Response to Requests
The Auditor-Controller’s office was also criticized in last year’s report for being
slow to respond to requests for approvals from outside departments. This issue
is somewhat complex. Some employees were confused about this criticism.
Other employees thought it probably stemmed from the fact that many outside
departments do not know the requirements for submitting, for example, county
contracts. Required paper work coming from outside departments is often
inaccurate or incomplete and must be returned for adjustments. Other times
purchasing policies are violated and requests must be adjusted. The office has
implemented two programs to deal with the problem. First, it has begun to offer
workshops for other county departments on completing paperwork correctly for
certain requests; and second, the office is trying to streamline some tasks, such
as contracting.
Organizational and Personnel Changes
Since last year’s report, several organizational and personnel changes have
occurred within the Auditor-Controller’s Office. An incumbent employee was
formally assigned to the position of Property Tax Division Manager, a job she had
been doing for the past two years. Kronos, the county’s time-keeping payroll
system, was moved to Information Systems, another department in the county
government. This move was made in order to offer better security and
standardization for the entire county. One employee was transferred from the
Auditor-Controller’s Office to manage the system. The Pentamation system,
which is the county’s business and financial management program, was also
moved to Information Systems from the Auditor-Controller’s Office. Another
employee from the Auditor-Controller’s Office was transferred to Information
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Systems to monitor Pentamation. These transfers initiated by the county were
applauded as an effective administrative decision by all people interviewed,
although many employees said they miss interacting with those people who were
transferred. Other people have left or transferred to outside departments for
personal reasons.
The General Accounting Supervisor received an uncomplimentary review in last
year’s Grand Jury report. In the interviews done this year, most of the staff
described the General Accounting Supervisor as highly competent, a person who
follows all accounting rules and standards very closely. A number of staff said
last year’s report was unfair to her. Employees did describe her as an intense,
strong-willed person who becomes frustrated easily. However, most employees
said that she was working hard on her patience level and making progress.
Other comments focused on the desire for the General Accounting Supervisor to
be more open to considering changes in procedures.
A new Supervisor of Accounts Payable and General Ledger was hired from
outside the county in the last year. Almost all of the interviewees shared that he
has been a positive influence in the office. He has brought in new ideas and
works hard to implement them. Some employees, directly affected by his
proposed changes, wish that he would spend more time listening to why tasks
are done the way they are before suggesting changes. All agreed that change is
always a very difficult process.
The Assistant Auditor-Controller, who was new on the job last year, was criticized
on several issues by last year’s Grand Jury. Almost all interviewees believe the
report to be too harsh. Staff felt that last year the Assistant Auditor-Controller
was beginning to learn a new job in government accounting, having come from
private business accounting. The Auditor-Controller was often not available for
information or other assistance, and therefore the Assistant was left “holding the
bag.” Most employees described him as working hard to learn his position. He
was described as a very nice, pleasant person with whom to work. There were
still a number of staff people who felt he was indecisive and “rode the fence”
more than they would like. However, they did wonder if he felt that he was not
empowered by the Auditor-Controller to make some decisions.
Physical Environment
The physical space of the Auditor-Controller’s office is being changed.
Comments from last year’s report centered on clutter and other disorganization in
the office facilities. Currently, the office is being remodeled with new carpet,
paint, cubicles, and furniture. Although staff will be inconvenienced for a time,
this remodel should facilitate organization, add storage, and improve safety.
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The Audit Committee
In 2003 the outside auditing firm contracted by Butte County recommended that
the county form an “Audit Committee.” The purpose of the Audit Committee is to
help facilitate communication between management, the auditors, and the Board
of Supervisors. “A properly formed audit committee helps to enhance the
financial statement auditor’s real and perceived independence by providing a
direct link between the auditors and the governing board.” (Exhibit B) As
mentioned in last year’s Grand Jury Report, the Audit Committee has been
organized as suggested. The committee is chaired by a representative from the
Board of Supervisors, and includes the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) of the
county, the Auditor-Controller, theTreasurer, and the CAO’s budget director.
The 2005-06 report goes on to indicate that the charge to the committee would
be “to coordinate the production of written record and new policy that would
enhance the sophistication of Butte County’s fiscal policy.” (E-30) However, the
2005-06 Grand Jury found that the Audit Committee “had only met three times
and had produced no work product, policies, or minutes.” (E-30) The Grand Jury
now reports that by-laws of the Audit Committee have been written (Exhibit C),
and minutes of meetings are now available.
As part of the Grand Jury’s charge to monitor the county’s budget procedures,
this year’s Grand Jury suggested that representatives from the Grand Jury attend
all Audit Committee meetings. During an interview, the CAO stated that he had
no problem with including members of the Grand Jury in that all meetings are
open to the public.
One of the primary functions of the Audit Committee is to recommend to the
Board of Supervisors an outside auditing firm for the county’s annual audit. This
year the firm of Bartig, Basler, & Ray, CPAs Inc. was selected. In response to
reported concerns by the 2005-06 Grand Jury, the Board of Supervisors
requested additional audit services in addition to the usual audit. Only some of
the issues raised last year were selected for audit; other issues considered
important by last year’s Grand Jury were not included. The results of the
additional audit indicate that the audit firm did not find evidence of those issues
that they were contracted to investigate from last year’s report. This year’s
Grand Jury noted the fact that the audit used data samples from 2005-06, while
last year’s Grand Jury drew their conclusions from older data. The audit also
included a thorough review of procedures within every section of the Auditor’s
Office, with the exception of General Accounting. The auditing firm presented
their findings to the Audit Committee and directly to the Board of Supervisors.
(Exhibit D)
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Public Hearing by the Board of Supervisors
Last year’s 2005-06 Grand Jury Report recommended that the Board of
Supervisors hold a public hearing to discuss possible options for reorganizing the
Auditor-Controller’s Office and respective responsibilities contained therein
(p. E-15).
On March 27, 2007, the Board of Supervisors held the public hearing. Agenda
item number 4.07 dealt with “public discussion on the Auditor-Controller and
restructuring options…” The CAO presented to the Board the following four
options: (Exhibit E)
1. Maintain status Quo – no change.
2. Increase Board of Supervisors involvement by transferring specific
responsibilities from the Auditor-Controller.
3. Create a finance department, but maintain an elected auditor. This
requires a Charter amendment.
4. Entirely eliminate the office of the Auditor-Controller and replace it with
a county finance department headed by a Chief Financial Officer. This
requires a Charter amendment.
The Board of Supervisors authorized a study committee and instructed the
committee to report back to the Board. (See minutes of Board of Supervisors
Meeting, 3/27/07.)
Commendations
1. The Auditor-Controller’s Office has implemented in a timely manner
several successful programs to help improve office morale and
communication. These programs include more in-county in-service
trainings, the formation of a “Sunshine Club,” and the implementation of
morning meetings for supervisors.
2. The office has responded quickly to addressing time-response problems.
3. The Property Tax Division within the Auditor-Controller’s Office continues
to be managed well and functions very effectively. The County made a
good decision in formally appointing the employee who has been primarily
responsible for this department to the permanent position of manager.
4. The Board of Supervisors moved forward in a timely manner to hold a
public hearing on the Auditor-Controller’s office as recommended by last
year’s Grand Jury.
Findings
1. The Auditor-Controller has adjusted his behavior to spend more time in
the office.
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2. The Auditor-Controller appears to be making some effort to improve his
interaction style; however, he is still viewed as intimidating as a result of
his condescending and critical style. While this style of management may
have been common in previous decades, more recent styles include much
more positive, supportive guidance interaction.
3. Although reports from interviewees were varied, a certain amount of
gender bias may be present in the office environment. The behavior may
be inadvertent as result of cultural conditioning.
4. Some staff members still report the fear of retaliation; some report actions
that they believe are retaliatory in nature.
5. Morale in the Auditor-Controller’s Office appears to be improving based on
reports from a majority of the interviewees. Several changes in the office,
previously described, have contributed to the increase in morale.
6. Issues affecting morale still need attention. Personnel issues, minimal
communication between departments and among employees, little
appreciation from higher administration, and lack of appropriate in-service
trainings appear to be contributing to the problem.
7. A minimal amount of cross-training is being done.
8. Employees interviewed report that they have had more opportunity and
support to attend in-service training programs, but would like to see
Human Resources offer even more trainings helpful to management and
other staff.
9. The process of developing an office manual and worksite responsibilities
has been implemented. However, the manual does not appear to have a
high priority. Many of the staff said they do not have time to work on it,
and administration has not set any timelines.
10. The office has done a good job at responding to problems which may be
affecting response time by planning workshops for outside departments to
better understand processes that must be followed for the AuditorController’s Office to do its job.
11. The Assistant Auditor-Controller has worked hard at learning a new job in
a challenging environment.
12. The General Accounting Supervisor is viewed as a hard worker and a
highly competent professional dealing with difficult issues and tasks.
13. The County has transferred Kronos and Pentamation Systems from the
Auditor-Controller’s Office to the Information Systems Department,
thereby addressing time-management and budget issues.
14. The County has moved quickly to implement desired changes in the
physical environment of the Auditor-Controller’s Office.
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15. The Audit Committee has developed by-laws and has minutes of meetings
available.
16. Even though the Grand Jury is charged by the Penal Code with the
responsibility to review the budgetary issues of the county, notice of Audit
Committee meetings were not routinely sent until requested by the Grand
Jury.
Recommendations
1. The Auditor-Controller should attend management communication
workshops which focus on more effective styles for supervising employees
in today’s working environments.
2. The Auditor-Controller should continue the recently implemented
programs designed to improve interaction and be open to suggestions for
effective change.
3. The Auditor-Controller should implement methods to improve the upward,
downward, and lateral flow of communication.
4. The Auditor-Controller should implement cross-training in those sections
that are not currently doing so.
5. Human Resources should plan and implement management
communication skill workshops for supervisors at all levels, in all
departments.
6. Human Resources should plan and implement workshops which include
educating all staff on behaviors that are gender biased in nature but often
not recognized as such as a result of cultural conditioning.
7. Human Resources should better educate employees about the grievance
procedures to be followed in case of a retaliatory action.
8. The Auditor-Controller should place a higher priority on the development
of the office procedural manual and respective desk manuals. Staff
should be held accountable to a timeline. A mechanism should be in
place to encourage employee input.
9. The Auditor-Controller’s Office should continue offering educational
programs to help outside departments in their responsibilities for
completing paper work more effectively.
10. The CAO should inform the Grand Jury of all meetings of the Audit
Committee.
Responses Required (Penal Code ξ933 and 933.05)
Butte County Auditor-Controller
Butte County CAO
Butte County Human Resources
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Review Of The Butte County Assessor’s Office
Reasons for Investigation
The California State Board of Equalization (BOE) periodically conducts a survey
of a county’s tax assessment practices. As a result of the survey, the BOE
makes recommendations designed to streamline inefficient procedures and to
correct errant ones. The BOE review process includes a review of the
recommendations from the prior survey. If a recommendation has not been
implemented and the BOE feels it should be, it is added to the list of current
recommendations. In reviewing the Butte County Assessment Practices Survey
of 2005, which covered the years from 1999 – 2003, the Grand Jury noticed that
ten of the recommendations from the 2000 survey (1994 –1999) had not been
implemented. Of these ten, five were repeats dating back to the 1994 survey.
The Grand Jury had the following concerns: Why had the Assessor not
addressed these recommendations over the past eleven years? Was revenue
lost for Butte County as a result? Would there be some sort of penalty imposed
by BOE for the county’s failure to implement their recommendations? Based on
these questions and because the Assessor’s Office had never been reviewed by
a Grand Jury, we conducted a review of the entire department.
Background
The process of property taxation involves three county departments and the
BOE. The Assessor’s Office determines the value of property, establishing the
tax roll for the year. The Auditor-Controller’s Office applies the tax rate plus any
local taxes, special bond allocations, and voter-approved assessments from the
special districts to each property. The Tax Collector’s Office has the responsibility
of collecting the funds. Finally, the Auditor/Controller’s Office allocates portions
to county governments, city governments, school districts, and special districts
(e.g. fire districts, water districts, etc.). The BOE plays a watchdog role to assure
fair and equitable assessments throughout the state.
The Butte County Assessor heads a department of forty-four people divided
among the Oroville office and field offices in Chico and Paradise. The Chico and
Paradise offices house property appraisers who determine the value of
commercial and residential properties in and around their respective cities. The
Chico office also values most of the possessory interests (PI), or private use of
government owned properties (e.g. airports, fairgrounds). The Oroville office
appraisers handle all other properties in the county, including agricultural and
specialty properties (e.g. mineral, timberland). Also housed in Oroville is a group
of three auditor/appraisers which determines the value of all business equipment
and fixtures, as well as all boats and aircraft in the county. Assessment clerks,
one computer tech person, and two drafting technicians, who as part of their
duties create maps delineating property ownership, round out the support
personnel.
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Before the Grand Jury could address the Assessor’s lack of implementation of
the BOE recommendations, we needed to gain a better understanding of the
appraisal process by reviewing department policies and other factors that could
affect the Assessor’s Office decisions. Following our initial interviews with the
Assessor and his assistant, we recognized that management of personnel might
be a factor affecting the implementation of BOE recommendations. Other
department issues also surfaced; therefore, we broadened our scope to review
the entire department. Our review/investigation sections will address each of
these issues separately, including the BOE recommendations.
Review/Investigation
Personnel
The Grand Jury conducted interviews with fourteen members of the Assessor’s
Office. They were chosen from various job classification levels, representing
most appraisal processes. The two field offices were included, as well as the
Oroville office. Our plan was to look into the procedures and policies for the
various types of appraisals to determine how effectively the department was
operating, with a focus on those procedures affecting the decisions on BOE
recommendations.
We found a dedicated, hardworking department, which prides itself in its timely,
accurate appraisals and customer service. Almost everyone we interviewed
indicated they could do better financially working in the private sector but stay
because of a desire to serve the public and because they like working for the
county in the Assessor’s Office. This commitment is evidenced by the fact that
more than half of the forty-four employees have worked in the Assessor’s Office
for ten or more years, ten of these employees in excess of twenty years. Most of
them have reached the top of the salary schedule for their positions, and can
only benefit from cost of living increases. The only advancements remaining are
the few supervisory positions as they become available. Even so, almost all the
employees judge morale to be high. All of the appraisers we interviewed,
including supervisory, appreciate that the Assessor recognizes their expertise
and allows them to do their jobs without micro managing. Most of them
indicated, however, that they would appreciate a personal, verbal pat-on-theback from the Assessor himself. They would like “hooray, we closed the roll!”
celebrations.
While the longevity within the department represents expertise, it also poses a
concern to the Assessor and to the department supervisors we interviewed. Out
of twenty-two appraisers, eleven have between ten and nineteen years with the
department, while six have more than twenty years service. We learned that it
takes a person with good appraisal aptitude a few years to get up to speed and
about ten years to ascend to the highest level of proficiency, ranging from
appraising single family homes at the entry level to complex commercial

27

properties at the highest level. This raises the question, what is the department
going to look like ten years down the road? Some employees are reaching
retirement age now, and more will be retiring in five to ten years. Will there be an
experience base to continue at the same high level?
While there are a few college courses in property tax appraisal, they are geared
more for those who would do private sector appraisals. Property appraisal for tax
purposes is different from basic real estate appraisal, so this type of appraisal
requires a special license from BOE. In Butte County, a newly hired property
appraiser with no appraisal experience starts at an entry level until licensed.
Acquiring a license in the first year of employment involves taking a BOE class.
That class is basic, with the real training coming from working with experienced
appraisers within the department itself. The BOE also requires only twenty-four
hours of continuing professional education each year until the newly licensed
appraiser earns an advanced certificate. All appraisers, regardless of experience
level, are required to take twelve hours of continuing professional education each
year. To facilitate this process, the assessors from 25 counties in Northern
California conduct an annual two-day seminar in Red Bluff. They plan the
workshops based on what they feel is practical and relevant, with minimal cost to
the counties.
With the time that must be invested to train a new-hire, how does the Assessor’s
Office attract and identify an entry level candidate who isn’t just looking for a
county job and might later switch departments when “something better” comes
along? How does the department find someone who will love appraisal work?
One answer might be for the office to attract people who demonstrate appraisal
aptitude before hiring. During our first interview with the Assessor, we learned
that members of the Assessor’s Office had worked with Human Resources (HR)
to create a job candidate test designed for this purpose. They were proud of this
endeavor and believed it would go a long way to solving that problem. They felt it
was successful, being impressed with the high quality of candidates who were
presented for the interview process. In a more recent interview with the
Assessor, he expressed concern that HR may have changed the test to the
extent that it was no longer relevant. In addition, he thought that HR was
eliminating qualified applicants based on an inappropriate set of background
qualifications. HR does not necessarily understand all the responsibilities
inherent in an assessor’s position. The Assessor would prefer that his
department do the initial screening of all applicants, because his department is
better able to determine what background experience is relevant.
Currently, the Assessor prides himself in running the department efficiently on a
tight budget. He also is proud that his experienced staff would continue to move
along without problems if he were no longer available. As the department loses
experienced assessors to retirement in the next ten years and experienced
workers move to supervisory positions, the Assessor’s Office is going to lose a
portion of that experience base. Increasing staffing positions now would not only
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ease the heavy workload on the staff already in place but also allow the time
needed to train future appraisers.
We understand that it is easy to recommend an increase in staffing but not as
easy to do. Each fiscal year, from 1995 through June of 2006, Butte County had
participated in the State-County Property Tax Assessment (loan/grant) Program
(PTAP). (Exhibit A) This extra-funding program was established by the state to
encourage counties to increase their tax assessment staffing and technology. It
was to be used in addition to the county budgets already established, not to
supplant them. Initially the PTAP monies were a loan, which would convert to a
grant if a county cleared enough backlog to earn revenue that exceeded the
amount of the loan. Later, the program became entirely a grant program,
scheduled to end in June of 2007. However, the grants were discontinued by the
state legislature after the 2005-06 fiscal year.
PTAP funds to Butte County, totaling $381,956 per year, enabled the Assessor to
upgrade department computers and create six and a half new staffing positions.
When the county offered an early retirement incentive package in 2004, seven
members of the Assessor’s staff chose to retire in December of 2004. The
Assessor dropped most of those vacancies rather than fill them, even though the
county continued to receive PTAP funding for the remainder of the 2004-05 fiscal
year and the 2005-06 fiscal year. While he was not in compliance with the PTAP
provisions by lowering his staffing levels, the Assessor feels that he met the
acceptable increased revenue levels required to maintain the grant status.
Although this might meet the letter of the provision, it did not meet the spirit of the
provision which was intended to provide extra staffing to clear backlogs.
Regaining these dropped staffing positions would now require approval of the
CAO and the Board of Supervisors. While budgeting for five new positions at
one time might be cost prohibitive, especially without the extra state funding,
adding back one position a year might be possible.
Megabyte Software System
Megabyte is a tax database system accessed by three county departments, the
Assessor’s Office, the Auditor/Controller’s Office, and the Tax Collector’s Office.
The basic program, which tracks each property, contains all the pertinent
information entered from the time of a property’s initial enrollment through the
ultimate collection of the taxes it generates. Data is entered manually. At the
year-end-close, it uses the tax tables, created and entered by the
Auditor/Controller’s office, to calculate each property’s tax obligation. Real estate
property transfers, reported by the Recorder’s Office, and new construction,
reported by the Planning Department, are entered daily into this system by the
Assessor’s Office. When the Assessor’s staff has completed an appraisal, the
compiled information is added to the property information already in the
Megabyte system. At the end of the fiscal year, the program “closes the roll” by
moving the figures compiled on all entered properties from “current” to the “tax
roll,” leaving “current” empty to begin the new year. Any information can be
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accessed through Megabyte at any time by any of the three county departments.
Even the public can access portions of the information through computers
located in the lobby of the Assessor’s Office.
The Megabyte system provides much better access to information than the old
mainframe and PC systems. However, as with all computer programs, there are
problems. The Megabyte Systems Company has a link to servers used by the
Assessor’s Office and will, from time to time overnight, download upgrades and
adjustments. Few of these ever go smoothly and usually require two or three
months of working out problems in the new program. Also, Megabyte Systems
creates new program modules, authorized by a two-thirds vote of all the
Assessors from the counties that use the program. A new module usually
requires some modification to the basic core program so that the module can be
integrated. The core program is usually affected, and work is slowed down while
bugs are being worked out of the system. For example, on August 8, 2006,
Megabyte loaded a new base tracking program module into the server with no
prior notice or training. During the two to three week learning curve, the
department was unable to accomplish its usual tasks efficiently. To make
matters worse, a portion of this new module, after 10 months, still does not work
properly, so they have to work around it.
Another problem with the system involves technical support. Megabyte Systems
Company provides three service persons, each one an expert on the portion of
the program used by a given county department. Only a few county employees
from each department are permitted to contact their particular Megabyte service
provider. At the beginning of the Grand Jury’s review of the department, the
Assessor’s Office complained about having to first communicate a problem to
Megabyte Systems through e-mail. The department wanted to have immediate,
direct contact with the service provider. Megabyte’s response time was
unpredictable, varying from a few hours to a few weeks. The length of time
depended upon how major the Megabyte Systems technician perceived the
problem to be. On the other hand, the Auditor-Controller’s staff seems to have
no complaints with this service arrangement and has no problems getting support
in a timely fashion. Granted, the Assessor’s portion of the entire program is
much more complex than that for the other departments, and a lot of their tech
time is being used to correct the problems they are having with their base
tracking module. Maybe the service process with the company will improve for
the Assessor’s Office when Megabyte smoothes out the problems.
A third problem is with Megabyte’s training programs. Most employees learn the
system on the job from other employees. Training programs conducted at
Megabyte’s offices in Rocklin for the most part have not been effective. The one
time Megabyte actually sent someone to the county to do some training was
more productive, since it met the department’s immediate needs.
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The Assessors from the 19 California counties using the Megabyte system do
meet and have tried addressing these problems with Megabyte. They establish
priorities, which they communicate to Megabyte Systems. Keeping the company
focused on these priorities is difficult. So far, there has not been much change.
Despite the problems, the Butte County Assessor will not consider returning to
pre-Megabyte days. There are a few other programs that can perform the same
functions as Megabyte but none so exceptional that it would warrant abandoning
the money and effort spent on the current system. It would be difficult to find one
that would please all three departments that use it. As for future service, the
contract with Megabyte Systems spells out that if for any reason Megabyte fails
to provide the promised support, the county will receive, at no additional cost, a
perpetual license to use the products. The county can access a source code,
which is being held in a software escrow account, and use it to modify the
program for its own use consistent with the terms of the agreement. (Exhibit B)
BOE Recommendations
As mentioned in our introduction, the Grand Jury looked at the Butte County
Assessment Practices Survey of 2005. BOE stated that “most properties and
property types are assessed correctly. We found no significant assessment
problems as defined in rule 371.” (p. 4) (See Exhibit C for rule 37l.) For the
most part, the practices in real and commercial property were commended, with
only a few recommendations.
The BOE survey procedure provides the opportunity for the Assessor to respond
to the recommendations made by BOE. In reviewing the BOE surveys, the
Grand Jury also analyzed the Assessor’s responses. His responses show that
procedures used by his office are well thought out. In some areas, he feels their
procedures are more efficient in achieving the same result as those
recommended by BOE. In some cases, he disagrees philosophically with the
BOE procedures. These are not just haphazard philosophical differences but
rather those shared by assessors in other counties. However, for two of the
recommendations that the Grand Jury traced back to 1994, the responses were
inconsistent and reflected an approach of “say what they want to hear and
continue business as usual.” As a result, the Grand Jury decided to look more
closely at these two areas. One is a real property issue involving the
assessment of PI’s. The other area concerns the business section of the
Assessor’s Office, which handles the auditing and assessment of personal
property and fixtures.
Possessory Interest Assessment at the Fairgrounds
Publicly owned real property is generally not taxable, but private use of these
properties on a lease or a permit basis could be taxable. This private use is
called possessory interest (PI). One example in Butte County would be private
ownership of an airplane hangar at Chico airport. The owner of the hangar would
pay regular property tax on the hangar itself and, as a PI, could also pay a tax for
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use of the land on which it sits. Other PI’s would be boat rental businesses on
public lakes and baseball teams renting the use of a public stadium for their
games. The fairgrounds are another example. PI’s for the fairgrounds would be
concessionaires as well as special events such as pet shows, dances, dealer
shows, and other private uses of these public facilities.
The PI value is strictly a real property value, not a business value. It is
commonly based on the rent paid to the property owner or on an appropriate
estimate of rent. The rent is just an indicator of what the lessee is willing to pay
for use of that land/property and is the starting point for generating the land
value. From the rent, an appraiser would have to determine the actual portion
attributable to the real property by subtracting out the normal expenses the
owner would incur in having someone else use that property.
In the Butte County Assessor’s Practices Survey 2000, BOE wrote, “For the
1998-99 assessment year, the assessor valued 228 PI’s in Butte County with a
total value exceeding $42 million.” (p. 19) By the 2005 report, there were 250
PI’s with a total value exceeding $62 million. Yet the BOE feels that some are
being missed, including the PI’s that use the two Butte County Fairgrounds. In
their 2000 survey report, the BOE wrote:
We found that none of the concessionaires or interim
events at any of the fairgrounds were assessed as a
possessory interest.
We recognize that some
community-sponsored fundraisers and nonrecurring
events may be exempt and others may fall within the
purview of the low value ordinance. However, our
findings suggest that some of these private
concessions and interim uses may exhibit the private
benefit, durability, exclusivity, and independence to
constitute taxable possessory interest. (p. 19)
In our 1994 assessment practices survey, we
recommended that the assessor take steps to ensure
that all possessory interests are enrolled and to
establish a tracking system for possessory interest
accounts. The assessor has not implemented these
recommendations, therefore we repeat them. (p. 19)
(Exhibit D)
These same two recommendations were again repeated in the 2005 report.
That makes an eleven-year span in which the problem has not been
addressed to BOE’s satisfaction. (Butte County Assessment Practices
Survey, 2005, p. 31) (Exhibit E)
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In his response to the 2000 survey recommendations, the Assessor indicated
that he was indeed dealing with this issue. He had sent out questionnaires to
both fairgrounds in Butte County and had received responses from both. He
indicated that from the responses, he was separating out exempt and low value
uses and applying appropriate PI values to the remainder. He claims he initiated
this process prior to the 2000 state survey, but he admitted this was at a start-up
phase only. (Exhibit F) The Grand Jury found this to be a bit late, since he had
six years from the time of the 1994 survey to address this issue. Also, if this was
in process prior to 2000 and was being continued, why didn’t BOE indicate that
the Assessor was “implementing this recommendation” when it was reviewed in
their 2005 survey?
In 2000 he was supposedly in the beginning stages of the process, yet by 2003,
he had only identified four taxable PI’s. All four of these use the Silver Dollar
Fairgrounds. For the 2005 survey, the BOE gathered data on the commercial
and food vendors who used the Butte County Fairgrounds in Gridley from 2001
through 2003. (Exhibit G) They “found a number of the users with ongoing and
beneficial use at the fairgrounds.” (p. 31) Therefore, BOE repeated the
recommendation in 2005. The Assessor gave no explanation as to why so few
PI’s involving fairgrounds had been identified as taxable since the prior survey.
His response this time was that he would assess PI’s as time and resources
allow.
In our investigation, the Grand Jury found that while the office is diligent in
identifying and assessing most possessory interests, the fairgrounds are still not
a high priority. A February 2007 listing of PI’s obtained from the Assessor’s
Office shows three PI’s identified as taxable from the Silver Dollar Fairgrounds
and none from the Butte County Fairgrounds in Gridley. Only one of these PI’s
represents a large land value ($545,000), which at a one percent tax rate plus a
percentage of voter approved bonds, would generate an estimated $5500 in
taxes. The other two PI’s represent a combined land value of $32,672, which
would only generate approximately $350 in taxes.
With the exception of the annual Butte County Fair, the fairgrounds in Gridley is
used for small, more local events. An event pays a fee to the fairgrounds based
on the size and location of the facilities used. The basic fee is $300. Even a
commercial event where products are sold would only be charged a single fee
based on the square-footage needed. Concessionaires that operate during the
County Fair apply for a one-year lease agreement and are not guaranteed return
rights. Fees to the Fairgrounds Association for concessionaires are twenty
percent of the gross income. Carnival providers bid for a five-year contract,
offering set prices for their food stands and game concessions and a percentage
of ride gross. The contract guarantees a minimum fee.
Most concessionaires at the Butte County Fairgrounds do not generate much
revenue for themselves. One of the larger concessionaires paid a total fee of
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$2071 in 2003 for use of the fairgrounds. This would represent gross revenue of
$10,355. To calculate whether this PI would be taxable, an appraiser would have
to determine what percentage of that payment was actually for value of the land
use itself. Any fees that are not real property fees, but represent costs to the
fairgrounds that are passed along to concessionaires, would be subtracted from
the actual rent itself. Examples of such costs are utilities, trash pickup and other
maintenance fees, management costs, and insurance. Then, using a direct
income approach, the appraiser would calculate a present value by applying a
present worth factor to the remaining land portion of the fee. Taking into
consideration that the fairgrounds only issue one-year rental agreements, this
concessionaire’s PI value would fall below the $2000 low-value base for taxable
properties. If that same concessionaire had a three year contract, and if it was
anticipated that the income during the first year would be roughly consistent
throughout the entire three years of the contract, the present value for 2003
would be higher than the $2000 low-value base and would be a taxable PI for the
first two years of the contract. (Exhibit H)
The Grand Jury learned that both fairgrounds do not collect PI taxes as part of
their fees. They just provide information to the county when requested. The
county determines the tax and collects it as part of its normal collection process.
With some exceptions, most county fairgrounds are small and gear their efforts
toward local events when they are not doing a county fair. Many fairground
administrators believe that receiving a tax bill for a small yearly event would
discourage use.
From our interviews with fairground officials, the Grand Jury learned that
fairground PI’s are often given low priority by many counties until BOE comes
along and takes notice. The Grand Jury presented this idea to officials from the
Property Tax Department of BOE, one of whom had been involved with the 2005
BOE Butte County survey. The BOE officials understand that most counties do
not feel PI assessment of fairground usage is of high priority, but it is required by
the statutes. If a county is not identifying and assessing all PI’s, it is not
assessing all statutory property. However, the BOE also recognizes the
budgetary limitations faced by assessor’s offices in all counties. The Butte
County Tax Assessor told the Grand Jury that fairground PI assessments are not
being completed because the revenue generated is much too small to justify the
amount of time that would be spent assessing them.
Related to these budgetary limitations, the Revenue and Taxation Code, Section
155.20, (Exhibit I) enacted July 28,1997, allows a County Board of Supervisors
to adopt a new low value ordinance which raises the low value base from the old
$2000 figure to $5000. This provision would also allow a special $50,000 low
value base just for PI use of fairground, convention, and cultural facilities. Butte
County is operating under the old $2000 figure, which means that any property
that is valued at $2000 or less is exempt from the tax rolls. (Exhibit J) When
asked about whether Butte County should consider adopting a new low value
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ordinance per code section 155.20, the BOE officials indicated that it depends on
the following rule of thumb: “When the cost of assessing and collecting is greater
than what is received, then they should consider changing the threshold.” BOE
went on to say that some Assessors are reluctant to do so because Boards of
Supervisors mistakenly think the offices would have less work and try to reduce
the budget or staffing.
The Grand Jury feels that changing the low value threshold is much more in line
with current costs of assessing and collecting. Also, considering the value of real
estate today, a $5000 low value ordinance would be more relevant. Adopting the
special figure of $50,000 for fairground users would protect small events and
small concessionaires while still requiring PI taxes from major moneymaking
events. Since Butte County already appears to be protecting small events and
concessionaires by not assessing PI fairground activity, adopting Tax and
Revenue Code 155.20 would put Butte County in statutory compliance. The only
concern regarding this recommendation would be whether changing the low
value ordinance from $2000 to $5000 would have a negative impact on Butte
County tax revenue. When asked about this concern, the Assessor indicated
that changing the low value base to $5000 would have very little impact on tax
revenue.
Business Property Valuation
Each year businesses are required to complete a business property statement.
From this statement the business is assessed a tax based on the values
presented. Audit situations may arise in two cases. First, when the taxpayer
fails to submit a statement, the auditor/appraisers will determine values
according to data from previously filed statements from that company, or if that
company has never filed, from similar businesses. The tax bill will be based on
that estimation. An estimate might also be applied to a statement filed by a
company that raises questions or suspicions that certain property had been
omitted from prior statements. Both of these situations could warrant what is
called a non-mandatory audit, i.e. it would be conducted at the discretion of the
Assessor’s Office. In a second situation, if a company’s statements for four
years in a row report tangible personal property and trade fixtures valued at
greater than $400,000 for each reported year, section 469 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code requires the Assessor to conduct an audit of this business. These
are called mandatory audits because they are mandated by statute. Ideally, the
mandatory audit should be completed in the fourth year that the company reports
property valued greater than $400,000, and every fourth year thereafter.
In an audit of a Butte County business, an auditor/appraiser goes to the site
where the records are kept in order to determine whether the property tax
statements received from the company match their business records for the
years being audited. Paperwork is gathered and brought back to the Assessor’s
office for processing, which takes an additional two to four days. It could take
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longer if additional information is requested from the company. The
auditor/appraiser might also inspect the actual work site. At the conclusion of the
audit, if any equipment or fixtures are found that were misreported or not
reported at all (escaped properties), the county correctly assesses the property
for any of the four years in question. The business is presented with a copy of
the audit working papers and has 15 days to respond. After that, a new tax
notice is sent out that includes the tax correction and interest charges. Penalties
are not added unless the discrepancies were fraudulent. If the audit determines
that a business over-reported, the taxpayer is issued a refund.
If the Assessor’s Office does not perform a mandatory audit when due, it is
carried over to the next year. Sometimes, again in rare instances where the
statements raise questions or suspicions and where there is evidence that
suggests under-reporting, the auditor/appraiser might estimate a percentage for
possible escaped properties and add it to the assessment for that year. If, when
finally performed, the audit shows that the taxpayer paid more than required, the
county issues a refund. The statute of limitations allows the county to recapture
lost revenue from escaped properties only for the current year and the three prior
years. The same is true of the taxpayer’s ability to collect any refunds due. So if
an audit has to be carried over, the oldest year drops off and cannot be captured
or refunded. The statute allows the Assessor’s Office to ask the taxpayer to sign
a waiver for an uncompleted audit. In this case, that audit year does not drop off,
and the Assessor can reassess for four prior years and the current one. The
taxpayer is not required to sign a waiver and would probably not in a situation
where he fears additional taxes. However, there is some motivation for the
taxpayer to sign the waiver since any potential refund amount would also drop off
if the waiver is not in place
The BOE, in all of its surveys since 1994, noted a failure on the part of the
Assessor’s office to obtain waivers on all audits that will not be completed when
due. They recommended this be done. (Exhibits K and L) It is the practice of
the Assessor’s Office to get signed waivers only for audit work that is currently in
process but will not be completed by the time the roll is closed at the end of the
fiscal year. A waiver is good for only a year, so the auditor/appraisers feel it is a
waste of time to get them for audits that are due but not started. Also, there is no
guarantee that they will get to the overdue audits the next year either. In the
Grand Jury interview with the BOE officials, we addressed this issue. They feel
waivers should be acquired for all due audits. A department should not have
such a backlog that it cannot complete required audits within the next year. They
feel Butte County needs to deal with its backlog.
It is BOE’s position that mandatory audits are statutory and therefore should be
completed in a timely manner. The 1994 BOE survey noted that Butte County
was not doing mandatory audits. At this time, the County had only one
auditor/appraiser handling business property. This auditor’s time was consumed
by the processing of business property statements, so neither mandatory nor
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non-mandatory audits were being done. BOE made a recommendation that the
assessor begin to do timely mandatory business property audits. They also
recommended that larger, non-mandatory accounts, where taxpayers repeatedly
fail to file annual business property statements, also be audited. In 1995, when
the county began receiving the special PTAP funding from the State, two
assessment clerks were reassigned to process the business statements, and
three additional auditor/appraisers were added to this division. The audits
resumed. In their 2000 report, the BOE commended the department for meeting
a target number of non-mandatory audits. As for the mandatory audits, they
praised the department for the quality of the audits but expressed concern that
the assessor was completing less than half of the workload, 38 out of 96 due in
1998. Mandatory audits need to be the highest priority; therefore, BOE repeated
the recommendation that they be completed.
In his response to the 2000 report, the Assessor was in agreement that
mandatory audits should be completed on a timely basis. He also mentioned
that since his new staff now had the training and experience, the number of
mandatory audits would increase. (Exhibit M) However, in comparing the BOE
statistics from the 2000 report and the 2005 report, the Grand Jury found that not
much had changed. For example, a BOE chart in the 2000 survey shows that in
1997, while his new auditor/appraisers were gaining their experience, 46
mandatory audits were completed out of 113. Sixty-seven were carried over to
the next year. A chart from the 2005 survey shows that in the years from 1999
through 2002, the year 2000 had the most completed mandatory audits, only 49.
Therefore, BOE repeated this recommendation in the 2005 report. (Exhibit N)
In his response, the Assessor did not explain why things did not improve. He
responded that he had lost an auditor but will still make an attempt to catch up.
To look into this specific issue, the Grand Jury interviewed upper department
management as well as three members of the business division who handle all
audits and assessments of tangible business property and fixtures. We asked
why audits were not being completed as required. The answers to this question
can be summarized as: (1) limited staffing in the business division and (2) not the
best use of their time.
Staff in the business division is currently limited to two auditor/appraisers and a
supervisor who performs the same work in addition to supervisory duties. Two
assessment clerks and their supervisor work with the auditor/appraisers in this
division, providing data entry and paperwork support. They have a six month
window, from July 1 through December 31, to attempt to handle over 200 current
and overdue mandatory audits, non-mandatory audits, and appeals. The
remainder of the fiscal year is primarily spent processing over 7500 property tax
questionnaires, assessing 3447 boats and 222 aircraft, and handling appeals.
(These figures are from 2006-07 fiscal year.)

37

These three auditor/appraisers represent a staff downsize that occurred when
one person chose the retirement incentive in 2004. Rather than hire a new
auditor/appraiser, the Assessor chose to reassign the vacancy to another division
within the department. He has, however, hired this retired auditor/appraiser on a
limited contract basis to help with audits. While this helps, the chart below shows
it is more “a finger in the dike” approach, as the list of required audits grows each
year. To the list of audits due in a given year are added an increasing number of
businesses becoming eligible for the first time plus those businesses carried over
as not completed from the prior year.
Mandatory Audits from 2003 – 2006
Year
Audits Due Audits
Completed
2003
*
12
2004
119
24
2005
138
23
2006
171
22
*Data unavailable

Carried Over to Next
Year
*
95
115
149

While limited staffing has created a backlog in mandatory and non-mandatory
audits, the time use of the business division auditor/appraisers adds to the
problem. Butte County is among 39 California counties that participate in a joint
venture called the California Counties Cooperative Audit Services Exchange
(CCCASE). Almost everyone interviewed indicated that doing CCCASE audits
consumes most of the auditor/appraiser time from July through December, and
sometimes into January. They believe that reducing or eliminating CCCASE
audit participation would help the business division catch up on both mandatory
and non-mandatory audits.
CCCASE was established to help counties deal with the auditing of those
businesses that have multiple locations involving several counties. For example,
there are Sears stores located in most counties within the state. The financial
records for these locations would be handled at the corporate headquarters
based in Chicago. Rather than have each county send an auditor/appraiser to
Chicago to locate the necessary financial data needed for an audit, only one
county would make the trip to collect for all counties. Each participating county
submits to CCCASE those audits it wants to have performed by other counties.
These audits are compiled by CCCASE administrators into a book arranged by
locale of the corporate offices for each company. Each participating county then
negotiates to “buy” one or more of the trips to these locales. While at that locale,
an auditor/appraiser gathers all the data necessary to conduct audits for each
location of that company within each county that needs the audit. The number of
weeks spent depends upon the number of different companies with corporate
offices in or near that locale, as well as the number of locations for each
company that is being audited. In one Butte County CCCASE audit trip, the
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auditor/appraiser had to collect data for each of 57 locations of a company just
for one county alone.
For a Butte County auditor/appraiser, a typical CCCASE audit trip can last from
two to three weeks. After returning to Butte County, even more time is spent
organizing and categorizing the data into a useable form. Butte County always
collects additional data above what a county might need, in anticipation of the
kinds of questions that might arise from the data. The data are then shipped to
the selling county where values are added to complete the audit. Then Butte
County submits a bill for its expenses and labor to the CCCASE administrator.
When everything is finished, counties that have not conducted enough audits to
cover what they owe send checks to the counties that have conducted more trips
and have earned more than they owe.
In an ideal world, sharing audit information with other counties sounds like a
good idea. When Butte County receives the data from other counties who
perform audits, the auditor/appraiser should only have to add property values to
well-organized, thorough data and be finished. However, some other counties do
not perform as thorough an audit as those for which Butte County has been
commended by BOE. Their auditor/appraisers might not collect all of the needed
data. Questions may arise that are not supported by the data received. Also,
Butte County would prefer in-depth documentation to support property
statements received, whereas in some cases an auditor from another county
might not be aggressive enough to get more than just financial statements. In
these cases, the Butte County auditor/appraiser has to call the company for
additional data. Several weeks and possibly several phone calls later, the data
may arrive. In some cases, where it is possible, the auditor/appraiser may work
around the problem if the information does not come quickly enough. In other
cases, with time constraints and the current shortage of manpower, a Butte
County auditor/appraiser might just decide not to complete the audit and record it
as a “no change” from the prior audit four years ago. As a result, the Grand Jury
questions the value of selling audits to other counties.
Butte County is one of the CCCASE counties that is conducting more audit trips
than it needs to make to offset the audits it has performed by other counties.
According to our interviews with the entire business division and with upper
management, the Assessor’s Office is falling further behind in its own statutory
mandated audits because it spends a significant amount of department time
doing CCCASE audits for other counties.
When the county began receiving PTAP funding in 1994, they used some of their
new staff positions to increase the number within the business division from one
to four. As noted by BOE in the 2000 survey, the extra auditor/appraisers hired
for the business division began making a dent in the backlog of mandatory audits
by 1999. However, as mentioned earlier and demonstrated in Exhibit N, the
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number of mandatory audits completed did not increase past 1999, as would be
expected now that the newly hired staff was up to speed.
It was around the year 2000 that the county began making extra CCCASE audit
trips. In 2003, the number of these trips increased to five and during that year
the total of completed mandatory audits dropped to twelve, down from 45 in
2002. (Exhibit N) The number of CCCASE trips has remained at a high level
since then, even though staffing has dropped by one person. (See the chart in
the next paragraph.) In 2005, boat and aircraft appraisals were added to the
business division workload. Unless something changes, the next BOE survey
will show an even greater backlog of mandatory audits. Non-mandatory audits
are no longer being done, except under circumstances where the taxpayer has
filed an appeal.
Each year from 2000 to present, the Assessor’s office has conducted more
CCCASE audits for other counties than are needed to cover the cost of those
audits completed by other counties for Butte.
Fiscal
Year
2000-1
2001-2
2002-3
2003-4
2004-5
2005-6
2006-7

Number
Of Trips
2
2
2
5
4
4
3

Amt Billed
By Butte
10,167
9,362
18,995
47,794
31,424
36,541
40,201

Amt Owed
by Butte
6,031
6,993
3,775
6,915
6,737
7,829
12,807

Excess
Expected
4,136
2,369
15,220
40,879
24,687
28,712
27,394

Excess
Received
8,027
2,334
15,220
41,013
24,646
28,712

Since 2003, all of the three current auditor/appraisers from the business division
completed at least one CCCASE audit trip apiece per year, with some doing as
many as two trips in one year. All of the auditor/appraisers, when asked,
indicated that doing CCCASE audits takes about 20 to 25 percent of their total
work time each year. CCCASE audits both bought and sold by Butte County are
in that figure. When asked to estimate the amount of time spent on just those
audits for other counties, each one said it would be difficult because the time
spent is not dedicated, uninterrupted time. Conservatively, more than 6 weeks of
an auditor/appraiser’s time is spent doing CCCASE work for other counties. This
includes making all of his/her own travel arrangements, becoming familiar with
data needs the selling counties send them prior to the trips, the trip itself, and the
additional work that is required in the office after the trip before sending the data
on to the selling county.
However, the Grand Jury was told that Butte County only bills about half of the
labor time it takes to do a good job. A lot of time cannot really be billed for trying
to pick up and review after the auditor has been interrupted by some other
project. Also, CCCASE administration limits the number of hours that can be
billed to any one county for the completed audits, and any hours in excess must
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be approved. If actual costs were charged, counties might be reluctant to have
Butte County perform audits for them.
The emphasis on CCCASE audits limits the amount of time spent on local
mandatory and non-mandatory audits. For example, in 2005, Butte County
performed 45 audits for 19 different counties, though the data provided did not
indicate the number of locations covered by these 45 audits. However, the same
three auditor/appraisers conducted only a combined total of 14 of Butte County’s
mandatory local audits, and the retired contract-employee completed nine more.
Fourteen non-mandatory local audits were completed in the same year. When
asked how many local audits could be finished using the same amount of time
currently spent on CCCASE audits for other counties, we were told about 12 per
auditor in addition to what they already do in a year. Using these estimates, if
Butte County only made one CCCASE audit trip to offset the costs of the audits
they have other counties perform for them, the county could come close to
breaking even and still complete 24 local audits in addition to those they already
perform.
If doing CCCASE audits takes so much time, why is Butte County doing three or
four trips per year? The budget process in Butte County encourages
departments to generate independent income to augment the revenue supplied
by the general fund. Some county departments can apply for grants or can
charge fees for their services that can be used by the county toward their budget
allocations. This is independent income. In essence, these departments help
support their activities because these monies are received by the county from
sources outside those received from the county’s tax base. The State of
California reimburses Butte County for thirty percent of the Assessor’s expenses.
This restricted funding is applied to the Assessor’s budget but is not considered
independent income. The rest of the Assessor’s budget expenses would have to
be met by the county general fund. When the philosophy of the budget system
requires a department head to generate independent income or face staffing
cuts, the Assessor has to use the only source available to him. When asked, the
Assessor confirmed that CCCASE is an opportunity to raise a portion of his
budget as independent income. The revenue collected is not a direct
contribution to the department itself but rather goes into the general fund. It
shows in his budget as reducing the county’s contribution.
While on the surface CCCASE audits appear to bring in additional revenue, in
reality they cost the county money. For example, in 2005, three
auditor/appraisers took four CCCASE trips, lasting a combined total of seven and
a half weeks. Actual costs for transportation, lodging, and meals totaled
$14,994. Also, the four trips cost the county and the department 39 days of
combined wages and 44.25 hours of comp time. According to a yearly analysis
that includes wages, vacation, benefits and retirement, it costs Butte County an
average of $42 per hour for an auditor/appraiser. The combined labor for the
trips cost the county $14,963 in regular and comp time wages. The expenses
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and labor for just the trips alone represent a total of $29,957 of the Assessor’s
budget. (Exhibit O)
Even if the work ended at this point, the CCCASE trips had already lost $1245 for
the county, not including the time spent in pre-trip preparation. However, when
they returned to the office, each auditor/appraiser spent approximately four more
weeks per trip organizing the data and finishing the audit information to send to
the selling counties. The wages for these sixteen weeks, or 640 man hours, total
$26,880. This additional labor, added to the other trip costs, results in a total of
$56,837 dedicated to doing work for other counties. For this work in 2005, Butte
County billed $36,541 for CCCASE audits, from which was subtracted the $7829
that the county owed for the audits it sold to other counties. Thus, the County
received $28,712 in revenue which returned to the county general fund. It cost
$56,837 to earn “independent income” of only $28,712. Not allowing for the rare
instance when a CCCASE trip included a required Butte County audit, that
represents a $28,125 financial loss to the county in addition to the loss of time
not spent doing county work. Larger counties usually have the advantage of
choosing trips of their preference; Butte rarely gets a trip that includes its own
audit needs.

One individual argued that the only real cost to the county was the $14,994 spent
on travel, lodging, and meals. Wages should not be counted, because, after all,
the county would have had that expense even if the auditor/appraisers had
stayed in the office doing Butte’s own audits. As long as the Assessor’s
department gets its statutory work completed and closes the roll on time, this is
an efficient use of their time. The Grand Jury does not agree with this argument,
since all due statutory mandatory and non-mandatory audits of the business
division of the Assessor’s Office are NOT being completed. However, just for
now, let us examine the outcome, using this viewpoint. If using only the actual
costs, the independent revenue would be $13,718. However, the county needs
to consider that the Assessor also had to budget approximately another $10,000
for an independent contractor to come in to help the business division complete
its CCCASE audits and do 9 additional local audits. Taking this into
consideration, the independent income is reduced to $3718. It would have been
to Butte County’s advantage to pay the $7829 to the other counties and opt to
take no trips that year, as some counties choose to do. This would save the
$14,994 actual expenses in addition to the employee time that was lost doing
audits for other counties.
The question is, “Should Butte County continue to participate in CCCASE?” The
Grand Jury feels we have demonstrated there is loss, not gain, in doing extra
CCCASE audit trips as a source of independent income. There are three
additional options regarding CCCASE trips that could be considered:
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1. make no trips, but remain in CCCASE and pay other counties to do out-ofstate audits for Butte;
2. make only one CCCASE trip large enough to cover most of Butte’s costs
and pay any amounts still owed; or
3. discontinue participation altogether.
While the auditor/appraisers who were interviewed complained that many
CCCASE audits performed by other counties for Butte are inadequate, they were
quick to point out that many are done very well and do indeed save time. They
would have to determine whether there are enough good audits to offset the
frustration with those that are inadequate. The Grand Jury was told that on both
ends of the spectrum, about twenty percent of the audits were excellent, and
twenty percent were worthless. The audit work-ups for the 60 percent in
between might represent varying degrees of inadequacy but at least have
enough information for Butte County to finish without having to contact corporate
offices for additional information. Therefore, the option of making no trips, but
paying for other counties to do the work, would be attractive and definitely save
money. However, while it is an option that is allowed, the spirit of the program is
based on cooperative effort. That option is provided for truly small counties and
for occasional circumstances where a staffing dilemma might prevent a county
from making a trip.
Considering the second option, could Butte find one trip that comes close enough
economically to offset the cost of the CCCASE audits that have been completed
by other counties for Butte? Included in this consideration should be the cost to
Butte County for making the trip as well as the amount it would owe to CCCASE.
To use only one of the trips taken in 2005 as an example, Butte County
submitted to CCCASE a bill totaling $13,118. Transportation, lodging, and meal
expenses for that specific trip were $4511, leaving an excess of $8607. Those
who use the argument that only actual expenses should be considered, and not
wages, could say that this excess amount would have covered the $7829 owed
to CCCASE by Butte and resulted in an actual $778 gain. Under this argument,
one trip would definitely suffice. Including the $42 average hourly wage figure,
the county would show an overall loss of $10,237, which would still have been far
less than the actual $28,125 loss.
As for the third option, nineteen counties do not participate in the CCCASE audit
program. What do they do for out-of-state audits? They either have large
enough staffing to conduct all their own audit trips or, most likely, they request
needed data by phone or e-mail. Phone and e-mail requests can be made to
work if a good program were established. An auditor/appraiser could add
specific needs to an already compiled standardized list that is relevant for most
audits. These lists could be sent out early in the new fiscal year. Local audits
can be done while waiting for data to return. Follow-up calls could be done by
support staff if needed. The Grand Jury was unable to determine the cost of
doing in-house the audits lost by giving up CCCASE participation. It might be
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worth exploring what other non-CCCASE counties do to get their out-of-state
audits completed.
The Grand Jury strongly recommends that the Assessor and Butte County
Administration discontinue viewing CCCASE audits as a source of independent
income. We understand county administration’s desire that departments bring in
extra money toward their budget costs. However, the Assessor’s Office should
not validate its budget through extra CCCASE audit trips.
The Assessor and his staff maintain the position that the very nature of the work,
the very act of valuing real and personal property, already generates a large
portion of county government revenue. Assessment provides the very tax base
that supplies funding not only for county government, but also for schools and
special districts. As an indirect result of the department’s work, other non-tax
income is generated for county government. For example, a major portion of the
tax revenue generated by assessment of properties under the Williamson Act is
due to the work of the Assessor’s office. Since the benefit to the property owner
is reduced valuation, subvention funds are paid by the state to the county to
offset the revenue loss caused by the reduced valuation. Since this work is not
predefined by administration as independent income, it goes into the general
fund, and no portion counts toward the Assessor’s budget. There are several
other types of revenue generated in this way.
BOE recognizes that faced with limited budgets, most Assessors will use more of
their staff in commercial and residential real property, such as land and buildings,
than in business equipment and fixtures. The Grand Jury found this to be true in
Butte County, where only 3 of the county’s 22 staff appraisers are in the business
section. This makes sense, because real properties represent much higher
assessment values and therefore generate much more tax revenue. Also, liens
can be secured on this type of property for nonpayment. Business equipment
and fixtures generate much less tax revenue and cannot be secured with liens for
nonpayment. However, the Butte County Assessor is required by statute to
complete mandatory audits in a timely manner and is currently out of compliance.
Would the county gain enough revenue by completing audits to cover the cost of
placing an additional staff person in the business division? There would be no
guarantee either way. From data provided by the Assessor’s Office which was
arranged by calendar year, not fiscal year, mandatory and non-mandatory audits
from 1999 through 2004 resulted in both tax increases and refunds. In all six
years, with the exception of 2003, the values of roll increases were greater than
decreases, ranging from a low of $5.5 million to a high of $25 million. These
changes resulted in upwards of $55,000 to more than $250,000 in captured tax
revenue. With a budget in the billions of dollars, the twenty-four percent of
property tax revenues received by county government may seem small, but the
captured revenue was still relevant, especially for schools and special districts
which also receive tax revenues. In 2003, 2005, and 2006, the audits resulted in
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roll decreases that were greater than roll increases. However, according to the
Assessor’s Office, there were major refunds in a couple of special circumstances
that skewed the data greatly to reflect an overall decrease.
Does that mean that every year increases would exceed decreases? As with the
audit backlog, there is no way to predict the outcome. The county may be
reluctant to put resources into an effort that may not capture enough to cover its
costs. However, the Assessor’s Office says that it places service to the taxpayer
first. It would best serve all county taxpayers, including the business taxpayers,
to reduce the audit backlog and remain current. The knowledge that mandatory
and non-mandatory audits will be done in a timely manner will encourage
accuracy in reporting.
To determine whether a growing backlog in mandatory audits is a common
problem among the 59 California counties, the Grand Jury reviewed the 2005-06
comparative statistics compiled each year by BOE. While there are no
demographic comparisons as part of the data, one is able to compare budgets,
total staffing, workloads, total roll values, etc. We were surprised to find that
backlogs do not appear to be a widespread problem. For example, Butte County
was only one of four counties that had audit backlogs greater than 100. Of the
remaining 55 counties, all but seven had less than a 20 audit backlog.
(Exhibit P) In looking at 3 counties similar to Butte in total department staff (4445) and total budgets, the difference appears to be higher staffing levels in the
business division of 5 to 6 auditor appraisers. One of these counties, Shasta, is
incredibly close to Butte in business division workload. The Shasta County
Assessor, when interviewed indicated her division took only one CCCASE trip to
cover the costs of having other counties do some of their audits for them. She
has no mandatory audit backlog.
In conclusion, the recommendations from BOE over the past 11 years are that
Butte County complete mandatory and non-mandatory audits in a timely manner
and eliminate their backlog. BOE surveys will continue to make these
recommendations unless the Assessor’s Office makes a concerted effort to solve
the problem. It is easy for him to respond that audits will be done as staffing and
time allow and make no effort to address additional staffing or better use of the
time for staff involved. There does not appear to be any perceived urgency. The
department is doing some audits, and the work is good. There probably would
be no penalties or loss of state funding for supplemental assessment that BOE
could impose in major instances where counties do not comply with the property
tax codes and statutes. However, the audits are not being completed within the
time frame laid out by Section 469 of the Revenue and Taxation Code.
In what seems to be a symptomatic problem within the county, limited revenues
lead to pressures to do more with fewer personnel. Since this department’s very
work affects the revenue stream within and outside of county government, it
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should be adequately staffed. The Assessor should focus also on the best
apportioning and use of his staff to fulfill statutory requirements.
Commendations
1. The Grand Jury appreciates the Butte County Assessor and his staff for
their cooperation in this review.
2. The Grand Jury commends the dedicated, cohesive group of hardworking
individuals in the Butte County Assessor’s Office. They appear to be well
trained and do quality work. This department faces difficult issues which
are complicated by a limited number of staff who shoulder a heavy and
demanding workload.
3. The Grand Jury commends the Assessor for not micro-managing his
department. He recognizes the expertise within his staff and allows them
complete responsibility to perform their tasks.
Findings
1.

The Appraiser’s Office is understaffed, particularly in the business
division.

2.

A great many experienced appraisers within the Assessor’s Office will be
eligible for retirement within the next 10 years. It takes considerable time
for an appraiser to build expertise.

3.

Morale is high within the department despite a heavy, time-driven
workload and understaffing. There is very little staff turnover.

4.

Many employees are at their top salary steps with no higher
classifications available. While the policy of the Assessor is to promote
from within the department, supervisory positions are few and rarely
become available.

5.

The Assessor is concerned that with current Human Resource
procedures, qualified applicants for entry-level appraiser positions may
never make it to interview lists.

6.

The Assessor has effectively upgraded the technology in his department;
however, the department still faces problems with Megabyte Systems
including product changes, tech support, and inadequate training.

7.

BOE has indicated that all possessory interests involving the Butte
County Fairgrounds in Gridley and the Silver Dollar Fairgrounds in Chico
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are not being enrolled. The Grand Jury finds that the cost of valuing
fairground PI’s would be more than the tax revenue generated.
8.

By having a large and growing backlog of mandatory audits, Butte County
is out of compliance with Revenue and Taxation Code section 469.

9.

The county participates in CCCASE to handle audits for those companies
with corporate headquarters out-of-state but doing business within
California.. The quality of CCCASE audits performed by other counties
for Butte County varies in a range from excellent to worthless.

10. The Assessor has been using his business division to conduct extra
CCCASE audit trips to generate independent revenue for the county.
The expenses of these trips cost the county more than the revenue
generated.
11. While CCCASE trips taken by Butte County staff may or may not include
some Butte County locations, most of the time is spent doing work for
other counties. The time lost by doing additional CCCASE trips means
less time is available for conducting local business audits that are
currently due, as well as eliminating the backlog.
12. The state legislature discontinued PTAP funding.
Recommendations
1. Considering the time needed for building appraisal expertise, as well as the
current understaffing, the Assessor and the County need to take steps
necessary to return the department to the 2003-04 staffing levels of 49, if
not higher.
2. The Assessor and the County should investigate ways to create more
advancement opportunities for employees of the Assessor’s Office.
3. The Assessor and Human Resources should have a mutually agreeable
procedure in place to screen and hire new appraisers and
auditor/appraisers.
4. The Grand Jury encourages the Assessor to work with the other Megabyte
users to exert stronger pressure on the company to deal with problem
areas.
5. The Board of Supervisors should adopt a resolution to raise the current low
value property threshold from $2000 to $5000 for all properties. This is
possible through Revenue and Taxation Code Section 155.20.
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6. The Board of Supervisors should raise the low value threshold specified for
possessory interest use of fairground, convention, and cultural facilities to
$50,000. This is possible through Revenue and Taxation Code Section
155.20.
7. To clear the backlog of mandatory and non-mandatory audits that must be
performed by the business division and to remain current in the future,
a. the Assessor should strongly consider increasing the number of
business division auditor/appraisers to 5;
b. the Assessor should continue the current practice of using a retired
auditor/appraiser on a contract basis until the backlog has been
eliminated; and
c. the Assessor should eliminate the practice of using extra CCCASE
audit trips as a source of independent income.
8. The Assessor should determine the value of continuing CCCASE
participation.
9. The Assessor should continue, either through a consortium of affected
counties or independently, to lobby the State legislature for a renewal of
the PTAP funding and for a higher threshold for mandatory business
property and fixture audits, raising it from $400,000 to $600,000

Responses Required (Penal Code §933 & §933.05)
Butte County Tax Assessor
Butte County Chief Administrative Officer
Butte County Board of Supervisors
Butte County Human Resources Director
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List of Documents Reviewed by the Grand Jury
Butte County – Contract # X16125 with Megabyte Systems entitled “Agreement:
Property Tax System Maintenance.”
Butte County Assessor’s Office – Audit Workload Summaries from 2000 – 2006
Butte County Assessor’s Office – CCCASE trips from 1999 – 2006 – Audits
performed by Butte auditor/appraisers
Butte County Assessor’s Office – List of identified PI’s 2007
Butte County Board of Supervisors – Resolution 93-158
Butte County Fairgrounds – Data charts and contracts for use of the fairgrounds
at Gridley for the years 2001 through 2003 as
requested by BOE for use in their 2005 survey.
California State Board of Equalization – Butte County Assessment Practices
Survey 2000. Includes the Assessor’s responses
California State Board of Equalization – Butte County Assessment Practices
Survey 2005. Includes the Assessor’s responses
Property Taxes Law Guide Rule 371
Revenue and Tax Code 95.35 establishing PTAP funding
Revenue and Tax Code 155.20

Allowing County Boards of Supervisors to set
Low Value ordinances for property tax
assessment.
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Butte County Department of Development Services
Reasons for Review
The 2006-07 Grand Jury chose to review the Butte County Department of
Development Services (DDS) as a follow-up to the 2004-05 Grand Jury report.
The 2004-05 Grand Jury was very critical of the department in its report; this
Grand Jury wanted to see if the recommendations of the 2004-05 Grand Jury
had been adopted. If so, were they effective? Additionally, the Grand Jury
received a complaint related to how the DDS interpreted the Butte County
General Plan’s desired 300 foot agricultural setback from residential land uses.
We followed up on this complaint to determine if it had merit.
The 2004-05 Grand Jury found that tThe Department of Development Services
was dysfunctional. Three primary factors mentioned in the 2004-05 report were:

1. an ineffective competent Director;
2. members of the Board of Supervisors using intimidation and pressure
to coerce planners, staff and the director to alter project outcomes; and
3. vague language in the Butte County Codes, resolutions, policies,
practices and General Plan, making it impossible for DDS employees
to implement them consistently.

Background

The Department of Development Services is made up of two operational
divisions, Planning and Building.. The two divisions of the DDS are the largest
users of the county’s Geographic Information System (GIS), which is maintained
by the county Information Services Department. The DDS also provides public
access to information in the county’s GIS database.

The Planning Division reviews subdivisions, lot-splits and proposed
developments; writes reports; and makes recommendations to the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors regarding these issues. This enables
these bodies to make informed decisions and ensures development is consistent
with county ordinances and with the county’s General Plan.
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The Building Division reviews construction permits for compliance with building
codes and inspects projects as they are built to ensure that construction is in
accordance with building and safety standards. The Building Division also
follows up on complaints of potential code violations and takes corrective actions
where violations are discovered. The division has an active nuisance abatement
program that condemns and removes unsafe buildings, abandoned vehicles and
hazardous clutter on the property. . This often involves obtaining court orders
and placing liens on the property to cover the county’s cost of the abatement
work. Both of these divisions administer other programs.

The GIS database has become an essential element in the conduct of the
Planning Division’s daily business. The county GIS is an enormous layered
database that gives planners access to parcel information such as zoning,
General Plan data, topography, roads, sewer lines, and many other data sets.
One former planner from the county who was a GIS analyst estimated the county
database to contain 50-70 different data sets. Anything that can be mapped
could be added to the county’s database.

Investigation

In our follow up of the 2004-05 earlier Grand Jury’s report, we interviewed the
Director of DDS, six of the seven mid- and upper-management staff in the DDS
department, a Planning Commissioner, the Agriculture Commissioner, the
Director of Public Works, two Chico Unified School District employees, six other
current and/or former DDS employees, and the individual who had submitted the
complaint to the Grand Jury. The Grand Jury also reviewed the personnel files of
all employeespersonnel in the Planning Division.

The Board of Supervisors acted on the recommendation of the 2004-05 Grand
Jury by hiring a new Director of Development Services. The current Director has
held the position since September 2005. Input regarding the effectiveness of the
director and the overall functioning of the department was obtained through
interviews of individuals working in the department, individuals from other
jurisdictions, and elected officials. Based on these interviews, and watching the
Director in action, the Grand Jury concluded that the Director is well qualified for
the position and has a good working relationship with the managers directly
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under him. Three of the upper-level managers in the department were recruited
by the Director from the county where he previously worked. The Director uses
contemporary urrent management methods and practices and holds weekly
meetings with all the DDS staff and has an "open door" policy with employees.
He is well respected, and we found wide-spread optimism that morale and office
culture are improving and will continue to change for the better under his
leadership.

The Director has implemented a new web-based tracking system, “Track-It.”
This system improves efficiency in the department and makes it easier for
applicants to access information regarding the current status of their projects.
Additionally, the Director has started a program of scanning hard-copy
documents into a computer accessible format. All who were interviewed
indicated the “Track-Iit” software was beneficial and improved productivity.

Based on our interviews, we found that there is now there appears to be less
interference in planning projects from the Board of Supervisors. It is not clear
whether this is just the result of a change in the composition of the Board, the
nature of current planning projects or the influence of the new DDS Director. The
former Grand Jury recommended that the Board of Supervisors place a measure
on the ballot to expand the term "coercion" in Article XII, §3 of the county code to
include acts of intimidation or pressuring and that the amendment should be
expanded to extend these protections to all county employees, not just
department heads. However, no action has been taken on it to date.

Currently, the Butte County General Plan and its implementing ordinances are
being revised at a cost of roughly three million dollars. This process is expected
to be completed in three years. These updates should correct many of the
conflicts that exist among the current county General Plan, county ordinances,
resolutions, policies and practices. In the meantime, interim ordinances need to
be passed by the Board of Supervisors to both clarify policies that are unclear or
outdated and protect the county from potential law suits. TDuring this period, the
General Plans of the cities of Chico, Oroville, Gridley and Biggs are also being
updated.

The Butte County General Plan’s Agricultural Element was adopted in 1995. It is
the lastestlatest element adopted in the General Plan, with the exception of the
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Housing Element which by law must be updated every five years. The Grand
Jury received a complaint regarding an exception that had been made to the
desired 300-foot setback between agriculturale and residential land uses as
stated in the Agricultural Element. The involvement of the Grand Jury came too
late was unable to influence change the outcome of the complainant’s situation. ;
Hhowever, during our term the Director of DDS was effective in getting a
comprehensive 300-foot setback ordinance enacted, which should resolve future
“Ag-Setback” issues.

The intent of the General Plan is to be a document with a broad scope that
reflects the desires of the community on topics the community considers of
greatest importance. The state requires the following elements be addressed in
every General Plan: Circulation, Conservation, Housing, Land Use, Noise, Open
Space, Safety and Seismic Safety; however, additional elements may be
incorporated. Unlike the General Plan, ordinances are meant to be more specific
and outline minimum standards for the implementation of the General Plan. It is
the responsibility of the Board of Supervisors to direct staff on the writing of these
ordinances, to modify, and to ultimately adopt them into the county’s code.
Unfortunately, until very recently, the Board of Supervisors had not passed an
ordinance clarifying and implementing the 300-foot setback in the General Plan.
The Board of Supervisors has been remiss in taking eleven years to begin writing
ordinances clarifying the current General Plan, especially since the county is
now beginning a new cycle of updating the county’s General Plan.

The lack of an ordinance clarifying the agricultural set-back led to inconsistent
approval of development where application of the desired setback was
impossible or inconvenient. Until recently, there hads been no consensus among
the Agriculture Commissioner, the Director of DDS, the Planning Commission, or
the Board of Supervisors on how this program should be implemented. Through
the work of the Director, his staff, and in cooperation with the other parties
previously mentioned, a compromise was negotiated resulting in an ordinance
and an implementation plan created which the Board of Supervisors adopted by
ordinance, codifying rules for applying the 300-foot Agricultural setback.

There are several more issues in the Agricultural Element, in addition to the 300foot setback, that have not been codified by the Board of Supervisors. The
General Plan states that zoning ordinances need to be written to implement
minimum lot size (p. AE9, programs section 1.2), a desired 300-foot setback (p.
AE11 programs section 2.2), and performance standards such as setbacks,
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buffer areas, landscaping and fencing "and shall be developed illustrating buffer
requirements for various situations" (p. AE912, programs section 2.14), (Exhibit
A).

In reviewing prior Grand Jury reports and in our interviews, we learned that the
Agricultural Exemption, which allows the construction of agricultural buildings
without submission of plans or payment of any permit or impact fees, except a
$109 exemption fee, has been and continues to be abused. It should be noted
that this “Ag exemption” applies not only to land zoned for agricultural use but
also to grazing land, timberland, and other zones and un-zoned land. The
Director of the DDS has brought this issue before the Board of Supervisors and
presented the Bboard with a number of options. The Bboard then referred the
matter back to the DDS staff for further review and to conduct workshops with
representatives of the agricultural community.

Addressing the Agricultural Exemption is important for a number of reasons.
First, the Uniform Building Code that has been adopted by the county as law
governing construction does not allow for exemptions except for buildings with
less than 150 square-feet, basically sheds. Second, buildings that were
supposed to be “barns” built under this exemption have been converted into
second dwellings, manufacturing facilities, and many other uses not allowed
under this exemption. Because this takes place in rural settings and because
code enforcement is complaint driven, these activities go largely unnoticed.
Third, when this exemption is abused, the county loses revenue in two ways..
Fees that are rightfully due the county are avoided, and property taxes are
avoided because the true value of the improvements is never assessed. Fourth,
because no plans are required and no inspections are made during the
construction of these structures, there is no guarantee that they are safe.

The Grand Jury, in reviewing the functioning of the DDS, found one inefficiency
in the permit approval process. In order to process a completed building permit,
an applicant must travel from the DDS office to the office of the school district in
which the project is located and pay the school impact fee. The applicant then
has to return to the DDS office with a receipt showing the school fee had been
paid before obtaining the permit. From a customer service perspective this is a
wasted trip. Permit and impact fees are currently collected at the DDS office. It
makes no sense that school impact fees cannot be collected at the same time.
It is true that not all school districts in the county have the same impact fee
schedules or the same interpretation of when a fee should be collected.
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However, the new “Track-It" and GIS systems could accommodate variations in
the impact fee details among the various school districts, and the possibility
exists that the DDS could take over this function.
Interviews with the current Planning Division staff indicated that there is a
backlog of current development applications and a need for additional staff to
process these applications. The Principal Planner in this division stated that with
215 applications in house and a staff of five planners, each planner carries a
caseload of 25 to 30 projects. An Associate Planner related that they have 25 to
40 projects each. During the interview this planner said, “Morale is a little low
right now,” and it is “discouraging to inform applicants that you are behind”
because of this backlog of projects. They cannot give the projects “the attention
they need,” when working at “the counter” takes up 30% of their time.
In order to alleviate the pressure of the backlog that has accumulated over the
last few years, the DDS staff have been working overtime in order to meet
statutory deadlines for projects. These staff are salaried and “overtime exempt.”
They do, however, have the perk of being able to “float” their hours.
The Planning Department is understaffed to handle the numbers of current
applications working their way though the planning and approval process.
Several people interviewed explained that much of the current backlog is the
result of a dramatic increase in the county permit and impact fee schedule a few
years ago. In order to avoid these increased fees, many potential developers
secured development rights prior to the implementation of the new fee structure.
This could be done whether or not their development application had been
deemed “complete.” As a result, a flurry of applications were submitted in order
to avoid the higher fees. Now that the real estate market is on the downturn,
many of the projects that were submitted speculatively, in order to avoid the
dramatic rise in fees that was about to take place, may not be built as soon as
many suspected.

The Grand Jury reviewed the personnel records of all planners working for the
county. We wanted to determine whether or not employees met the minimum
requirements for their positions at the time they were hired or promoted to their
current positions. Twelve files were reviewed. All personnel did meet the
minimum requirements that were in effect at the time they accepted their current
positions. Additionally, the Grand Jury wanted to see if the employees had
current evaluations; ten of the twelve had current evaluations.

The 2004-05 Grand Jury found many personnel issues in the DDS department.
Overall, the 2006-07 Grand Jury found that the department is functioning better
and that morale has improved. However, we heard complaints that those who
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were identified as “whistle-blowers“ to the 2004-05 Grand Jury felt they had been
isolated and suffered retribution as a result of their testimony. These interviews
came late in our review of the department, and the Grand Jury did not have the
time to investigate these claims. We do not necessarily believe the Grand Jury is
the best mechanism for addressing personnel issues.
The Grand Jury conducted a final interview with the Director of Development
Services and shared these personnel issues with the Director. The Director was
aware of these issues. Based on the Director’s performance to date, the Grand
Jury believes it is in the best interest of all involved to allow the director to deal
with this issue.

Commendation

The Grand Jury commends the Director of Development Services for his
competence and his dedication to improving working conditions in the
department and working with the Board of Supervisors to resolve policies that are
unclear or outdated.
The Director is a competent manager and has made positive changes in the
functioning of the department.

Findings
1. The County Board of Supervisors has not implemented the
recommendation of the 2004-05 Grand Jury that protection from coercion
by members of the Board be extended to include all county employees
and that the definition of coercion be expanded.
2. The Director of the DDS has been working with the Board of Supervisors
to update ordinances related to the implementation of the Agricultural
Element of the General Plan.
3. The Agriculture Building Exemption is inconsistent with the Uniform
Building Code. Abuse of this exemption deprives the county of revenue
and also creates the risk that unsafe buildings may be constructed
4. The method of collecting school impact fees for building permits is
inefficient ; it does not demonstrate good customer service on the part of
either the DDS or the school districts.
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5. The Current Planning Division has a backlog of development applications,
requiring individual planners to carry a caseload of 25 to 40 projects.
Additional job responsibilities, such as working at the public counter,
contribute to this backlog

Recommendations
1. The Board of Supervisors should implement the 2004-05 Grand Jury
recommendation regarding coercion.

2. The Director of Development Services, Agriculture Commissioner and the
Board of Supervisors should continue to identify and update unclear
ordinances, especially those that are inconsistent with the General Plan or
expose the county to liability.
3. The Board of Supervisors needs to reconsider Tthe Agriculture Building
Exemption needs to be reconsidered in the context of the Uniform Building
Code.
4. The Director of Development Services should meet with each
superintendent of the county school districts to discuss the merits of
having the DDS office collect their building permit fees and to exchange
whatever technical information is needed to implement this proposal. The
cost of implementing this program should reflect the actual administration
cost to DDS.
5. The Director of Development Services should direct resources toward
reducing the response time on active applications

Responses (Penal Code §933 & §933.05)
Butte County Board of Supervisors
Director Development Services
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Butte County Clerk-Recorder
Reason for Visit
We decided to visit the Butte County Clerk-Recorder’s office to continue our
review of the timeliness of performance evaluations. Candace Grubbs has been
the Butte County Clerk-Recorder and Registrar of Voters for twenty years. She
has been innovative and received awards outside the county for professional
excellence.
The mission statement of the Department is “To provide efficient service to the
public that exemplifies the highest standards of courtesy, cost effectiveness, and
ethical performance while maintaining and preserving the public’s records in a
secure and easily accessible environment and promoting confidence in the
administration of fair and impartial elections.”
The Department is divided into two divisions: Clerk-Recorder and Elections.
These sections are both very diverse. The two divisions help each other and
cross train. For example, the Clerk-Recorder’s office assists in elections by
entering voter registration cards as they come in.
Clerk Recorder
The County Recorder is charged with protection of the public’s property. The
functions of the Clerk-Recorder’s office include recording and maintaining
records of real property transactions, maps and financial statements. All births,
deaths and marriages within the county are recorded. They collect various fees
for the county, cities and state agencies including the documentary transfer tax.
Records are optically imaged and kept on microfilm and are open to the public,
with the exception of documents that are legally protected. They also have
digital imaging that is stored off site.
Records and legal documents go back as far as 1850 including property and
mining claims, marriage licenses and birth certificates. The protection of
documents and ability to provide information to the general public is a specific
goal of this division. One project is the preservation of historic record books. All
historic books are being de-acidified and restored. According to Candace
Grubbs, 100% of customer documents submitted for recording are indexed the
same day.
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Elections
The Elections Division is responsible for all aspects of the election process
including, the registry of all eligible voters in Butte County, voter education
concerning the touch screen voting system, and training for precinct officers and
temporary employees. The division is also responsible for providing absentee
ballots in a timely manner.
The division must recruit many part time employees and volunteers during the
election period. They recruit and train from the Department of Social Services,
schools and the general public. The election process can result in long working
hours that last late into the morning of the next day. The election process is well
organized, and volunteers are dedicated.
The Elections Division partnered with the Department of Employment and Social
Services to recruit, screen, and test potential voting precinct officers.
Department of Employment and Social Services offered the use of its
employment centers, known as One-Stops, to recruit precinct officers at no
additional cost to the Elections Division. One-Stop staff developed a testing
process and successfully referred potential precinct officers to County Elections
Division. The result is a very qualified group of precinct officers, with the added
benefit of allowing the elections staff to focus on the implementation of electronic
voting. The Elections Division also recruited county employees, supervisor level
and higher, to act as precinct officers in the last few elections at a significant
savings to the county.
Election security involves surveillance cameras, chain of custody logs and seals
to track all voting equipment. All voting machines and the number of ballots are
checked multiple times. Absentee ballots are scanned and signature images
evaluated against the voter file in order to avoid fraud.
The Department
At the time of the Grand Jury’s visit, there were 25 positions in the department
and 3 vacant positions. The office space is too small for the number of people.
During election times, the number of employees is doubled.
The Clerk-Recorder depends upon Human Resources for recruitment, help with
employment issues, and training. She would like to see the length of the
recruitment process shortened. The lengthy period for recruitment creates
additional responsibilities for her staff. She feels it is necessary for Human
Resources to respond to the needs of the department and provide timely
recruitment lists, thereby enabling the department to run more smoothly.
According to the Clerk-Recorder, it is difficult for a department when employees
are on disability or medical leave for an extended period of time. She feels that
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decisions need to be made concerning employees who are not available do their
jobs. She feels that Human Resources should not allow the matters to extend for
years.
Although the department is referred to as the “clerk’s” office, it is much more
complex. The clerk-recorder is trying to reclassify the positions within her
department; she does not think that HR understands many of the responsibilities
involved in the positions. As an example, a position within the Elections Division
must be able to organize all aspects of the precincts and deal with volunteers
and temporary employees, while also working at a high standard of security.
This is a complex position with which HR is not familiar.
In most situations, the Clerk-Recorder states she completes evaluations every
year in the Elections Department and more often on new employees. She says it
takes a long time to know if new employees will be able to handle the complex
responsibilities necessary, and a six month probationary period for a transfer
employee is not sufficient. She would like to see a one year probationary period
for election employees because it is difficult to replicate the crisis mode when it is
not an election time.
Many members of the Grand Jury observed volunteers, temporary employees
and members of the Clerk-Recorder’s office during the November 2006 election.
We were impressed with the efficiency, the management and morale of this
department.

Findings
None
Recommendations
None

Responses
None
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Human Resources
Reason for Review
The 2006-07 Grand Jury wanted to determine the timeliness of performance
evaluations within county departments headed by elected officials. We decided
to review the Human Resources (HR) Department because completed
performance evaluations are sent to HR for further processing and filing. Also
we wanted to learn the functions within HR and find out if other departments
were satisfied with the service they received.
In this process, we interviewed:
The District Attorney
The Sheriff-Coroner
The County Clerk-Recorder
The Assessor
The Auditor
Two employees from HR
The Risk Manager
The Director of HR

The Director
The Director of HR was previously the HR Director in Trinity County. She came
to Butte County over eight years ago as the Assistant Director and two years
later was promoted to Director. Prior to her employment with Butte County, there
had been a new director every eighteen months. The department suffered from
instability due to lack of consistent leadership. She has the longest tenure of any
HR Director in the past fifteen years.
The Office
When the Grand Jury visited, we found a crowded office with employees working
in a cluttered environment. Boxes and files were on the floor, and one individual
was working in a high traffic hallway. One large room is used for testing and
county educational/training purposes. Working space is not adequate, and
although more personnel are needed to meet the demands of the county, the
office space is not large enough to include more desks and employees.
Performance Evaluations
HR does an excellent job of notifying departments of performance evaluation due
dates. Reminder lists are sent to all departments with the names of individuals
due for evaluations. This has eliminated many previous difficulties, and HR feels
the county is current. Most performance evaluations are completed on time or
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within a month or two of the due dates. Some elected officials are not completing
evaluations for long term employees because they feel evaluations are of little or
no value to either the employee or the employer. Their rationalization behind this
practice is that the employee has reached the top pay level, has “no opportunities
for advancement,” and has been a consistent, competent worker.
The Grand Jury disagrees with this assessment. A performance evaluation is
required by personnel rules and beneficial to both the employer and the
employee. Employees usually look forward to receiving their written evaluations.
If positive, it reaffirms that what they have been doing is correct, appreciated and
being noticed. If negative, the employees need to know the areas where
improvement is needed. The evaluation process protects the employer and the
employees. The fact that someone has been a good employee for years is no
guarantee that he/she will continue at that level of performance. Should the
employee desire to change jobs, a current evaluation would be beneficial. This
also protects the employee from arbitrary action by new management.
The Department
HR employs thirteen staff, including the Director. There are approximately 2300
employees in Butte County. She indicated that the ratio of HR staff to total
employees is about one per 200. According to the Bureau of National Affairs, the
median is one per 125 but is considered to be adequate at one per 150. HR
would need five more staff to achieve the median ratio or two more for the
adequate ratio.
The positions in HR are:
1 Director
1 Assistant Director
1 Assistant to the Director
4 Analysts (1 Senior Analyst, 1 Principal Analyst and 2 Analysts)
1 Labor Relations (vacant)
1 Senior HR Specialist
2 HR Specialists
2 clerical positions
Department Services
The main responsibilities of HR are as follows:
 Recruitment – includes advertising and hiring a firm to advertise as
needed
 Create and administer written tests
 Assist department heads and supervisors in devising questions for oral
interviews
 Process the hiring of new employees
 Handle Americans with Disabilities Act accommodation issues
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Handle discrimination issues and grievances
Track annual leave (vacation time)
Labor Relations – negotiates with nine bargaining units to determine
wages, working hours, and terms and conditions of work
Handle Worker’s Compensation issues
Track benefits
Conduct monthly meetings with managers and/or supervisors of some of
the larger departments on policy and procedure changes
Create and administer training programs for employees and management
(e.g. supervisory classes)
- For the past 10 years, HR has conducted its own training programs.
- Only the HR Director does discipline and grievance training.
- The Assistant Director and Principal Analyst also conduct training.
- The department provides new-hire training classes.

The HR Department is an internal department only and is utilized by employees,
department heads, supervisors, managers. Sometimes to meet the needs of
specific recruitments, the department out-sources their search to a recruitment
firm. The HR Director feels they are doing a great job. She believes her
employees work as a team and are able to meet the needs of the county.
With more analytical staff, HR could better meet the needs of the county by faster
recruitments, creating tests, and analyzing trends. HR could also meet with
department heads to help determine the best ways to meet the needs of the
individual departments. If they had unlimited resources, the HR Director would
like to have a staff trainer, a larger facility, and more analysts. She would also
like to provide training for her staff concerning Federal and State personnel laws
and general HR issues.
The Director considers one of the strengths of HR to be its flexibility. When
having to say no, she tries to look at a different approach to the same goal. The
department tries to provide service in the most timely manner possible with her
small staff. The Director believes the department has credibility with other
departments who look to HR for advice and support concerning personnel related
issues. She views her staff as hard-working, intelligent people who are devoted
to the county’s best interest.
Some HR employees consistently work more than 40 hours per week to be able
to accomplish their duties. This is a result of being understaffed, and it is the
opinion of this Grand Jury that the long hours are wearing on the employees. It
should not be an expectation that employees work so many extra hours on a
continuing basis.
Some departments do not consider HR to be flexible. There are two main
complaints from other departments. The first is the length of time that various
county departments are required to keep employees on the rolls when they are
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out on medical leave. When checking further into this issue, the Grand Jury
found that this complaint does not appear to be an HR problem, but rather the
result of liberalized protections to employees which were established by the State
of California in regards to Fair Employment and Housing laws. Under the Family
Medical Leave Act, an employee is allowed twelve weeks of consecutive medical
leave. After twelve weeks, the employee’s physician has to reevaluate to
determine the limitations and restrictions. Very often, after the initial evaluation,
time off is extended in small increments by the physician. Employees may have
their time off extended repeatedly for the same injury or illness. This can go on
indefinitely and can place a strain on departments. HR is involved in this process
but must rely on the recommendations by physicians. HR is the message carrier
in this process but is unable to change it. There are monthly Medical Task Force
meetings which include Risk Management, County Counsel, two analysts from
HR, the Director of HR, the Assistant Director of HR and a representative from
the Auditor/Controller’s office. Risk Management monitors the Worker’s
Compensation cases and their timelines.
The second complaint from some departments is that questions on employment
tests do not adequately represent the knowledge, skills and abilities needed in
the position. They are also concerned about inadequate classification standards.
HR meets with supervisors and subject matter experts to determine the critical
elements related to job specifications. Together, they come up with relevant
questions to be used in testing. In some situations, after the fact, departments
don’t feel that they got the results they wanted. From HR’s perspective, this is
still relatively new and a work in progress. An exam can be revisited and
adjusted if it is not working as well as expected. The key to this process is good
communication between the departments and HR.
Challenges and Changes
The challenges faced by HR include an inadequate number of staff, ongoing
education for the staff, county expectations and limited resources to accomplish
the expectations of supervisors and administration.
Last year, wages and classifications throughout the county were brought to levels
comparable to other counties, based on a classification and compensation study
started in late 2002. The study combined salary and benefits to get a total
compensation value and salaries were adjusted accordingly. In most cases,
salaries increased. In other instances, there were a few employees that were
“Y-rated,” which means that their pay level is maintained until the pay scale
catches up to their salary.
HR currently has a labor relations vacancy, and they have been attempting for
some time to fill the position. This position is critical to ongoing negotiations with
bargaining units.
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Desk manuals have been created for new HR employees. In the near future, the
department will distribute an HR procedures manual of approximately 40 pages
to all county departments.
One of the changes expected to take place in the next 12 months is the
establishment of a Supervisors’ Academy. It will provide courses for managers
and supervisors and for anyone interested in advancement.
Commendations
1. The Grand Jury commends the HR employees for accomplishing a huge
volume of work despite crowded facilities and a small staff.
Findings
1. Office space is inadequate for the number of employees in the
department.
2. More employees are needed to better meet the needs of the county and to
reduce the individual workload.
3. HR is able to provide screening, testing, orientation and training for all
departments, but the HR staff has been working overtime to accomplish
this.
4. Some departments express dissatisfaction with the recruitment process
and test questions.
Recommendations
1. The County Administrative Officer should provide additional office space
for Human Resources.
2. The County Administrative Officer should increase staffing levels to the
median level of one HR employee per 125 county employees.
3. HR needs to establish effective communication with county departments
regarding test questions and the recruitment process.
Responses Required (Penal Code §933 & §933.05)
Butte County Board of Supervisors
Butte County Chief Administrative Officer
Butte County Human Resources Director
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Information Systems
Reason for Review
In their report, the 2005-06 Grand Jury noted that in May 2006, responsibility for
the Kronos payroll system and the Pentamation financial data base system was
transferred from the Auditor-Controller’s Office to Information Systems. (E-28)
Our purpose was to
1) follow up with Information Systems to find out if the problems identified
by the previous Grand Jury had improved,
2) learn the functions of Information Systems, and
3) find out if other departments are satisfied with the service they
received.
Review
During the course of our review, we interviewed four employees from Information
systems and several department heads from other county departments. We also
toured the Information Systems facilities.
Information Systems
Information Systems is a relatively small department known as the “brains of the
county.” It was created in 1997, following a study completed by Chico State
University. The current director started the program as a one person department
with a budget of $700,000. Prior to 1997, thirty-two county departments did their
own data processing and had their own computer programs. The Director of
Information Systems developed and standardized the county computer system,
replaced equipment, and created training programs for county employees.
Currently, Information Systems operates a sophisticated system which cost
$3,700,000. The Information Systems Department has never exceeded its
budget and has the full support of the Board of Supervisors and other department
managers.
With one department providing computer and communication services, greater
and more efficient service is provided. The Director had been employed by the
District Attorney’s office prior to assuming responsibility for the Information
Systems program. His previous employment experience was in the computer
program industry, and he has a background in government finance.
There are approximately 19 employees in the Information Systems Department
including:
1 Director
1 Assistant Director
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2 Deputy Directors
2 security staff
1 Web Developer
3 support staff for Pentamation and Kronos systems
1 Administrative Secretary
1 Communications Manager
2 clerical staff
2 radio staff
At the time of our writing, there were three or four vacancies that Information
Systems was in the process of filling.
At present, the Information Systems Department employs six Microsoft certified
individuals. Also on staff are county personnel who have transferred from Public
Works and the Auditor-Controller’s office. Although they manage to keep up with
the needs of thirty-two county departments, the Director admits he could use
more trained employees to provide greater service.
This Grand Jury found that other county departments were very satisfied with the
level of service they received from Information Systems. They are viewed by
other departments as being there to solve problems but also present to prevent
problems.
Phone System
The Communications Manager joined the staff following twenty years of
employment with SBC. She assisted in developing and managing the phone
communication system within the county. Information Systems maintains and
updates 3200 phone numbers throughout the county. This includes a voice mail
system that is self managed by each employee.
The Communications Manager keeps county departments current in a rapidly
changing communication environment. Information Systems is currently
reviewing what will be needed to meet county needs in the future. There is a
staff of four to maintain radios and phones.
Computer Networking
The Information Systems Department has installed a fiber optics network which
interconnects the computers in all county departments. This network provides
the entry point to the external internet. The network has 99.9% “up” time with
dual power supplies. There are at least 13 layers of internal security within the
system. Due to diligent monitoring of the system, they have not experienced a
virus in over five years.
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Kronos
The Kronos software was purchased by Butte County to provide standardization
of payroll reporting for all county departments. Kronos is flexible enough to
accommodate the differences needed to report time for each bargaining unit
within the county. After taking over the program from the Auditor-Controller’s
Department in 2006, Information Systems fully implemented Kronos and in
cooperation with Human Resources, trained county personnel in the use of the
system.
Pentamation
In 1986, the Auditor-Controller’s Office started using the Pentamation System
which was described in the 2005-06 Grand Jury report. Pentamation is the name
of the company that developed the software used by the county for their financial
database. The 2005-06 Grand Jury found that this system had management and
financial security problems. All county departments depend upon information
within this system.
The Pentamation system has since been transferred from the Auditor-Controller’s
Office to Information Systems, resulting in more efficient utilization. A committee
with representatives from the Treasurer-Tax Collector’s Office, Human
Resources, Administration, and the Auditor-Controller’s Office is working with
Information Systems to best streamline operations.
The 2005-06 Grand Jury report expressed concern regarding correct financial
transactions and a “backdoor” policy which enabled personnel in the AuditorController’s Office to change numbers after a fiscal year was closed. Concern
was noted regarding possible fraud and manipulation of the county debt amount.
This “backdoor” policy has been changed and is rarely used. However, when
needed, it is used with very strict controls that leave an audit trail of what has
been done and by whom.
It was also noted in the previous Grand Jury report that entry into the
Pentamation system by the Auditor-Controller’s Office was inconsistent,
inaccurate and not timely. Employees were poorly trained in the use,
maintenance and management of the system. Programs purchased by the
county were not being utilized, resulting in a waste of Butte County investments.
There are still modules of this software program that are not being used such as
Fixed Asset Module, Inventory Module and the Personnel Budgeting Module.
August 2007 is the earliest possible date that Pentamation can build the server
environment that is needed before the accounting system will be accessible by
all departments. When this is accomplished, the Director of Information
Systems, who is the “Security Officer for the County,” will be in a better position
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to detect improper transactions and possible fraud. County financial information
will then be available immediately in all networked departments.
Commendation
1. The Director of Information Systems and his staff are to be commended
for correcting many of the problems that were previously identified with the
Pentamation and Kronos systems.
2. The Director of Information Systems is to be commended for never
exceeding the budget for the his department.
3. The Director and his staff are to be commended for excellent service to
the county, with very little “down” time.
4. The Director is to be commended for providing and encouraging a strong,
positive, teamwork environment for his staff.
Finding
Information Systems is a valuable county department that functions extremely
well.
Recommendation
None
Response Required (Penal Code §933 & §933.05)
None
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Butte County Library System
Reason for Investigation
The Grand Jury responded to a letter from the Gridley Friends of the Library
expressing concerns about facilities, funding and staffing. After meeting with the
Friends of the Library (FOL), the Grand Jury decided to embark on an
investigation of the entire Butte County Library system. According to Grand Jury
records, the Butte County Library has never been the subject of an intensive
review. In addition, the Grand Jury felt that a library system is and should be the
cornerstone of a free society and an integral part of any community.
Background Information
The Butte County Library System consists of six community sites, Book by Mail
service, and a Bookmobile. There is also a literacy program that serves over
7,000 children and 550 adults per year in 476 programs utilizing almost 8,000
books for distribution. The countywide system has a collection of about 300,000
books, which are available to all sites through the on-line library catalog.
Libraries are located in Gridley, Oroville, Chico, Paradise, Durham and Biggs.
The newest buildings were built in 1985 and are now 22 years old. Our
inspection of all of the county library facilities found minor to major problems at
every site. The main library administration and system distribution center is
located in the Oroville branch.
There is a library staff of 32; the number of positions has remained unchanged
for the past five years. Following is a list of the various jobs within the library
system:
•
1 Library Director
•
3 Branch Librarians
•
1 Librarian
•
7 Senior Library Assistants
• 12 Library Assistants
•
1 Senior Literacy Library Assistant
•
1 Literacy Specialist
•
1 Literacy Library Assistant
•
1 Senior Administrative Assistant
•
1 Senior Administrative Information System Technician
•
1 Senior Technical Services Library Assistant
•
1 Technical Services Specialist Supervisor
•
1 Technical Services Specialist
In addition to these regular staff positions, the library also employs numerous
extra help employees. Extra help staffing is used on a temporary or on-call basis
by Butte County to maintain minimum staffing levels. An individual appointed as
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an extra help worker is not allowed to work more than 125 working days or 1,000
hours in any fiscal year.
The libraries have credentialed librarians, with the exception of Gridley and
Biggs. This past year there has been a change in leadership, the previous county
Library Director having served 13 years in that position and 33 years in the
system. The newly hired Library Director has had ten years of experience
working in the library system of a major metropolitan area.
In the 2005/06 fiscal year, the total library expenditures were $2,542,599.
According to the Butte County 2006/07 Fiscal Year Final Budget, the adopted
total expenditures are $2,582,291 for a slight increase of approximately 1.5%.
(Exhibit A) The annual library budget is approximately 0.6% (six-tenths of a
percent) of the Butte County budget. The majority of these funds are generated
from the Butte County tax base with about $400,000 from state grants and
donations. Two cities, Chico and Gridley, contribute directly or indirectly to their
local libraries. The City of Chico contributes funds that allow the local library
branch to remain open an additional 25 hours per week. The City of Gridley
contributes $10,000 per year to the Gridley Friends of the Library.
In 2002, the Butte County Library Advisory Board (BCLAB) was established by a
resolution of the Board of Supervisors on a recommendation from the Library
Long Range Planning Commission. (Exhibit B) The BCLAB consists of two
members from each supervisorial district in Butte County for a total of ten
members. Each member serves for a term of four years and may not serve for
more than two consecutive terms. Two of the current members are retired
librarians. The BCLAB meets monthly and is charged with the task of making
recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on library matters. The BCLAB
also makes an annual report to the Board of Supervisors. Other than the annual
report there is little regular communication or interaction between the two groups.
In 2001, the Library Long Range Planning Commission drafted a Strategic Plan
to upgrade the library system. (Exhibit C) The Strategic Plan has only been
partially implemented and is in the process of being upgraded by the BCLAB.
According to the most recent findings of the Hennen’s American Public Library
Ratings, the Butte County system ranks in the 16th percentile for California; the
range is from a low of 1st percentile to a high of 99th percentile and is based on
population and expenditure per capita within the library system. (Exhibit D) The
California Library Association website lists Butte County as 12th lowest in the
state in per capita spending and in ratio of population to Full Time Equivalent
(FTE) staff out of 176 library systems. (Exhibit E)
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The Butte County Library system 2005/06 overall statistics are as follows:
Circulation: 723,178 (an increase of 34.6% from the 2000/01 year)
Reference: 37,703 (an increase of 10.6% from the 2000/01 year)
Volunteers per FTE: 8 (a decrease of 5.2% from the 2000/01 year)
Card Holders: 96,049 (an increase of 35.9% from the 2000/01 year)
Library Users: 662,302 (an increase of 84.8% from the 2000/01 year)
Library Collection: 299,262 (an increase of 42.6% from the 2000/01 year)

A description of each Butte County Library branch follows: (Exhibit F)
BIGGS: 464A B Street
Facility: The library is located in a small 100-year-old building leased from
the City of Biggs with very limited technology infrastructure. It has
no functioning restroom, no handicapped access and does not
appear to be Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessible.
Hours: Open two afternoons a week from 2:00 PM – 5:00 PM (total 6
hours a week)
Staff:
0.25 Librarian Assistant
Annual circulation: 1,558
Volunteers: 1
Number of people entering library: 1,375
Friends of the Library: None
BOOKMOBILE:
Hours: 9:00 AM – 3:30 PM Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday,
Friday; 10:45 AM – 3:45 PM Thursday
Staff: Volunteers
Annual circulation: 3,979
Volunteers: 6
Number of people entering library: 1,902
CHICO: 1108 Sherman Avenue
Facility: Built in 1985, it is the largest and one of the newest buildings in
the system. The carpet is in disrepair, technology infrastructure is
outdated,
and storage space is limited.
Hours: Monday – Thursday 9:00 AM – 8:00 PM, Friday & Saturday
9:00 AM - 5:00 PM (total 60 hours a week)
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Staff: 8.5 FTE
Annual circulation: 405,384
Volunteers: 150
Number of people entering library: 327,972
Friends of the Library: It is a large and active organization that provides
both volunteers and fund raising. In 2005/06 the
FOL raised over $95,000, primarily through book
sales and membership dues, of which
approximately $54,000 went to library support.
The remainder was placed in interest bearing
accounts that now total over $400,000.
DURHAM: 2545 Durham Dayton Highway
Facility: The library is located in a converted retail store. The facility is
well over30 years old and has roof leakage and parking lot
flooding as continuing
issues.
Hours: Tuesday 2:00 PM – 8:00 PM, Thursday 2:00 PM – 5:00 PM (total
9 hours a week)
Staff: 0.25 FTE
Annual circulation: 10,472
Volunteers: 3
Number of people entering library: 9,086
Friends of the Library: It is a small organization of active members. In
2006, the FOL contributed approximately $6,000 to
the Durham Library.
GRIDLEY: 299 Spruce Street
Facility: Built in 1985, design problems have led to significant issues with
roof leakage and mold that took over two years to mitigate.
Hours: Monday, Tuesday, Friday 10:00 AM – 5:00 PM, Wednesday
2:00 PM – 8:00 PM, Thursday 2:00 PM – 5:00 PM (total 30
hours a week)
Staff:
1.75 FTE
Annual circulation: 28,484
Volunteers: 14
Number of people entering library: 72,786
Friends of the Library: There are approximately 250 members of the
Gridley Friends of the Library. In 2006, the FOL
contributed $18,700 in library support funds
primarily raised through book sales, memberships
and a grant from the City of Gridley of $10,000.
OROVILLE: 1820 Mitchell Avenue
Facility: Located in a converted grocery store, the facility faces challenges
with technology, infrastructure, carpeting, and space for offices
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and materials. The building also serves as the administrative
headquarters for the entire Butte County library system.
Hours: Tuesday & Wednesday 10:00 AM – 8:00 PM, Thursday
2:00 PM – 6:00 PM, Friday; 10:00 AM – 5:00 PM, Saturday
12:00 PM – 4:00 PM (total 35 hours a week)
Staff: 3.5 FTE
Annual Circulation: 156,633
Volunteers: 69
Number of people entering library: 138,114
Friends of the Library: The Oroville FOL has approximately 217 members
and contributes about $19,000 per year to library
support.
PARADISE: 5922 Clark Road
Facility: The library is the second largest facility in the system and is in
need of expansion and upgrades to the technology infrastructure.
Handicapped parking remains an issue due to the slope of the
parking lot.
Hours: Tuesday & Wednesday 10:00 AM – 8:00 PM, Thursday
2:00 PM – 6:00 PM, Friday 10:00 AM – 5:00 PM, Saturday 12:00
PM – 4:00 PM (total 35 hours a week)
Staff: 3 FTE
Annual Circulation: 110,804
Volunteers: 30
Number of people entering library: 105,922
Friends of the Library: Active in fundraising and volunteer work, the FOL
raises over $30,000 a year for library support.
Additionally, they have an endowment of over
$200,000 with plans to help pay for library building
expansion.
Investigation
The Grand Jury interviewed:
2 Butte County Library Directors (present and former)
6 Branch Librarians
5 Friends of the Library organizations
5 Butte County Supervisors
1 Supervisor / Facilities Services
1 Superintendent / Facilities Services
1 Butte County Deputy Administrative Officer
Library Advisory Board (and attended one meeting)
The Grand Jury read and reviewed the following:
Butte County Library Strategic Plan
Butte County Library Statistics
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Butte County Library Profile
Hennen’s American Public Library Rating
Butte County Library Advisory Board Survey
Butte County Library Advisory Board minutes
Friends of the Library minutes, charters, budget reports
Butte County Board of Supervisors Minutes
CA Public Libraries website
American Library Association website
Butte County Developer Impact Fee statistics
Butte County Capital Facilities Master Plan
During the course of its investigation, the Grand Jury interviewed the key
individuals and groups responsible for the operation of the Butte County Library
system. Overall, the Grand Jury was impressed with the dedication, hard work
and commitment of both the paid staff and the volunteers. It became obvious at
an early stage in the investigation that all branch libraries are operating under
severe funding constraints and are unable to offer full programs and services
without the help of many local volunteers. The six branch libraries offer
indispensable services to the citizens of Butte County. In addition to providing
books and periodicals, the library system also offers computer access, literacy
programs, reference materials, children’s story times, books on tape, teen nights,
film nights, book groups and homework help. The libraries also function as
important community meeting places; the Chico Library alone hosts 80 groups a
month.
Friends of the Library
Without the FOL organizations, the libraries of Butte County would be very
different places. The Grand Jury was impressed by the hard work, dedication,
and fundraising efforts of these volunteers. The original role of these groups,
however, has changed. Instead of playing a supplemental role, the FOL groups
now function as the sole provider of many important library materials. Although
the County currently provides all adult fiction for the branch libraries, most of the
other library supplies are purchased through funding provided by FOL
organizations. Purchases from funds raised by the FOL include the following:
computers, TV/VCRs, books on tape, magazine subscriptions, children’s books,
adult non-fiction, young adult fiction, reference books, tables, chairs, carpet,
bookcases, display cases, software, copier maintenance, and extra hours.
Several FOL members expressed the frustration that their role should be to
“enhance the library system, not to supply the basics.”
The FOL groups are able to provide these materials to the library branches due
to their fundraising efforts. Money is raised through membership dues and
donations. Quarterly and/or monthly book sales are also held at most branches;
these book sales seem to be the backbone of the fundraising budgets. In
addition, funds are raised through luncheons, opportunity drawings, and the sale
of book bags, t-shirts, and self-published books.
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One of the original concerns of the Gridley FOL was that money raised through
their fundraising efforts was being used “to fund a part-time position” at the
library. The FOL felt that this was an inappropriate use of their money and that
Butte County should be responsible for paying salaries. Through information
provided by the Library Director, the Grand Jury learned that the Gridley FOL
contributed “$22,168.47 to support 2,128 hours of extra help staffing from April
2003-May 2006.”
Another concern expressed by several of the branch FOL groups is the issue of
leadership within the organizations. Although total membership numbers are
growing, most of the actual work is accomplished by the same group of people,
many of whom have volunteered their time and energy for more than twenty
years. Several of the FOL groups hope to encourage the participation of their
younger members in a more active leadership role.
Branch Librarians
The branch librarians throughout the library system have myriad roles and
responsibilities. The Grand Jury was again impressed with their ability to do so
much with so little. Branch librarians supervise staff, both paid and volunteer.
They deal with public relations, collection development, consumer complaints,
circulation issues, grant writing, and community programs. The librarians
interviewed were passionate about providing services to their respective
communities. One frustration, however, is that there is little communication
between branches and few opportunities to share ideas or attend conferences.
The Grand Jury was pleased to learn that the new Library Director plans to
address this issue.
Library Advisory Board
The Butte County Library Advisory Board (BCLAB) serves as a liaison between
the public and the Board of Supervisors, making recommendations for long term
funding and future planning. After meeting with the BCLAB several times, the
Grand Jury found the volunteer group to be dedicated and committed to
providing the best libraries for the citizens of Butte County. A valuable resource
provided by the BCLAB is the library users survey in 2005. (Exhibit G) The
BCLAB members shared the results of their research with the Board of
Supervisors, indicating that Butte County is in “the bottom tier in the state for per
capita spending on libraries. We serve the 33rd largest population of California’s
179 libraries and rank 88th in total operating income.”
Butte County Library Director
The Butte County Library Director oversees the operation of the entire library
system and is responsible for managing all staff and for creating the county
library budget. The Grand Jury interviewed both the retiring and the newly hired
county library directors. Members of the Grand Jury were impressed with the
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professionalism, dedication and enthusiasm of both. The current library director
hopes to work toward a more stable funding source and also to offer more
discretionary funding for the individual branches.
Board of Supervisors
The Board of Supervisors is the final decision-making body in Butte County. The
Grand Jury interviewed all of the Butte County Supervisors, inquiring about their
awareness of the challenges facing the library system. Although there was
universal concern expressed about library issues, the Board of Supervisors
demonstrated very little understanding of the challenges facing the county library
system. The Grand Jury did not hear any clear solutions. Any solutions
obviously hinge on funding, and the Supervisors must make difficult financial
decisions for the citizens of Butte County. In 2006, the Supervisors voted down
by a two-to-three vote a proposal to let the voters of Butte County decide if they
wanted a one-eighth cent sales tax increase which would specifically fund the
library system. (Exhibit H) The idea of a ballot measure, however, is still
supported by the BCLAB and the FOL organizations.
There are several other funding sources available to fund the library system.
Butte County has recently started to collect developer impact fees in the
unincorporated areas of the county. Impact fees may not be used for operational
expenses. The library portion ($45,558 for the 2nd half of 2006) currently
supports the Bookmobile, book purchases, and a facilities construction fund.
(Exhibit I)
Another source of income could possibly come from library impact fees collected
by the cities within Butte County. Since libraries are a county system housed in
cities, the Grand Jury was pleased to learn that Butte County has embarked on a
series of discussions with city governments to investigate the possibility of
sharing these fees in order to enhance library funding. The Butte County Library
Director has also indicated that he would apply for state library bond money
when it becomes available, possibly in 2008, adding yet another revenue source.
Facilities Services
The Butte County library buildings and grounds are maintained by Facilities
Services (FS). Providing service to at least 60 county-owned buildings, FS
strives to maintain a safe and healthy work environment for the employees and
citizens of Butte County. Requests for repairs and services are prioritized on a
daily basis. FS has developed a 20-year Capital Facilities Master Plan, which
outlines the current status of each library building and estimates the future
maintenance and construction costs. (Exhibit J)
When the Grand Jury asked about the lengthy delay in repairing the roof of the
Gridley Library, it was explained that the delay was primarily caused by the fact
that the roof was poorly designed and constructed of metal. FS had a difficult
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time finding a contractor qualified to work on metal roofs, and follow-up with the
contractor was time-consuming. The Grand Jury has confirmed that after recent
rains, the leakage problems appear to be fixed. The Gridley librarian also
confirmed that the mold problems on the walls have been alleviated.
Conclusion
At the end of its investigation, the Grand Jury came to the conclusion that the
Butte County Library system is operating, in the words of the Library Director, in
“survival mode.” Following are the major areas of concern:
FUNDING
Without a reliable, stable funding source, the future of the library system is
in jeopardy. It is not fiscally reasonable to rely on fundraising from the
FOL organizations for basic library supplies. Of those responding to the
2005 BCLAB Survey, 93.6% indicated that they would vote for increased
funding.
STAFFING/HOURS of OPERATION
There has been a steady growth in library usage requiring more staff and
longer hours of operation. Of those responding to the 2005 BCLA Survey,
63.5% wanted more open hours for the library system.
FACILITIES
As noted in the background information, all of the library branch buildings
are aging and in need of both external and internal attention. The
Facilities Master Plan states that “none of the branch locations have
enough current and future growth space.”
MATERIALS/TECHNOLOGY
Again, library usage is increasing, thus increasing the demand for a wide
range of materials, as well as for computer and Internet access.
Commendations
1. The Grand Jury commends the staff and volunteers at all the branch
libraries for their commitment to providing library services to the citizens of
Butte County, despite insufficient funding.
2. The Grand Jury commends the cities of Gridley and Chico for providing
additional funding to their libraries.
3. The Grand Jury commends the five FOL organizations and the BCLAB for
providing major support, money and time to the library system.
Findings
1. Although it has now been corrected, in the past, money raised by the
Gridley FOL was used to fund extra hours for a part-time position.
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2. There is a lack of overall funding for the Butte County Library system. The
county is relying on FOL monies to supply some of the basics.
3. There is demand for increased hours of operation.
4. The six branch libraries do not have individual discretionary budgets.
5. There are limited opportunities for communication among the branch
librarians.
6. The library facilities are deteriorating.
7. The roof leaks and mold damage at the Gridley Library took over two
years to resolve.
8. The Biggs Library building is not owned by the county, is in poor condition
without restroom facilities, and is not ADA accessible.
9. Handicapped parking access is a problem at the Paradise Library.
10. The Library Strategic Plan is six years old and is currently in the process
of being updated.
11. The Board of Supervisors needs a clearer understanding of Butte County
library issues.
Recommendations
1. The county should not use FOL money to fund routine operating
expenses.
2. To provide increased funding of libraries, the Butte County Library Director
and the Board of Supervisors need to investigate other sources of income,
as follows:
a. Reconsider the proposal of a one-eighth (1/8) cent sales tax
increase through a ballot measure to be voted on by the citizens of
Butte County.
b. Pursue grant opportunities aggressively.
c. Partner with cities in Butte County to implement library impact fees.
d. Apply for state library bond money, when available.
3. The Butte County Library budget should allocate discretionary funds to
each individual branch library.
4. The Butte County Library Director should provide increased opportunities
for branch personnel to network through regular meetings, workshops and
conferences.
5. Facilities Services should address major maintenance issues in a timely
manner.
6. The Butte County Library administration should work with the City of Biggs
to locate an appropriate facility for the Biggs Library.
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7. ADA compliance issues at identified branches need to be resolved.
8. The Butte County Library Advisory Board should complete the update of
the Library Strategic Plan.
9. A member of the Board of Supervisors should serve as a liaison to the
Butte County Library Advisory Board.
Response Required (Penal Code §933 & §933.05)
Butte County Library Director
Butte County Board of Supervisors
Butte County Library Advisory Board
Butte County Facilities Services
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Small Rural School Districts
Reason for Investigation
According to Grand Jury records compiled since 1984, three of the small rural school
districts in Butte County had never been visited by the Grand Jury. Pioneer Union
Elementary School District was investigated during the 1999-2000 Grand Jury year. As
part of its oversight mandate, the Grand Jury visited four small rural school districts in
Butte County:
Pioneer Union Elementary School District
Bangor Union School District
Feather Falls Union Elementary School District
Golden Feather Union School District
Background
The Grand Jury interviewed the County Superintendent of Schools who gave an
overview of the role and responsibility of the Butte County Office of Education (BCOE)
over the small school districts in the county.
The Butte County Superintendent of Schools serves as an intermediary between the
state and local school districts within the county. Under the direction of the
superintendent, the BCOE helps with implementation of programs, provides fiscal
oversight, monitors teacher credentialing, supplies curriculum support and training and
helps in other areas of interest to school districts. The major role for the BCOE is to
provide quality educational programs for all students in Butte County and be responsive
to the needs for efficient and cost effective assistance and support to the school
district’s educational operations.
The BCOE meets the required specialized needs of students through such programs as
Special Education, Independent Study, Community Schools, Juvenile Court Community
Schools, and Regional Occupational Programs. Migrant Education and California MiniCorps programs are also provided through the BCOE, with several sites all providing
teaching assistance to migrant students throughout the state. The BCOE administers a
variety of state and federally funded grant programs and services designed to enhance
student performance throughout the county.
The BCOE provides a variety of services to small school districts in the county,
including help with accounting services, purchase order processing, payroll and budget
oversight and review. They also provide education services such as speech therapy,
adaptive P.E., and anti-tobacco education. All of the superintendent/principals of the
county’s small school districts meet monthly in the County Superintendent’s Council to
address common issues.
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The Grand Jury spent a day at each small school district, conducting interviews and
touring facilities. At Bangor Union School District we interviewed the following:
1 Superintendent/Principal
1 School Board Member
2 Teachers
1 Parent
1 Para-educator
At Feather Falls Union Elementary School District, Pioneer Union Elementary School
District, and Golden Feather Union School District, we interviewed the following:
1 Superintendent/Principal
2 School Board Members
2 Teachers
2 Parents
The review focused on operational matters, such as safety, school facilities,
communication, parental and community support. Curricula and educational programs
were not reviewed. The Grand Jury did review the School Accountability Report Cards
(SARC) for the year 2004-05 and various materials provided by each district. SARC is
a state required annual report completed by each school.
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Pioneer Union Elementary School District
The Grand Jury visited the Pioneer Union Elementary School District (PUESD) in
May 2007. Located on 26 acres in the foothills 22 miles east of Oroville, the
district serves the rural community of Berry Creek and surrounding areas. The
district was established in 1962 when Berry Creek School and Bald Rock School
were combined and currently provides educational services to approximately 95
students in Kindergarten through eighth grade.
The PUESD consists of Berry Creek Elementary School and Bald Rock
Community Day School. In addition, the Butte County Office of Education
(BCOE) operates a pre-school and an after school program. The staff includes
the following employees:
1 Superintendent/Principal
7 Teachers (including Superintendent/Principal)
4 Instructional Aides
1 Library Media Teacher
1 District Secretary
1 Food Services Director
1 Head of Transportation and Maintenance
1 Bus Driver (0.75 FTE)
1 District Nurse (0.25 FTE)
1 Business Manager (0.75 FTE)
1 Psychologist (0.10 FTE)
1 Speech/Language/Hearing Specialist (0.20 FTE)
Staff members at any small school fill multiple roles. This is certainly true at
Berry Creek Elementary School. The Superintendent/Principal serves as a
teacher for part of the day, as well as providing leadership for the entire district.
He had previously taught at the school for eleven years, making the transition to
administration this year. The teaching staff often deals with multiple grades in
one classroom and teaches the same students for more than one year.
Realizing that teaching at a small school “can be difficult,” several of those
interviewed recognized the importance of providing motivational opportunities for
the teachers in order to “reinvigorate their teaching.”
The Grand Jury toured the Berry Creek Elementary School facilities and found
them clean and well maintained, with no apparent safety issues. According to
the SARC, school staff has inspected and evaluated the facilities, with all being
“in good repair.” (Exhibit A) All of the individuals interviewed agreed that the
facilities were adequate for the programs of the school. Currently there is one
empty classroom that is used to house the district support staff.
When we asked about the availability of equipment and supplies, the Grand Jury
was told that the teachers had adequate educational materials for their students.
Textbooks are current and state adopted, and the school uses a highly regarded
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computer program for teaching reading, with plans to add the science and math
components. There are computer labs with full Internet and local network
systems in the 3rd through 5th and 6th through 8th grade classrooms and in the
library. Overall, the school has one computer for every two students.
The district also receives services from BCOE. The Instructional Resource
Center provides library books and audiovisual services, and teachers can access
on-line technology training through the California Technology Assistance
Program. In addition, the county offers assistance with data analysis and helps
the district with grant writing. The services of the Psychologist,
Speech/Language/Hearing Specialist and Nurse are provided through BCOE.
The Grand Jury reviewed the Emergency Plan for Berry Creek Elementary
School. With the very real threat of forest fires in the area, we felt this was an
important school safety issue. In the case of a forest fire that threatens the
community, the plan states “students will be evacuated to the Grange Hall or to
Ophir School.” The plan does not, however, explain exactly how students will be
evacuated nor does it explain how and if parents will be contacted. Also, the
school map showing evacuation routes is confusing and poorly drawn.
Notification of parents or the media is absent in all sections of the Emergency
Plan. (Exhibit B) The Superintendent/Principal told the Grand Jury that the staff
will review and update the Emergency Plan this summer and will post it on the
school website.
The Grand Jury questioned those interviewed about how the school district
communicates with parents and other community members. We learned that the
school uses a weekly newsletter called the “Monday Note” which outlines
activities and important dates. (Exhibit C) The Superintendent/Principal writes a
quarterly newsletter that is mailed to the entire community. In addition, parents
told the Grand Jury that they were informed about school matters through phone
calls, the school website and word-of-mouth. We were also told that the school
posts flyers at the Post Office, the Grange Hall and the local store in an effort to
keep the community “at large” informed of school events. The district has a
booth at the yearly “Berry Festival” held in August, which further promotes
communication with area residents.
When asked about communication within the district, the Superintendent/
Principal related that he speaks with “each staff member every day” and holds
weekly staff meetings. The teachers interviewed confirmed that the small staff
works well together and that communication is excellent. The teachers also
appreciate the fact that the new Superintendent/Principal is familiar with the
workings of the school.
The PUESD faces many of the same financial challenges as larger districts.
BCOE provides fiscal oversight services to the district, reviewing the district
budget three times a year. (Exhibit D) Although the district has remained
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fiscally sound, the Superintendent/Principal worries about the encroachment of
Special Education costs on the budget. He told the Grand Jury that the projected
transportation costs for several Special Education students for next year could be
as high as $80,000, while the reimbursement for those costs is only $859. The
district is considering the purchase of a van and the hiring of a driver in a creative
attempt to save money.
As with other small, rural districts, the PUESD faces some unique challenges.
The subject of student enrollment is important to any school district because
state and federal funding is often based on Average Daily Attendance (ADA).
The PUESD, along with many other districts, is facing the challenge of declining
enrollment. Although Berry Creek Elementary School was originally designed for
200 students, the current enrollment is 95 students. The Superintendent/
Principal explained to the Grand Jury that enrollment has dropped for several
reasons. Some families in the area have chosen to enroll their students in
Oroville and Chico schools in order to be closer to the workplace of the parents.
There is also a problem of transience within the district boundaries; the
Superintendent/Principal told the Grand Jury that 40 students had come and
gone so far this year. The changes associated with welfare reform have also had
an effect on student enrollment. Many families needing welfare assistance have
been forced to move out of the rural area in order to be closer to the job market.
A final reason for declining enrollment is the fact that there are fewer families in
the area with school age children; the lovely hills of the Berry Creek area seem to
be attracting more retirees than families with young children.
Another challenge faced by the PUESD is the perceived reputation of the area.
Most of those interviewed agreed that while it might have been true years ago,
the drug culture that had previously been active in the area has now been mostly
eliminated. Changing the perception, however, has been difficult. One school
board member told the Grand Jury that a major goal is to “overcome the
perception of those who live outside the area” and to “build confidence in the
community.” Changing the image of the community could possibly result in more
families with children moving to the area.
The Superintendent/Principal shared with the Grand Jury that one of the biggest
challenges facing the district is the lack of parent involvement. He stated that it is
difficult to find parents willing to serve on the School Site Council and that
currently there are no parent volunteers in the classrooms. One of his top
priorities is the recruitment of adult volunteers, possibly contacting grandparents
and retirees in the community. The Grand Jury also learned that the district
currently does not have a parent club or PTA, although such an organization has
existed in past years.
Overall, the Grand Jury was impressed with the dedication of the PUESD staff,
as well as that of the parents and school board members interviewed. There
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appears to be a genuine commitment to the students of the area and a desire to
“make things better.”
Findings
1. The Berry Creek Elementary School Emergency Plan is inadequate and
outdated with no information concerning the notification of parents or the
media in the event of an evacuation or other emergency at the school.
2. Due to the lack of parent and community volunteers, the students and staff
at Berry Creek Elementary School are missing many opportunities to
enhance the programs of the school.
Recommendations
1. The Superintendent/Principal and staff at Berry Creek Elementary School
should review and update the Emergency Plan by the start of the 2007-08
school year.
2. The Superintendent/Principal should investigate the possibility of
purchasing an automatic phone system that could be used for notification
of parents and the media during an emergency at the school.
3. The staff at Berry Creek Elementary School should continue their efforts to
elicit support from parents and the community and encourage the
formation of a parent club or PTA.
Response Required (Penal Code §933 & §933,05)
PUESD Superintendent/Principal
PUESD School Board
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Bangor Union Elementary School District
The Bangor Union School District (BUSD) is located in the foothills southeast of Oroville
and consists of one school, Bangor Elementary School, with students from Kindergarten
through 8th grade.
The school was originally constructed in 1932 and is comprised of seven classrooms, a
cafeteria, a library, a computer lab and large playground facilities. The facilities are in
reasonably good repair. The classroom facilities are more than adequate because the
space was designed for double the current enrollment. However, there is no oncampus multipurpose room to house school events and indoor sports activities. An
indoor facility such as a multipurpose room is important, because it will provide a
community center for sport events in the Bangor Community, as well as upgrade the
current cafeteria.
The BUSD has qualified for state construction funds to build the multipurpose room, but
finding sufficient local matching funds remains difficult due to a lack of business
infrastructure and tax base within the Bangor community. They have applied for
additional state building funds under a hardship designation and are waiting for a
response. The school does have access to a community hall across the road, but the
hall does not accommodate indoor sports.
The current staff consists of a superintendent/principal, six classroom teachers, a
resource specialist teacher, five instructional aides, and eighteen support staff. The
newest teacher was hired last year, the first new teacher in quite a while, so staff turnover is minimal.
As is the case with the other small school districts around Oroville, BUSD has been
steadily losing enrollment, due, in part, to welfare reform within our county and to the
increased cost of gas, discouraging inter-district transfer students. Enrollment has
steadily declined since 1994 from a high of 177 students to its current enrollment of 127.
Enrollment has dropped by 26 in the past three years. (Exhibit E)
Declining enrollment has also had an impact on the operating budget. Records
provided by the school to the Grand Jury indicated that from 2005 to 2006, the district
experienced a net drop of 0.5% in state revenues due to declining enrollment. Since
the 2006 budget is based on 2005 ADA, they show a net increase in revenue, but a
decrease in expenditures for 2006, the additional funds being diverted to the
unrestricted reserve which is a prudent strategy given the downward trend in enrollment
during the past decade. As a result of this yearly budgetary practice, they have
managed to maintain an unrestricted reserve of nearly 30% of the yearly budget.
(Exhibit F)
All of the teachers have combination classes and, by design, have the same students
for two years. Due to very low class size, teachers get to know their students well.
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Another source of concern that was shared with the Grand Jury is that there is little or
no parent participation in the school. Those interviewed cited a variety of reasons for
this, including low income families, transient families, and busy work schedules of
parents who work outside of Bangor.
Home/school communication is achieved by twice a month newsletters, one of which is
mailed, phone calls, and informal chats after school. Many of the people interviewed
referred to the fact that Bangor is a small, very tight-knit community in which most
communication is by word of mouth.
The District has a Safety Plan which is updated on a yearly basis by the administration
and staff. (Exhibit G) Given the relative isolation of the Bangor community, a welldefined Safety Plan is essential to the overall safety of the students. In reviewing the
Plan, we found the need for some minor modifications. For example, there is mention
that in case of a significant fire, students could be evacuated to an alternative site, but
no mention is made of where that site is located and how they would tell families to
rendezvous there. There is also a need to include a school map for evacuation.
Findings
1. For the past several years, the Bangor School has been experiencing declining
enrollment.
2. The school has adequate classroom space, but there is a need to replace the
kitchen and cafeteria areas, which may be 75 years old.
3. There is little parent participation in the school.
4. The school Safety Plan is in need of modifications.
Recommendations
1. The BUSD Superintendent/Principal should continue to pursue construction
funding for a new multipurpose room. Its potential use for community-based
recreation programs could enhance the opportunity for successful funding.
2. The BUSD Superintendent/Principal, staff and community should find additional
means of drawing parents into the life of the school.
3. The BUSD Superintendent/Principal and School Board should consider
purchasing an automatic phone calling system as another way to improve
contact with parents. This system should be an integral part of emergency
procedures.
4. The BUSD Superintendent/Principal, staff, and School Board should modify the
Safety Plan to include specific evacuation sites for various emergency situations
before the beginning of the 2007-08 school year.
Response Required (Penal Code §933 & §933.05)
BUSD Superintendent/Principal
BUSD School Board
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Feather Falls Union Elementary School District
Feather Falls Union Elementary School District (FFUESD) was established in the
late 1800’s. Feather Falls Elementary School (FFES) is a kindergarten through
eighth grade school serving the rural mountain community of Feather Falls.
The school facility was constructed in the 1940’s and 1950’s and has a main
district office, cafeteria, library, four large classrooms, a stage, a kiln room, a
teacher resource center, work room and school office. The classrooms have full
wall windows that look out over a pine forest of 100-200 year old trees. A four
acre playground provides ample area for physical education activities. The fifth
through eighth grade students participate in inter-district sports opportunities in
football, volleyball and basketball.
The current staff consists of three full-time teachers for three multi-age
classrooms, kindergarten through second, third through fifth, and sixth through
eighth. All three classrooms have full-time para-educators to support the
teachers, providing a ratio of no more than ten students to one adult. A
superintendent/principal, business manager, maintenance/transportation
manager, and cook/cafeteria manager support the teaching staff and fulfill the
business, nutrition, transportation, and facilities needs of the district and school.
The BCOE supplies the FFES with a part-time (0.20 FTE) Speech Therapist one
day a week and a part-time (0.10 FTE) School Psychologist twice a month. A
part-time School Nurse (0.10 FTE) is onsite twice a month.
The current enrollment at Feather Falls Elementary School is 45. There has
been a sharp decline in enrollment since the 1960’s when the school had 120
students. Prior to the Louisiana-Pacific lumber mill closing in the 1990’s, there
was a health center, grocery store, gas station and 57 houses. This lumber
community was razed, impacting school enrollment dramatically.
Feather Falls Elementary School provides a fine arts program, consisting of
music, drama and art. There is no pull-out program for disabled or gifted
students. All of the teachers teach math, language arts, and social studies at the
same time, allowing the students to be taught at their appropriate level. The
teachers cooperate and work together to assure there is no stigma attached to
moving either forward or backward between levels. They use a standard report
card that consists of very detailed information regarding student progress. The
curriculum implements all the newly adopted materials and standards from the
state.
The school facilities are in disrepair and in need of modernization and
replacement. The roof, siding, septic and leach system, plumbing, and flooring
are all overdue for replacement. The school also needs new bathrooms, library,
multi-purpose room, storage, new playground equipment, and an enlarged
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kitchen area. The reason the facilities have been left in disrepair “by design” is to
facilitate state funding. An example that was cited occurred in 2003 when the
roof was leaking and they tried to get someone from the state to initiate funding
for repairs. During the wait, digital photos were taken and the school and
community came together and fixed the roof themselves. The district’s
application for funding for the repairs was denied by the state because the roof
had already been repaired. In other words, FFUESD was penalized for being
good stewards.
FFES has applied for four extreme hardship grants. The applications for state
grants have been processed and accepted by the Office of Public School
Construction, who plan to visit the school site in June. If approved, the funding
would become available in 2008 for modernization during the summer of 2009.
On January 8, 2007, an after school program commenced utilizing funds
approved by a school grant from BCOE. One teacher stated that the after school
program is “magical” in that it has increased academic performance. The first
hour is for homework and the second hour is for activities and projects. About
75% of the children are signed up for the after school program.
FFUESD encourages parental involvement through the Feather Falls School
Association (FFSA), Student Council, and Feather Falls Site Council (FFSC).
The Student Council and FFSA plan and fund field trips and traditional activities
throughout the school year. The FFSC oversees all state and federal school
funding bases. The FFSC is comprised of elected representatives from the
community, teaching staff, classified staff and administration of the school. The
Site Council meets monthly to monitor the School Site Plan, Technology Plan, all
state and federal categorical funding, and to work with the staff and School Board
on policy development. (Exhibit H)
The individuals interviewed reported that there is a good communication system
with parents via flyers sent with children and posted at the school and post office,
folders sent home that require parental signatures, one-on-one parent-teacher
talks, and phone calls as needed. The Superintendent/Principal utilizes a white
board in the staff room for staff communications.
Typical of all the small school districts, concerns were expressed regarding the
lack of funding, declining enrollment, the drug sub-culture, poverty and the need
for parent participation. There has been a vacancy on the FFUESD School
Board for nearly one year. Until recently there was a lack of law enforcement in
the community, but a “resident deputy sheriff” is presently assigned to the area.
FFUESD has a School Safety Plan that is reviewed yearly. The emergency and
safety procedures in the plan are currently being updated in cooperation with the
Community Safety Committee, Red Cross, Butte County Sheriff’s Department,
Public Health Department and CAL FIRE. FFES is a FEMA designated disaster
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shelter. Red Cross is currently upgrading that section of the plan. (Exhibit I)
Maps with evacuation routes are posted at all exits. (Exhibit J) Because of fire
danger in this area, there is a need for expediency in accomplishing the updated
version of the Safety Plan to specify evacuation routes, parental notification
procedures and sites for assembly.
The faculty and staff of FFES operate under difficult circumstances because of
inadequate funding, declining enrollment, and the multiplicity of assignments and
extra work loads. In spite of these hardships, the school environment appears to
be a cooperative, friendly, safe place for student body and staff. The
Superintendent/ Principal is presently on half time status and, of necessity,
accomplishes many of the administrative functions after school and on
weekends. She has a positive outlook and works to meet the educational needs
of students so they can reach their full potential and become contributing
citizens. The parents confirmed that she has an “open door” policy. Along with
the School Board she creates policies that support their vision and assure
compliance with State and Federal regulations. The teachers fulfill additional
assignments outside the classroom and “wear many hats.” The Grand Jury
commends them for their dedication and commitment to the children of FFES.
Findings
1. The FFUESD buildings are in a state of severe disrepair and in need
of modernization and/or replacement.
2. Because of the minimal participation by parents and community
volunteers, the students and staff at FFES are being deprived of more
opportunities to expand their educational programs and activities.
3. The FFUESD School Board has a vacant School Board position.
4. The School Safety Plan is in the process of being updated.
Recommendations
1. The Superintendent/Principal should continue to pursue funding from
the State of California for modernization and/or replacement of
facilities.
2. The Superintendent/Principal, School Board and staff should pursue
creative avenues for increasing parental and community involvement
with the students, teachers and parent groups.
3. The Superintendent/Principal, School Board and community should
strive to enlist a citizen to fill the vacant school board position.
4. The Superintendent/Principal and School Board should investigate the
possibility of installing an automatic telephone calling system to
facilitate emergency notification of parents and the media. This could
be done as part of the school Safety Plan.
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5. The Superintendent/Principal and Staff and other involved agencies
should complete their update of the FFUESD Safety Plan and
Emergency Plan prior to the start of the 2007-08 school year.
Response Required (Penal Code §933 & §933.05)
FFUESD Superintendent/Principal
FFUESD School Board
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Golden Feather Union School District
The Grand Jury visited all three sites of the Golden Feather Union School District
(GFUSD) on May 11, 2007. Located 17 miles north of Oroville, it consists of three
schools:
Spring Valley Elementary, a Kindergarten through third site; Concow Elementary, a
fourth through eighth site; and Community Day School for grades Kindergarten through
eighth. The District currently has a total enrollment of 157 students.
Concow Elementary School was built around 1940 on an 8.5 acre site located on the
corner of Nelson Bar Road and Concow Road. The main campus has six classrooms, a
library/computer center, band room, weight equipment room, and detention classroom.
There is a large field and track area. Several buildings are used for maintenance and
transportation services.
The Concow Elementary School teachers have multi-age classes. The personnel
consist of a superintendent/principal, three teachers, a resource specialist teacher, a
para-educator/school secretary, a district library/computer clerk, as well as an assistant
cook and a custodian.
The Superintendent/Principal was hired in July of 2006. As with the other rural school
districts, the foremost task is to increase enrollment which peaked in 1995-96 at 333. It
has risen to 157 from a low in 2005-06 of 149. (Exhibit K) There are several reasons
for the drop in enrollment. Two large fires, one with a loss of 48 homes, had a big effect.
Some parents home school their children. Other parents who work in the larger cities
prefer to transfer their children to the district located in the area of their employment.
Federal welfare reform also affected enrollment. One school board member told the
Grand Jury that they recently discovered that Paradise School District had been
enrolling children that should have been in the Golden Feather Union School District.
Now the parents do not want their children to change schools. The Grand Jury was told
that the mountain community has had some drug culture and poverty issues affecting
the students. Concern was expressed about the transition of third graders to a campus
environment with eighth graders. This structure may cause some parents to change
schools.
Declining enrollment has reduced the budget due to funding based on ADA. Budget
cuts resulted in the layoff of a bus driver who also provided the grounds maintenance.
They no longer have a music and art program, but the Superintendent/Principal told us
she is working on a grant to bring it back. They have been able to get a para-educator
to provide a ceramics program. Currently there is no pre-school or academic afterschool program in the district. There have been discussions of consolidating the two
campuses into one, as well as sharing the library and cafeteria.
All those interviewed commented on the positive impact of the small teacher/student
ratio on the ability of teachers and staff to have closer contact with all students and
know them by name.
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The administration and teachers provide many opportunities for communication with the
parents. They have installed a phone system with automatic calling. They also use
memos, e-mail and a monthly calendar to communicate. The Superintendent/Principal
has an open door policy. GFUSD also has a Parents’ Club.
Concow Elementary provides extra-curricular activities, including cheerleading. Flag
football and boys and girls basketball is provided in conjunction with Feather River
Recreation & Park District (FRRPD). (Exhibit L) At one time, when their fund base
included the railroad and PG&E, they built a swimming pool, which is currently used by
Paradise Recreation Park District (PRPD) for summer classes. Funds are received
from PRPD for supplies. The pool needs maintenance and repairs.
GFUSD has 2 campuses. Concow campus is in the PRPD Benefit Assessment District.
The Spring Valley campus is in the FRRPD Benefit Assessment District. Although the
GFUSD property owners who live in the FRRPD pay over $75,000 in taxes per year to
the FRRPD, the park district provides no local programs. To take advantage of the
FRRPD after school programs, students must be transported to Oroville locations.
Additionally, the FRRPD insists on charging the school $1000 per year for providing the
after school sports programs. A school board member, on behalf of the district,
requested a waiver of the fee, and FRRPD refused as they did not want to set a
precedent.
Our tour of the facilities showed they have more than adequate classroom space since
it was designed for double the current enrollment. The Grand Jury was told some water
system issues exist although this and the swimming pool needs were not mentioned in
the 2004-05 School Accountability Report Card.
The Grand Jury reviewed the Emergency Evacuation Plan for the District and found it to
be a thorough plan. (Exhibit M)
The Grand Jury also visited the Spring Valley Elementary School for a quick tour of the
facility. It appeared to have more than adequate classrooms.
The overall impression of the Grand Jury regarding Golden Feather Union School
District was positive.
Findings
1. Currently the GFUSD does not have a pre-school or an after school academic
program.
2. The school district property owners pay benefit assessment taxes to one of two
different park and recreation districts. No local services are received from the
FRRPD.
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3. GFUSD pays approximately $1000 in annual fees to FRRPD for after school
participation in sports programs located in Oroville.
Recommendations
1. The Superintendent/Principal should develop and pursue funding for a pre-school
program and an after-school academic program. This might encourage more
parents to keep their children in GFUSD.
2. FRRPD should grant a fee waiver and provide local after-school sports activities
to GFUSD.
Response Required (Penal Code §933 & §933.05)
GFUSD Superintendent/Principal
GFUSD School Board
Feather River Recreation & Parks District Board
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Palermo Drainage Ditch:
Whose Responsibility Is It?
Reason for Investigation
A complaint was filed with the 2006-07 Grand Jury regarding a water drainage
ditch in Palermo that is rarely cleared of weeds, trees, etc. This growth causes
the ditch to repeatedly overflow its banks in some locations, thus causing water
damage to one house and threatening another. According to the complaint letter,
the last time the ditch was cleared out by the county was about six years ago.
Background
When the ditch and retention pond were built by Butte County with FEMA funds
many years ago, no provision was made for the maintenance of the flood control
system. The ditch runs along the county right-of-way until it enters private
property on the way to the storm water retention pond. The county does not
have a right-of-way across the private property to the retention pond, so the
county has no enforceable access to clean out the pond. According to the
Director of Public Works, the pond will fill with sediment, and it won’t matter if the
county maintains the ditch because, without a functioning retention pond, the
ditch will not stop flooding. When asked why the county did not require a
drainage and maintenance right-of-way be granted to the county as a condition of
approval for the flood control project, the Director did not have any answers.
Investigation
Several members of the Grand Jury visited the site and found that the ditch was
overgrown and had some sizable trees growing in it. When we informed the
Director of Public Works of our opinion that cleaning the ditch would most likely,
solve the drainage problem, he insisted that it would not because of the retention
pond problem. The Grand Jury noted during their visit that the retention pond
was located approximately a mile downstream from the segment of the ditch
subject to flooding. It was clear that the retention pond was not the cause. We
observed that the part of the ditch that floods runs along the county right-of-way
across the street from the affected homeowners. The County has assumed
responsibility in the past for maintenance of the ditch; therefore, it is the Grand
Jury’s understanding that the responsibility for the ditch falls under the jurisdiction
of the Butte County Department of Public Works.
The Director stated that the complainants complain every year. He offered that if
the county happened to have extra resources at some time in the future, it would
be happy to help out the complainant and other people in similar situations.
However, he made it clear to us that he would determine which projects would
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receive the highest priority based on his own assessment. He further
emphasized that he would not be influenced by the pleas of the Grand Jury.
When the Director of Public Works was asked about the responsibility of clearing
the ditch, he stated that it was the responsibility of the property owners affected
by the problem to work out a cost-sharing solution to their problem. The
neighbors should get together and form a committee to clear the ditch. The
Grand Jury does not consider this to be an adequate response. The abutters did
not build the ditch; it is not on their property. It is a county responsibility.
The Grand Jury asked the Director of Public Works to please visit the site and
look at the situation himself, since he had not done so. He later called stating
that there were some trees in the ditch that could cause a problem in the future.
He stated that when the ditch dried out, he would have the trees removed but not
the weeds.
We asked Sheriff Reniff if inmate work crews from the jail ever cleared out
ditches. Once informed of the problem, Sheriff Reniff indicated that he would talk
to the Director of Public Works. Since then, he stated that both departments will
work together to clear the ditch with an inmate crew from the Butte County jail
and a supervisor from Public Works. This is expected to happen after the ditch
has completely dried out, possibly sometime in July of 2007.
If the ditch is actually cleaned through these efforts, the issue will be temporarily
resolved. The larger issue is Butte County’s failure to acknowledge their
responsibility to protect abutters from damage caused by failure to maintain
County facilities.
Findings
1. The Department of Public Works has been unresponsive to citizen
complaints regarding this issue.
2. According to our research, the county previously has cleared the ditch.
Currently, the county is neglecting to perform a function for which they had
previously accepted responsibility.
3. Currently, the responsibility for maintenance of this drainage ditch
constructed by Butte County has not been accepted or acknowledged by
the County.
Recommendation
1. The Department of Public Works should schedule and perform periodic
inspection and maintenance of County drainage ditches.
2. The Board of Supervisors should instruct the Department of Public Works
to be more responsive to citizen complaints.
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3. The Board of Supervisors should adopt a resolution clarifying the County
responsibility to maintain county-constructed ditches.
Responses Required (Penal Code §933 & §933.05)
Butte County Board of Supervisors
Butte County Public Works Director
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Domestic Violence/Own Recognizance Program
Reasons for the Investigation
A complaint form was submitted to the Grand Jury listing concerns with a
program administered from the Butte County District Attorney’s Office. The
program was identified as the Domestic Violence/Own Recognizance (DV/OR).
The first concern in the complaint was: Is the DV/OR Program a diversion
program and, as a consequence, an illegal one based on Penal Code
§1203.097? A second concern focused on the 32-week batterer’s intervention
program in DV/OR: Is it a legal requirement in that the same Penal Code
requires a program of 52 weeks? The final concern was: Is the practice of
referring clients/domestic batterers in the DV/OR program exclusively to one
service provider in the community a legal practice? The Grand Jury decided to
investigate.
Background
The State of California Penal Code §1203.097 covers the conditions of probation
for the crime of domestic violence for all counties in California. (Exhibit A) In
1995 the Code was amended to eliminate diversion as an option for a defendant
charged with a misdemeanor domestic violence offense. (Exhibit A, p.1) In the
Code those offenders convicted and placed on probation must complete a
batterer’s program of no less than one year. This program consists of weekly
educational and group sessions lasting two hours.
In Butte County, if offenders are accused of a domestic violence felony, they
either plead guilty or are held over for a jury trial. If convicted, offenders may
either be sentenced to jail and/or given probation. As a condition of probation,
they must complete a 52-week batterer’s program that is in compliance with
Penal Code §1203.097.
The Butte County Probation Department is responsible for approving and
certifying the 52-week domestic violence batterer’s programs. Probation
approves programs by comparing submitted curricula by providers against the
State’s required program guidelines. (Exhibit B)
In Butte County if an offender is charged with a misdemeanor domestic violence
offense, the District Attorney may offer the offender the opportunity to participate
in the DV/OR Program. DV/OR has the same batterer’s program as the 52-week
program approved by the Probation Department, but shortened to 32 weeks.
The DV/OR Program is offered only by the District Attorney’s Office and is not
under the oversight of the Probation Department. The offenders plead guilty to
the misdemeanor and are released on their own recognizance; they enter the 32week batterer’s program provided by Family Violence Education Programs
(FVEP). The District Attorney’s Office refers offenders only to FVEP, one of the
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two domestic education providers in the community. These two providers have
been approved by the Probation Department for the 52-week state mandated
program for convicted domestic violence offenders on probation. When
offenders successfully complete the 32-week program, the plea is withdrawn and
the charge is dismissed, but the arrest stays on the record. If the offenders do
not successfully complete the program, or commit another offense, they are
brought back to court and are sentenced.
Investigation
The Grand Jury interviewed thirteen people in their respective capacities as
domestic violence service/education program providers, probation officers,
courtroom judges, public defenders, district attorneys, private lawyers, victim
advocates, and county counselors. Other research included reviewing relevant
Penal Codes, providers’ licenses listed by the Board of Behavioral Sciences,
correspondence among and between educational providers and the District
Attorney’s Office, newspaper articles, and examples of court records.
The Judges’ Viewpoint
The Grand Jury interviewed two judges who were familiar with domestic violence
offender proceedings in the courts. They provided an overall view of the
process. It begins with the District Attorney (DA) who sends a complaint form to
the court so they know a case is coming. The offenders are either in jail, out on
bail, or released on their own recognizance. The offenders are sent a notice to
appear. Arraignment cases are either felonies or misdemeanors as decided by
the DA. Offenders have either a Public Defender assigned to them or are
represented by their own attorney. Cases are scheduled by whether they are
felonies or misdemeanors. They are assigned to a particular court alphabetically.
No one judge handles all these cases at this point in the process.
In the pretrial phase, guilty pleas go to court, and not-guilty pleas go to the DA
and then to trial. Felony guilty pleas and trial conviction cases are placed on
probation supervision, where offenders must complete a 52-week educational
batterer’s program. The offender may also have jail time or other consequences.
Guilty misdemeanor plea offenders, if the DA recommends such, go to a 32week batterer’s educational program and are released on their own
recognizance. This is the DV/OR program. If the batterers successfully
complete the 32-week program, their charges are dismissed, but the arrests stay
on the record. These may also be referred to by some people as “deferred
sentences” or “deferred entry of judgments.”
Offenders for all domestic violence cases are given “136.2 orders” to stay away
from the victim. If they violate this order, it is a separate crime. If offenders do
not successfully complete the 32-week program or violate in another way, they
are brought back to court and sentenced. Currently, there is a specialized
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domestic violence court similar to Drug Court, which supervises and reviews
those on probation for domestic violence offences, as well as those on the
DV/OR program. However, there is not a specific judge solely dedicated to
domestic violence court as there is in the Drug Court. The Grand Jury suggests
that a more comprehensive approach would be a special court that handles
domestic violence cases, both felonies and misdemeanors, from start to finish
with the same judge. This court would handle only domestic violence cases and
provide consistency with the same judge, prosecutors, and defense attorneys.
Probation Department’s Viewpoint
As referenced above, the Probation Department, according to Penal Code
§1203.097, is to certify and monitor batterer’s treatment/educational programs.
(Exhibit C) When Probation certified FVEP in 1996 under the direction of Chief
Probation Officer Helen Harberts, this was the only batterer’s program provider
approved. (Exhibit D) In November of 2004, Probation, under the direction of
John Wardell, approved certification of another batterer’s program, New
Beginnings (NB). (Exhibit E) Probation stated that they wanted to give
offenders a choice of programs.
Once they are convicted, offenders are sentenced to probation. They individually
select to enroll in one of the two approved certified programs described above.
They must successfully complete 52 weeks or one year. If offenders do not
believe they are benefiting from the program, they may request to change
programs but must provide a significant cause for doing so as program hopping
is discouraged. This differs from DV/OR, where there is no choice of provider for
the offenders, and they cannot change programs, even with cause. Probation
stated that they have not approved the certification of any more than two
programs as they believe only two programs could be client-supported in the
county.
In January of 2007, Probation requested that both FVEP and NB submit renewal
program applications. Renewals are to be done annually according to the Penal
Code, but Probation confessed to being negligent in requiring this procedure.
(Exhibit F) Probation also said they needed to tighten up on overseeing the
approved certified programs. Probation had no records on how many offenders
currently were enrolled or previously enrolled in each of the programs, nor did
Probation have recidivism statistics. Probation gave no criticism of either of the
batterer’s certified educational programs. However, the providers are highly
competitive for clients, often complaining about each other and promoting their
respective programs to Probation.
Probation described the DV/OR Program as a hybrid program. The program is
designed for “low-level” offenders accused of domestic violence misdemeanors;
it works as an early intervention measure. Probation is not involved with the
DV/OR Program at all. Probation stated that the State of California does not
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want any programs for batterers to be less than 52 weeks. The DV/OR Program
is 32 weeks.
Butte County was one of five counties audited by the State of California
regarding their batterer’s intervention programs. The state’s report, “Batterer
Intervention Programs,” was released in November of 2006. (Exhibit G) The
report concluded that all the counties audited could do much better in “their
compliance with state law, but progress in batterer accountability also depends
on the courts.” While Butte County was deficient in some areas, the Probation
Department, in a letter written by Chief Probation Officer John Wardell, dated
November 8, 2006, stated that Butte County intended to implement all
recommendations issued from the audit. The issues raised by this report and its
follow-up are beyond the focus of this Grand Jury report; however, what is
important to the Grand Jury, is that the state audit failed to mention the DV/OR
Program housed in the DA’s Office. This leads the Grand Jury to believe the
state auditors were unaware that a 32-week domestic violence batterer’s
program was present and functioning solely out of the DA’s Office.
Batterer’s Educational Intervention Program Providers and Domestic
Violence Service Providers’ Viewpoints
Only one batterer’s education program for offenders in the District Attorney’s
DV/OR Program has been approved; approval is only awarded by the District
Attorney’s Office, not the Probation Department. The DV/OR educational
program approved by the District Attorney’s Office is Family Violence Educational
Programs (FVEP). For the convicted offenders who are placed on probation, the
Probation Department has approved two educational programs in the community:
New Beginnings (NB) and FVEP. While this investigation focuses on the District
Attorney’s DV/OR Program, the Grand Jury decided to look at all the batterer’s
educational programs approved by the Probation Department. DV/OR offenders
and the convicted offenders on probation are instructed together in the same
classes at FVEP.
Penal Code §1203.097 provides Batterer’s Intervention Program Standards to
the County Departments of Probation for the certification of Batterer’s Treatment
Programs in Butte County. (Exhibit B) FVEP has been certified by Probation
since 1996; the letter of certification was signed and sent by then Chief Probation
Officer, Helen Harberts. (Exhibit D) The program’s director is Karen Knight.
Ms. Knight’s professional license is currently listed as “Inactive.” Until the
January 2007 renewal request, the last time FVEP’s program certification was
renewed by Probation was on December 29, 1998. Program approvals are to be
reviewed in an annually written application according to the same Penal Code.
(Exhibit F) Two audits are to be performed by the Probation Department
annually on randomly selected batterer’s files. A report of annual audits for
FVEP was last submitted on May 2, 2006.

102

A second batterer’s program is New Beginnings (NB) which has been a certified
program since November of 2004; the certification letter was signed and sent by
Chief Probation Officer, John Wardell. (Exhibit E) Brian Martin and Sharon
Vineyard administer the NB Program. Mr. Martin’s and Ms. Vineyard’s licenses
from the Board of Behavioral Sciences are listed as ”Clear.” The last report of
annual audits by Probation for NB was also submitted on May 2, 2006. Certified
Batterer’s Program approvals are to be reviewed in a written application annually
according to the Penal Code. (Exhibit A)
The Grand Jury interviewed several licensed therapists from NB and from FVEP
who worked in the batterer’s educational programs. The Board of Behavioral
Health listed all of their professional licenses as “Active.” Licensed therapists
interviewed at NB directly administer the program. The FVEP program
administrator has an “Inactive” license but employs licensed therapists who then
are available to provide consultation and direction to the educators and interns
who conduct the group sessions.
The specific curriculum used in each of the certified programs appeared to be the
primary difference in the two programs. The model used by FVEP focuses on
making the offender take responsibility for himself, is tough on the offender, and
possibly a bit more punitive in approach, and has been described as an
“accountability model.” The NB Program uses a curriculum which is sometimes
referred to as an “empowerment model” wherein the batterers are helped to see
themselves as positive people who have been doing harmful behaviors to others.
With support, esteem building and a caring atmosphere, the offenders can gain
insight into their thoughts and assumptions and elect more constructive
behaviors in relationships. The pros and cons of both models are debated in the
professional communities, with proponents of both models providing studies
supporting the effectiveness of their respective model versus the defects of the
opponent’s model.
The Grand Jury did learn in their interviews with therapists/educators having
worked at FVEP that the DV/OR Program offenders assigned to a 32-week
program were in the same classrooms with the convicted offenders who are on
probation assigned to the state mandated 52-week program. The 32-week
DV/OR offenders just leave the program sooner. One therapist/educator said the
DV/OR offenders completed the program in a shorter time frame. Therapists/
educators interviewed could not cite any infractions of policy or law or ethics in
their respective places of employment. A handout containing the DV/OR
Program requirements as listed by FVEP is contained in Exhibit H.
The Grand Jury interviewed a representative from Catalyst, a community nonprofit program which provides shelter for victims and their children, a 24 hour
crisis line, a therapeutic program, legal advocacy, and a domestic violence
response team to work with the victims. Catalyst was asked to describe its
position on “diversion programs.” According to Catalyst, diversion programs
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were allowed before 1994, and victim advocates did not oppose them at that
time. However, more information became available as to the effect of diversion
programs on the victims. Domestic violence diversion programs gave the
message to too many offenders that their crime was not really a serious one; for
example, bar room brawls were considered a crime, but it was okay to beat
members of your family. There were additional problems with records being
expunged by the court where they could not be accessed in child custody cases.
Victim advocates have concerns about the DV/OR Program as it does not appear
to follow the Penal Code §1203.097, especially since the educational intervention
is a 32-week program and not a 52-week program.
When Catalyst was asked about the difference in the two batterer’s educational
programs, the representative stated that the NB program was focused on issues
that batterers were humans who can change their behavior. The program
focuses on respect for the offender; the offender is a good person who is doing
harmful behaviors. The model used by FVEP uses power and control techniques
in its program to offenders, a more penal approach to treatment. Catalyst
counters that battery is already about power and control, so when batterers are
“treated” with power and control techniques in an educational program, victim
advocates are concerned. Catalyst does have a policy of giving three choices in
their program referrals. Catalyst did state that NB was the most cooperative of
the two programs. NB sent representatives to meet with advocates while FVEP
did not. NB sent staff to training provided by Catalyst at a cost to NB, while
FVEP did not. Catalyst would like to see a wholistic approach used by all
community/public agencies for domestic violence cases.
Public Defenders/Defense Attorneys’ Viewpoints
Public Defenders and Defense Attorneys represent the offenders in domestic
violence cases. Public Defenders are assigned to a defendant alphabetically.
The defendant is represented from plea to jury trial, jail or probation. In a
misdemeanor case the offender may be offered the DV/OR Program. This is not
a statutory program (mandated by law). In the opinion of a defense attorney
interviewed, the DV/OR program might more appropriately be referred to as a
“Deferred Entry of Judgment” program.
Defense Counsels are torn. Even if they have a strong case that they think they
can win, they have to by law present the DV/OR offer to their clients. Some
defense attorneys believe the DV/OR may, in fact, be an illegal program, but it is
hard to fight something that many times benefits the offender. They do not
believe it violates PC §1203.097, because this statute addresses those convicted
on probation, but then again it might be judged as a diversion program which is
forbidden by PC §1203.097. They feel there is no place to go to complain about
the DV/OR Program.
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The District Attorney’s offer of the DV/OR Program does offer a solution to
avoiding a public trial, provides an education on battering and clears the
offender’s record. Some attorneys believe that the selection of the misdemeanor
domestic violence cases that go to DV/OR is based on the amount of evidence
the DA has to go to trial. If evidence is weak, DV/OR is offered. Offenders are
generally not aware of this program before it is offered by the DA’s Office.
All defense attorneys seem to be aware that the DA’s Office only sends offenders
in the DV/OR Program to one batterer’s program. FVEP is the only program
approved by the DA’s Office. Several examples were provided of times when
offenders wanted to enroll in another program and requests were denied by the
DA’s Office. One offender was willing to attend a 52-week certified program in
another county; the request was denied. In another case, the offender began a
program with NB believing he had a choice. The DA’s Office made him disenroll
and begin again in FVEP.
Another problem in the DV/OR Program identified by defense was the
implementation of the “sliding scale.” Offenders have not always been given the
benefit of a sliding scale by the program provider when, in offenders’ and
attorneys’ judgments, they were eligible. Maybe the financial end could be
overseen by the county. Defense attorneys are also aware that the DV/OR
offenders in the 32-week program are put into the same groups with the 52week offenders in the batterer’s educational programs. Defense attorneys said,
and the Grand Jury confirmed, that there is no difference between FVEP’s 32and 52-week program curricula; the only difference is length.
The District Attorney’s Viewpoints
The District Attorney described the DV/OR program as we have described it
above. All domestic violence offenders are arrested on the most serious
possible charges. Sometimes, at the discretion of the DA, felony charges are
reduced to a misdemeanor. The DV/OR deals with misdemeanors only.
Charges are decided to be misdemeanors by the extent of injury to the victim and
prior history of the offender. The DA immediately referred to his DV/OR Program
as a “diversion program.” The Grand Jury asked the DA why he referred to it as
a diversion program. He said it appears like a ”diversion program” because
offenders are diverted out of jail, but maybe it is more like a “deferred entry of
judgment program.” In both, the court reserves judgment while the offenders
attempt behavior change due to some intervention. As an example, the drug
court programs work in this manner.
In contrast to the DV/OR program which is only by the discretion of the DA, the
offenders in a diversion program have a right to be involved. No plea is entered.
Only if they fail the intervention do they have to enter a guilty plea. In a deferred
entry of judgment, the plea is entered at the start, so it is already in place should
offenders fail the intervention. Also, the deferred entry is not a right, but is at the
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DA’s discretion, which in that sense makes it a plea bargain. He sends the
DV/OR Program offer to the offenders’ attorneys in the cases. If the offenders
refuse the program, they are taken to trial. If found guilty, the cases go to
Probation for a pre-sentence report and recommendations for sentencing
conditions. The convicted offenders must complete a 52-week program as
mandated by the Penal Code §1203.097.
The DA said that domestic violence cases are not easy to prove. One of the
main reasons is that often the victim will “flip-flop” and refuse to testify. The
District Attorney’s investigators approach their investigations of these cases in
the same manner as they would a murder case. They search for the evidence
needed to take the case to court without the victim’s support.
According to the District Attorney, the DV/OR Program started many years ago
when only one batterer’s education program was present in the community. The
program was FVEP run by Karen Knight. At that time the DA believed many of
the judges were “too easy” on domestic violence offenders and Probation was
overloaded with “educational intervention cases.” The DA’s Office began the
DV/OR Program to address lesser charges but at the same time get the
offenders into intervention educational programs. The DA believes the DV/OR
Program benefits the victims, the offenders, and the community. It catches
offenders “early.”
When the DA was asked why he was offering only one batterer’s program
provider for offenders, he indicated that his office is familiar with it and feels
comfortable with the program. It appears to be working well, and they do not
choose to make any changes. When asked if NB had requested to be approved
for the DA’s DV/OR 32-week program, he said, “Yes.” (Exhibit I) He did not
respond to their request letter. The DA further stated that DV/OR was “his
program” and that he could run it how he thought best. The FVEP program was
working, and he preferred the more “punitive approach.” The DA did state that
the program’s overseer and the person who does the Friday court calendar for
DV/OR, Helen Harberts, reviewed the program and did not like NB. The DA said
that Probation complained about the NB program. However the Grand Jury did
not hear any negative complaints from Probation, and it is an approved 52-week
program.
The Grand Jury asked the DA the question, “How would you respond to an
opinion that the DA’s Office only refers weak cases to DV/OR?” He agreed with
the statement, although he said he refers to DV/OR for other reasons, too. He
definitely did not agree with the statement that the DA’s Office only refers to one
batterer’s education program to benefit that program financially. The DA
indicated that they refer to one program because they have a good partnership
with that program, and it is working from his point of view. It supports his
philosophy, and he does not want any complications. He further stated that he
believes that the DV/OR Program is a legal one and would hold up in court.
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The DA further stated that he would like to have a domestic violence (DV) court
implemented. This would be a court totally devoted to domestic violence cases.
Right now, felony and misdemeanor offenses start in different courts. The cases
begin before whichever judge is available. At various stages, the offender might
have a different judge. In DV Court, both types of domestic violence cases would
go to the same court. One or two judges would be assigned to this court, so
offenders can have the same judge throughout their time in the judicial system.
In this situation, judges would be more likely to focus on the victim, safety, and
justice, and not on an expedient disposition of the cases. This would be
beneficial in that judgments would be more appropriate and standardized. He
said that the courts responded to his suggestion for a DV Court by saying that
they do not currently have the resources to offer such a court.
Findings
1.

Penal Code §1203.097 forbids any batterer’s educational program being
less than 52-weeks or one year for offenders on court probation for a
domestic violence conviction.

2.

The DV/OR batterer’s educational program is a 32-week program approved
by the District Attorney’s Office, rather than the 52-week program as
designated by Penal Code §1203.097.

3.

The offenders allowed into the DV/OR Program are not formally convicted
and on probation, so the program is technically not subject to the
regulations of Penal Code §1203.097.

4.

The DV/OR program, while worthwhile in intention, often effective, and
possibly within the letter of the law, does not conform to the spirit of the law
as addressed in the legislative findings to Penal Code §1203.097 which
states that “Diversion programs for perpetrators of domestic violence . . . are
inadequate to address domestic violence as a serous [sic] crime.”

5.

Some victim advocates are concerned that the 32-week batterers’ program,
as compared to the 52-week program mandated by law for convicted
offenders on probation, is not legal nor in the spirit of the law which
mandates the 52-week program.

6.

According to Penal Code §1203.097, the Probation Department approves
and certifies batterer’s educational programs for Butte County. Offenders
may select which program they wish to attend. If offenders wish to switch to
the other program, they may, with good cause and with the approval of
Probation.

7.

DV/OR offenders are only allowed to attend the batterer’s educational
program provided by FVEP, even though there is another certified program
available through another provider, NB. The DV/OR offenders do not have
a choice of programs.
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8.

DV/OR offenders who are assigned the 32-week program are taught in the
same classes as are the convicted domestic violence offenders on
probation who are enrolled in the statutory 52-week program.

9.

The Grand Jury could find no rational basis for the exclusion of NB from the
DV/OR Program batterers’ education intervention component. Research in
the Social Sciences has found that people may often benefit from one
program/therapy while not benefiting from another. Based on this research,
clients deserve a choice.

10. In the State of California auditor’s report entitled Batterer Intervention
Programs released in November of 2006 wherein Butte County’s programs
were audited, there was no mention of the DV/OR Program. The Grand Jury
concludes that the audit committee was not aware that it existed.
11. Probation approved the Family Violence Education Programs (FVEP) in
1996 and New Beginnings in November of 2004. The license of the FVEP
administrator is listed as “Inactive” and the licenses of the New Beginnings
administrators are listed as “Clear.”
12. In Butte County, there currently is no comprehensive domestic violence
court to hear cases from start to finish before one specific judge. The
District Attorney is supportive of implementing such a court.
13. According to Penal Code §1203.097, certified batterer’s educational
program providers are to re-apply for certification annually. Twice during
the year, the Probation Department is required to audit the programs.
14. The Probation Department has not been keeping up with program audits
and with the re-application process. Probation did begin the re-application
process in January of 2007.
15. Statistics for the number of offenders entering batterer’s educational
intervention programs and successfully completing the program were not
available. In addition, recidivism rates for offenders were not available.
Recommendations
1.

The District Attorney change the number of weeks required for offenders in
the DV/OR program pleading guilty to a misdemeanor domestic violence
from 32 weeks to 52 weeks. This change conforms to the spirit of the law
requiring a batterer’s program of no less than one year.

2.

The District Attorney revise the DV/OR program to include New Beginnings
along with Family Violence Education Programs to give clients a choice,
since both programs are certified and approved by the Probation
Department according to Penal Code §1203.097.

3.

A County/Court/Public Defender/Victim Advocate team approach should
explore the need for a more comprehensive domestic violence court.
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4.

The Probation Department conduct timely audits and require reapplication
from approved certified domestic violence programs yearly as required in
Penal Code §1203.097.

5.

The Probation Department should keep and make available statistics, which
include but are not limited to, the number of offenders who enter each
batterer’s educational intervention programs annually, the number who
successfully complete each program, the time it takes to successfully
complete the program, and recidivism rates. These are essential measures
for meaningful program evaluation.

Responses Required (Penal Code §933 & §933.05)
Butte County District Attorney
Butte County Chief Probation Officer
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Butte County Law Enforcement Agencies
Reason for Visit/Review
The Grand Jury conducted a review of Law Enforcement Agencies (LEA)
throughout Butte County. Our goal was to report to the community the LEA
effectiveness within the county. The Grand Jury had received several complaints
from citizens who felt they were mistreated by Butte County Law Enforcement
personnel. Because of these complaints, we spent a significant amount of time
investigating law enforcement personnel, policies, procedures, and techniques used
for arrests and takedowns. We also looked into neighborhood disputes.

Background
The Grand Jury is mandated to review detention facilities in the county and the Butte
County Juvenile Hall (JH). The Grand Jury visited holding facilities, including the
county jail, both the male and female sections, and spoke with inmates. We also
examined the housing conditions for the female population. In addition, we toured
JH and visited with juvenile inmates.
We made one or more arranged visits to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Oroville Police Department
Paradise Police Department
Butte County Jail
Butte County Juvenile Hall
Chico Police Department
Gridley-Biggs Police Department
California State University, Chico Police Department

We made one or more unannounced visits to
•
•
•

Paradise Police Department
Oroville Police Department
Oroville City Hall
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Oroville Police Department
In our review of Oroville Police Department (OPD) we interviewed the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Chief of Police
Assistant Chief of Police
Lieutenant
Sergeants
Dispatchers
Staff Assistants
Oroville City Council members
Oroville City Mayor
Oroville City Administrator

On three separate occasions, the Grand Jury toured the OPD and inspected the
building, including the evidence room and locker area. In addition, we inspected the
Emergency Operations Center, which is located upstairs in the same complex, and
the evidence room of the Butte Interagency Narcotics Task Force (BINTF).
When the Grand Jury first visited the OPD, we found the facility cluttered and
disorganized. Staff indicated they were experiencing low morale regarding their
workload and perceived reputation of the Oroville community. Each employee
interviewed is working in excess of 50 hours a week, often working multiple shifts.
Because of the shortage of sworn officers, the Chief, the Assistant Chief and the
Lieutenant have to cover graveyard shifts when needed and occasionally direct
traffic. If an officer or dispatcher calls in sick, it automatically means that one or
more officers will be working additional hours over and above their scheduled 12hour shifts. Many in the department voiced concern that their severe staff shortages
limit their emergency response capability.
In 2006, OPD logged in 4266 reports and submitted 4100 cases to the District
Attorney (DA) for prosecution; this equates to 11 cases per day. On any given
Friday through Sunday, one officer will respond to 100 calls or more. Oroville Police
Department has one investigator and one Lieutenant. In addition to his supervisory
duties, the Lieutenant assists with investigations. The lack of staff dedicated to
investigation duties, together with a high case load, limits OPD’s ability to thoroughly
investigate every case. The DA often rejects reports for insufficient information,
resulting in a low prosecution rate. Low staffing sometimes requires OPD to seek
outside assistance, as they did with the investigation of the triple homicide in a local
motel in 2006.
In the 1980’s OPD had 33 sworn officers. Today there are 26 officers protecting
over 50,000 people, including the small suburbs of Southside, Theramalito, Kelly
Ridge and other areas that are closely connected with Oroville. They also provide
backup for the Butte County Sheriff’s Department and the Biggs/Gridley
Police Department.
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Oroville’s crime rate is the highest in the county. For some time, the Oroville area
was considered the Methamphetamine (Meth) capital of the nation. The drug
continues to be manufactured, and its use has spread throughout the area. Crimes
relating to drug use and gang activity are on the rise and are a serious concern for
Oroville’s law enforcement personnel.
The Butte County Sheriff, looking at the county as a whole, stated in regards to the
Southside: “South County has always had more calls for service than North County,
Oroville of course being the highest in the County. Our comparison revealed that
60% of all calls in South County were generated in the South Oroville area. Please
remember this is the South County comparison only.”
In discussing staff retention, the Grand Jury was told by OPD staff and Oroville
City Council that frequently, officers experience stress-related burnout from
overwork and take medical leave or medical retirement. This results in additional
expenses to the City and hinders hiring of replacement officers. Often officers
have gone to other police agencies seeking jobs with less stress, higher pay and
the 3% at age 50-retirement package, which Oroville does not offer.
The OPD Chief stated, “Recruitment and retention continue to plague police
agencies throughout the country according to International Association of Chiefs
of Police, California Police Chiefs Association, and POST [Police Officers’
Standardized Training]. The problem does not appear to have a solution until
after 2012. The problem in Oroville is even worse because of their heavy
caseload, lack of adequate staffing and not being competitive with salary and
benefits.”
Two recruitment strategies that the OPD Chief referenced were: 1) First Time Home
Buyers Program which provides up to $25,000 to new police officers towards a down
payment for buying a house within the city limits, and 2) sponsoring candidates in
the police academy.
The Chief stated that “OPD needs an in-depth overhaul. They are short staffed in all
areas. Oroville City Council and OPD have an up and down relationship. They have
a constant ongoing battle with the Oroville City government for increase in staffing,
and for remodel of an outdated and cramped facility.”
The Chief says one of the major problems he faces is a lack of communication
between the City Council and himself. At the time of the Chief’s hiring, it was
made clear that he was to report to the City Council, not the City Administrator.
When the present City Administrator was hired, the City Council changed its
policy, and the Chief was told that all matters were to be channeled through her.
However, the City Council would complete his annual evaluation. It has been
seventeen months since the policy change, and there has not been a closed
session for the Chief’s performance evaluation.
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The Chief has extended offers to City Council members to go on ride-alongs and
to visit the OPD in order to familiarize themselves with the conditions and
problems. The same invitation was extended to the Grand Jury. It was only
when the Grand Jury encouraged the City Council and other Oroville City
Government personnel to walk through the facility and ride along with officers
that the Oroville City Council became actively involved with the OPD.
Oroville Police Department Building
The OPD building was built in 1983. It was designed to be shared with the fire
department. In addition, they now provide space for BINTF to house seized
evidence such as weapons, property, and illegal narcotics. We found the
evidence room to be poorly ventilated raising the Grand Jury’s concerns that the
health of personnel working in such a toxic environment is at risk.
The OPD building is cramped and out dated, needing an overall remodel. Several
projects have been budgeted, but not started, and others have been started but not
completed. Two years ago city personnel stated that they believed there was a
moisture problem under the flooring of the Report Writing Room. A hole was cut into
the floor to investigate the moisture problem. Mold testing was completed and no
hazard was found. At the request of the OPD Chief, the 2003-04 budget provided
funds to have the flooring replaced. The matter was put on a long list of projects to
be completed by city personnel from another department. The money for the
flooring project continues to be carried over from year to year, but it remains
uncompleted, and the hole remains unrepaired. The Police Chief asked to complete
the remodel of the Report Writing Room. The remodel would include redesigning
the officer’s workstations. Although budgeted, this project has not been started.
The staff assistant’s location is in the front of the building behind the Plexiglas
window that adjoins the lobby. She complained that she felt unsafe. Whenever a
potentially dangerous situation happens, she has to run back a short distance
behind a door that can be locked. In the 2003-04 budgets, the OPD was given
$22,500 to remodel the lobby. City government was going to do the project
themselves to keep the costs down. Over the years the project has been given less
priority than other city projects. The money has been carried over from year to year.
In December of 2006, city staff measured the lobby area and said they would get
back to the OPD Chief. To date, he continues to wait for a response.
The Police-Fire sign located in front of the building has been in need of repair and
paint for years. In December of 2006, City personnel started the repairs by covering
the sign with plastic to protect it from the weather. No further action has been taken
on this project.
The Oroville Police Chief and Oroville Fire Chief share the building and its surrounding
grounds. The OPD has asked for money over the years to complete the top floor of
the building. Some years ago the OPD was given funds to make improvements and
put in an additional stairwell for fire egress before legally utilizing the upstairs space.
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All of the outside bids were too high for the allocated amount of money. The project
was abandoned, and the funds were given to the Community Development and Public
Works Department. The entire upper floor of the OPD was never finished. According
to the OPD Chief, police staff built the rooms upstairs. Currently, the OPD evidence
room, storage room, records room, and the BINTF Room and the EOC are not easily
accessible. Because there is not an elevator, compliance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act is in question. Oroville Police Department Chief says it would be
cheaper for the city to let the fire department take over the entire building for its future
needs and build a new facility for the police department.
Oroville Police Equipment
The Grand Jury found that a portion of the OPD information system network is
outdated and will need to be replaced within the next one or two years; two of the
servers have approximately one year more of life in them. The OPD radio
communication infrastructure is in need of replacement. The overall system is more
than twenty years old and is beginning to fail. Additionally, half of OPD patrol car
radios are over ten years old. They do not have much life left in them. As of this
writing, two of these radios have stopped functioning and need to be replaced. The
OPD officers do have hand held audio recorders as well as camera/video recorders.
They do not have vehicle mounted cameras or computers. This equipment in patrol
cars would be a valuable asset.
The Department of Justice has complained to the OPD that they need to upgrade to
the Live Scan system. Use of the Live Scan system for finger printing provides
greater accuracy and results in a much quicker response from the Criminal Justice
Identification System. Limited finances have continued to restrict the OPD to the
use of the antiquated paper finger printing method.
Difficulties Faced by Oroville Police Department
Hmong New Year
Oroville, like many cities in the United States in the mid ‘70s, experienced a large
increase in population. Large numbers of Hmong, Lao, Mein and Kmu left their
war torn countries. Members of these population groups are here in the United
States because they aligned with the United States during the Viet Nam/Laotian
Wars, and they are political refugees from Laos.
Oroville has become a cultural center for thousands of Hmong, Lao, Mein and
Kmu, people who travel from as far away as Fresno to join in the Hmong New
Year Festival held in Oroville, which falls most often on Labor Day weekend. The
festival also attracts individuals who have a special interest in these cultures.
This temporary influx of visitors has created challenges for the OPD, just as large
numbers of visitors, arriving for Halloween or St. Patrick’s Day celebrations, have
challenged the Chico City Police. Most of the people conduct themselves in an
orderly fashion. However, there is a small number who choose to prey upon
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and/or to create problems for the rest of the populations. There have been
numerous fights, knifings, and other incidents, which have caused added stress
to the OPD. When you consider how the current staff of the OPD is stretched
thin on a daily basis, a large yearly celebration that has become part of the city’s
culture, taxes the capacity of the OPD.
Cultural gaps exist which need to be bridged in order for the OPD to serve and
protect the ethnically diverse members of the Oroville community. In 2006, the
OPD’s only Hmong officer left the department to work for the Sheriff’s Office, and
there currently is only one Spanish speaking officer. The resultant
communication barrier affects the OPD’s services to both the Hmong and
Spanish speaking citizens in the Oroville area.
Annexation
In the original founding of Oroville, the established city limits were restricted to the
small, downtown business district. The general population lived outside the city
limits. That same dynamic exists today. The police administration stated that the
current population inside the city limits is 14,000. A much larger number of people
reside in the greater Oroville area and come into the city to conduct business. Thus,
in reality, the 26 OPD officers provide service for a total population of 55,000 within
their sphere of influence. They back up the Butte County Sheriff’s Office in the
outlying areas,
When Oroville annexes the following outlying areas into the city limits, the population
is projected to increase by 27,292: Southside (8500 citizens); Oro Dam Blvd. area
(12,500 citizens); and Thermalito (6292 citizens). In addition, the Oro Bay
development, to be completed by 2027, plans to have 2020 houses, which will
increase Oroville’s population another 6060 citizens. Oroville is annexing areas that
are planned future developments, allowing the city to be part of the planning process
and anticipate the income from development fees and tax revenues. Increasing the
population of Oroville will provide revenue which could be used to hire additional
sworn officers. In addition, it will provide a broader population base from which to
draw new ideas and candidates for community service. (Exhibit A)
Currently, OPD is unable to recruit and retain sworn officers for existing vacant
positions. A concern is the insufficient number of Oroville Police Officers to serve
the citizens of the planned annexation. The issue is that with current staffing levels,
the OPD will be unable to serve the expanded area, In order to meet the increased
needs, the City Council must budget some of the increased tax revenue for the
police department. Also, the salary and benefit package for sworn officers must be
made competitive with surrounding jurisdictions
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Findings
1. Recruitment & retention is a serious issue in the OPD. This results in an
inadequate number of staff to serve current needs. Annexation will
exacerbate the problem.
2. Oroville Police Officers have low morale and are leaving because of heavy
workloads, long hours and low salaries.
3. The OPD does not offer the retirement package of 3% at age 50, which is
common in other jurisdictions.
4. Oroville Police Department has an inadequate number of investigators.
5. Oroville Police Department does not have a ethnically diverse staff to serve
their diverse community.
6. The OPD building is cramped and outdated and requires substantial
remodeling or replacement.
7. The ventilation system for the evidence rooms and testing area is insufficient
to guarantee employee health and safety.
8. The OPD has fatigued and antiquated technical equipment e.g. radios and
finger printing equipment.
9. Funded maintenance projects at the OPD facility are not being completed.
10. Oroville City Council remains disengaged from the issues that impact the
efficiency of OPD.
Recommendations
1. The Oroville City Council and the OPD administration need to find solutions
to address the heavy workloads, long hours and low salaries, which affect
low morale and officer retention by June 2009.
2. The Oroville City Council should develop a comprehensive benefits package
sufficient to attract and retain police officers, which includes offering the
OPD officers a competitive retirement package of 3% at age 50 by June
2008.
3. The Oroville City Council should hire additional staff to augment the OPD’s
investigation division by February of 2008.
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4. The Oroville City Human Resources manager should make use of
specialized recruitments for bilingual candidates who speak Spanish and/or
Hmong by January 2008.
5. The Oroville City Council needs to complete all the unfinished budgeted
projects at the OPD facility by March of 2009.
6. The Oroville City Council should include analysis of future police department
facility and staff needs in the current update of the City General Plan.
7. The Oroville City Council needs to install an effective air conditioning and
ventilation system for the housing and testing of seized evidence by January
2008.
8. The Oroville City Council should immediately purchase or find access to
Live Scan for the Oroville Police Department.
9. The Oroville Police Chief should develop and implement a schedule for
replacement of outdated and fatigued equipment.
10. The Oroville City Council should become more attentive of the needs of the
OPD in the following manner:
a. annual tour of the facility
b. periodic ride-alongs
c. annual performance review of the Chief of Police
d. annual review of the OPD budget requirements with the Chief of Police
Responses Required (Penal Code §933 & §933.05)
Oroville City Council
Oroville Chief of Police
Oroville City Community Development & Public Works Director
Oroville City Administrator
Oroville Human Resources Manager
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Butte County Jail Review

Reason for Review
The Grand Jury is required by law to do an annual review of the Butte County
Jail.
Review
We first visited the entire jail in December 2006 and later returned in
February 2007 for a further inspection of the women’s section. We openly
and candidly interviewed both male and female inmates about their
experience with the Butte County Jail system.
Background
Butte County Jail is a “Type II facility” meaning a local detention facility.
Persons confined are pending arraignment, in the process of a trial, or
serving a sentence of up to one year. Ninety percent of the population is
awaiting sentencing. The average length of stay for the inmates is 10 days.
A person confined pending arraignment must be charged or released within
72 hours. If for any reason prisoners have to be transported, there are four
thirteen-passenger vans to transport inmates to court, and one thirtypassenger bus to take inmates to the Northern California prison reception
centers, located in Susanville and Tracy.
The Butte County jail is the largest jail in California north of Sacramento. The
old jail, built in 1964, is presently the women’s facility with a Corrections
Standards Authority (CSA) board rated capacity of 96200 inmates. In 1994,
men were moved to the new West Facility. Butte County’s total CSA board
rated capacity is 614616. On inspection there were 550 inmates, of whom 82
were females. The maximum for female prisoners is 96. Butte County jail
always keeps open beds for new intakes. The jail population rises throughout
the winter months. The recidivism rate at the Butte County jail is 70%.

Classification and Segregation
The inmate population of Butte County jail wears colored jump suits, which
identify their classification:
• white indicates minimum security;
• orange indicates general population, minimum security;
• green indicates minimum protective custody;
• red indicates high risk, maximum security;
• blue indicates high risk, protective custody;
• yellow indicates administrative security (isolated); and
• black & white stripes indicates a violent inmate.
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There are 14 male housing units and 10 classifications of male and female
prisoners. Classification of an inmate in the Butte County Jail is a time
consuming affair that uses assessment and severity scales to place inmates
into an appropriate classification for, and into appropriate housing. There are
accommodations for gang issues and the personal needs of individuals.
Inmates in administrative segregation are reviewed weekly to determine if
their classification may be modified, resulting in a lower classification
returning them to the general population. All of the Classification Unit officers
are handpicked, specially trained, and assigned to the unit for 3 years.
The West Facility consists of 12 pods, 6 on Charlie side (maximum security)
and 6 on Delta side (medium security.)
o Charlie side consists of 6 pods A – F
• A pod = administrative segregation; holds 16 men in single
cells
• B pod = administrative segregation; holds 32 men in 2-man
cells
• C-E = maximum-security general population; holds 9632 men
in 2-man cells
• F pod = maximum-security protective custody; hold 32 men in
2-man cells
o Delta side consists of 6 pods G – M
• G pod = protective custody (40-man dormitory)
• H-M = medium security general population (five 40-man
dormitories)
The Butte County Jail averages 13,000 bookings per year with about 35 per
day. It takes approximately 1.5 hours to book an inmate depending on
whether they are being released or housed; housing takes longer. All
detainees are screened by medical staff during the intake process. Only
those with immediate medical concerns are seen again prior to housing.
They release 35 inmates per day.
The staff segregates those who are at risk, such as sex offenders, in
protective custody, keeping them away from the general population for their
protection. On an hourly basis, correctional officers “check each inmate to
observe skin or breathing.” Male inmates get out of their cells at least one
hour a day for large muscle exercise. Inmates who are an administrative
security risk are allowed out of their cells for 45 minutes each day.
Women’s Facility
The Grand Jury toured the women’s facility and found it to be as inadequate
as noted in several previous Grand Jury reports. The cinderblock
construction with its chipped and bubbling paint is cold and dank, despite a
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centralized automated heating system. The flickering overhead lights
contribute to the depressing environment. The current Grand Jury observed
the environment to be similar to a 1940’s caged zoo construction and is
reflective of what would be made available to citizens that were considered
second class.
The women’s facility is not adequate to house the growing female population.
More women are being charged with more violent crimes and are thus less
likely to be released on their own recognizance or bail. Also, more women
need to be placed in protective custody, requiring more space. Throughout
2006-07, office space was converted to additional cells for housing women.
State law prohibits any inmate to be forced to sleep on the floor, so if the
female jail population reaches 91, the Sheriff’s Office must release inmates in
order to maintain enough empty beds for new intakes. The Sheriff’s Office
selects to release the least violent offender.
A male officer is not allowed to enter a female’s cell without a female officer
present. The jail provides 3 hours a day for outdoor exercise for the female
population.

Kitchen
The Butte County jail meals meets state nutrition requirements. Inmates
receive three meals a day, lunch being the primary meal. Inmates can also
buy extras from the commissary such as noodles in a cup, Kool Aid, candy,
gum, etc.
Upon the Grand Jury’s inspection, we found the kitchen neat and clean. All
personnel working in the kitchen, including inmates, wore appropriate hair
covering, aprons, and gloves. The floors and countertops were clean. The
freezers were well stocked, and the pantry was clean. All stored foods had
appropriate dates and were sealed if previously opened. All cleaning supplies
were kept in the janitor closet. There were no signs of insects or rodents
throughout the kitchen area or other areas inside of the jail.

Medical Facility
There are 28 people on the medical staff, including nurses, physicians, and a
dentist. A physician or physician’s assistant will see a total of about 46
inmates per day on sick call. Twice daily, they pass out medications, check
blood sugar levels, and perform nursing assessments for 275 additional
prisoners. The medical staff perform intake screenings for about 35 inmates
per day. A high percentage of inmates take prescribed psychiatric
medications. However, those who refuse to take their prescribed medications
cannot be forced by staff. This presents a difficult situation when mental
competency deteriorates, and the inmates become a threat to themselves or
others. It takes two or three months to transfer the inmate to a psychiatric
facility.
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Mail Call
The Butte County Jail processes approximately 150 pieces of mail a day or
4500 pieces monthly. The mail clerks wear gloves to protect themselves from
contaminants that could be present on the mail. The mail is searched for
contraband and drugs before the mail is given to the inmates. The jail has a
drug dog trained to assist staff to detect illegal narcotics. Mail is returned
every day for unauthorized items or unidentified stains. Inmates are
constantly trying to find ways to sneak contraband into the Butte County Jail.
Evidence Building
The Evidence Building was well organized but inadequate. It is obviously
outdated and in need of replacement and updated security. The building
needs an adequate heating and air conditioning system for evidence
preservation as required by new state laws. These laws require that a
broader range of evidence be seized and retained for a longer period of time.
Evidence deteriorates without a controlled environment. In 2006, the Sheriff’s
Office purged about 13,000 different items from the Evidence Building. In
addition, cars and other large vehicles were removed from the storage yard
directly behind the Evidence Building. During that same time they had over
6000 new items of evidence come in.
The decontamination facilities for equipment and for personnel who handle
hazardous material are inadequate. There are two issues. First, showering
facilities do not provide privacy. Second, there is no safe provision for
handling the waste water from the decontamination process. Rather than
being disposed of properly, the waste water drains out on the ground and
eventually makes its way to the groundwater.
Gangs in the Butte County Jail
There is an increase in gang activity throughout Butte County, and this is
evident in the jail population. Jail personnel have to be vigilant to address
and track gang affiliations throughout the jail to ensure segregation of rival
gangs. Specially trained officers process intakes to determine if the person is
a validated gang member. The Jail Gang Officers photograph all tattoos and
check for gang apparel and paraphernalia in an attempt to identify gang
affiliation. The inmates are processed in accordance with California Penal
Code Section 186.22 (Exhibit B)
The Gang Officers try to determine what gang the person is affiliated with,
how many members are affiliated with the gang, who the members are and
the monikers (gang names) of the different gang members. When it is
determined that an arrestee is affiliated with a gang, the Gang Officer opens a
Gang Task Force file on the offender. This information is placed in a special
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gang data base system that can be shared with other law enforcement
agencies throughout Butte County and the State.
There are at least 25 different known gangs in Butte County, and at least 15
other gangs are known to come to Butte County from out of the area. Many
gang members come to Butte County from various areas of Northern
California. In addition, they come from as far away as the Bay Area and
Fresno.
Some criminal street gangs are related to certain ethnic groups; Nortenos and
Surenos are mainly Mexican American and white supremacist groups are
Caucasian. Asian gang groups include Hmong, Lao or Vietnamese. There
are African-American gangs and even Native American gangs. Gangs can be
often are a mixture of ethnic backgrounds.
The largest and most developed gangs in Butte County are Nortenos and
Surenos. Paradise, to its credit, has the fewest gang members. According to
the Sheriff's Gang Unit, gang members can be as young as eight years old.
Often it is generational. Gang membership and activity has been increasing,
and there are more than 2,000 known gang members and associates in Butte
County.
Another rapidly growing gang in Butte County is the Butte County Gangsters
(BCG). The BCG started with the development of alliances between inmates
from Butte County who found it necessary to protect themselves and each
other from other gangs while they served out their incarceration in state
prisons. Over a few years, it has evolved to become a large gang throughout
the California State Prison system, in the Butte County Jail, and throughout
Butte County. As of this writing, there are 70 BCG members in the Butte
County Jail.
On Thursday, May 26, 2007, the Governor announced his new initiative for
reducing gangs in our communities. This new initiative basically provides
additional grant funding for 25 counties designated as high gang areas. Butte
is one of those counties.

Concerns
Sheriff Reniff expressed concern over Governor Schwarzenegger’s plan to
have convicted felons, currently housed in state prisons and sentenced to
three years or less, to be confined in local jail facilities. The Sheriff is
anticipating that this will triple the jail population of Butte County and put a
serious financial burden back on the county. There are State Bond funds
becoming available, and the Sheriff will be in competition with other counties.
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Findings
1. The Grand Jury is in agreement with the 2005-06 Grand Jury Report that
the Women’s Facility is out dated and over populated needing to be
replaced and/or remodeled and expanded.
2. The Evidence Building is outdated and needs remodeling or replacement.
Security is not adequate.
3. The decontamination facility at the Evidence Building is inadequate.
4. Staff is well trained and interacts with inmates in a professional manner.
Recommendations
1. The Board of Supervisors must develop an appropriate time-line for
replacement or remodeling of the women’s jail.
2. Each member of the Board of Supervisors should independently inspect
the women’s facility and the Evidence Building.
3. The Sheriff should present a plan to the Board of Supervisors to repair or
replace the current Evidence Building to include, but not limited to:
a. adequate air conditioning
b. adequate decontamination system
c. adequate decontamination showers for employees

Responses: (Penal Code § 933 & §933.05)
Butte County Board of Supervisors
Butte County Sheriff-Coroner
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Juvenile Hall Review
Overview
When the Grand Jury visited in March of 2007, Juvenile Hall (JH) had 39 boys and 15
girls. We found JH clean. The Juvenile Hall Superintendent said that, since being in JH
can be so dark and depressing, they try to keep a positive atmosphere, believing that
these kids will respond in a more productive way. “We do not like treating them like
hardened criminals.” He also stated “Kids are kids, but they can do awful things.”
During 2005-06 607 juveniles were detained in JH. The number of intakes is
declining. At the time of our visit, 4 of the detainees were 18 years old.
Juveniles can remain in JH after they are 18 years old and not be transferred to
the County Jail. The population in JH can range in age from 8 to18 years. The
younger they are when they come in, the first time, the more frequently they
return. The Juvenile Hall Superintendent stated, “Kids really do want structure in
their lives and sometimes this is the first time they have had structure.” He went
on to say “Most kids are good kids who have made some bad choices, and need
a wake up call.” The average stay is 14 or 15 days. Many times juveniles do not
want to leave because of the safe and secure environment that JH provides.
There is a zero tolerance for violence in JH. Juveniles are rated and classified
for their JH stay according to the crimes they have committed. Strip-searching
the juveniles is only done when the offense has met certain criteria.
Pods
Juvenile Hall has five pods with housing for 100 juveniles; however, they have staffing
for only 60 juveniles and are using only three pods. The first pod is coed with two
juveniles per room, boys with boys, and girls with girls. Their bunks are six feet long,
housed in a small narrow room. Taller juveniles have to curl up on their sides to sleep
on the small bunks. The second pod houses a lower risk well-behaved male population.
In the lesser risk pods juveniles are mostly free to go in and out of their rooms for
exercise or socialization. The third pod houses high security risk juveniles who have
committed more serious crimes.
Juvenile Hall does have an earned privilege system for the juveniles to work their way
out of the high-risk security pod or earn other privileges such as pizza and special
dinners. When there are 10 juveniles out of their room inside the pod, there has to be
at least one staff member or more present. There are three staff members present in
the high security pods. The two unused pods are being utilized as a storage facility and
for after school activities.
When juveniles are out of line, they are confined to their rooms. Restraints have been
used on juveniles when they are a danger to themselves or others. The staff used
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pepper spray on 26 juveniles during the previous year. Reports of incidents are
mandatory.
Security
Juvenile Hall has a sophisticated centralized room with an up-to-date camera system to
monitor the activities inside JH. All recordings are backed up to a DVD or VHS tape
which is stored for 24 hours. This camera system can access the juveniles’ rooms and
pods, and can give a live audio and video feed. Staff conduct a physical check of the
juveniles every fifteen minutes to observe skin or breathing. They also conduct room
searches, and at times have dogs come in to sniff out drugs.
Daily Routine
Staff awakens the Juveniles in JH at 6:00 a.m. to shower, followed by morning
chores and breakfast at 7:30. After breakfast, time is allowed for personal
hygiene. The year-round school program begins at 8:45, breaks for lunch, and
ends at 2:55. They do have one hour each day for physical education. They are
responsible for cleaning their rooms.
Table Mountain Charter School, located within JH, has three classrooms and
operates year-round. The student population ranges from challenged to gifted.
The academic focus is on reading and math. The teacher/counselors expressed
special interest in their students and encouraged school achievement. The
students who achieve the honor roll are rewarded with pizza. Juvenile Hall has
various after school programs including letter writing, homework assistance,
recreation, counseling, and other group activities before and after dinner. Two
students graduated from Table Mountain Charter School last year with a high
school diploma.
The Superintendent makes a point to sit and talk with juveniles on an informal level.
Cooks do a lot for the juveniles by fixing them extra treats and giving them a small party
on their birthdays. A public defender voluntarily funded the development and building
of a small garden area and gazebo in the JH facility to be used for special activities.
Such organizations as Butte County Public Health, Rape Crisis Intervention,
Catalyst, Northern Valley Catholic Social Services, Community Collaborative for
Youth, and Parent Education Network provide services for the juveniles. Evening
activities include personal counseling, Alcoholics Anonymous (AA), Narcotics
Anonymous (NA), religious activities, and general free time. The Foster
Grandparent Program is active year-round in JH. Bedtime ranges from 7:00 to
8:30 p.m.
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Meals and Kitchen
Juvenile Hall serves three meals a day on plastic trays and a snack in the evening prior
to going to bed. The juveniles receive two cold meals per day and one hot meal. After
medical and security clearance, some juveniles work cleaning the kitchen and delivering
meals. Juvenile Hall is developing a culinary class for juveniles interested in learning
how to cook.
They prepared 75,000 meals last year, over 6000 per month. Everything is cooked
from scratch. Most juveniles eat better inside JH than on the outside. The meals are
served in the pods. The evening snack consists of milk, cookies and fruit.
The kitchen counters, tabletops and food preparation areas looked used, but clean.
There were no chipped paint or toxic items in view. The freezer, cooler, and food
storage areas looked clean, and there were no uncovered open containers. No food
products were beyond the expiration date. Cleaning supplies and equipment were
stored in a closet away from the food preparation area. There were no signs of rodents,
cockroaches or other insects. The staff had their hair pulled back and were wearing
hairnets.
Medical
Juveniles have a complete physical in the first 6-8 hours. At that time they are tested
for tuberculosis and sexually transmitted infections (STI). Three out of seven girls test
positive for STI, primarily Chlamydia. They also check for pregnancy. An RN or LVN
are on site from 6:30 a.m. though 3:00 p.m. A psychiatric nurse, physician and a
physician’s assistant are available. ‘Doc in the box’ is a live interactive video feed with a
psychiatrist located off site. He is available for consultation and counseling. Most
juveniles open up more to the “doc in a box” or the “judge in the box” than they would in
a one-to-one personal interaction. At the date of the Grand Jury visit, we were told that
there were seven minors on psych meds. Juvenile Hall cannot give medical marijuana.
Although JH has special suicide watch areas, there have not been any suicides. Many
juveniles have drug issues.
Parents and Juveniles
Juvenile Hall offenders come from a variety of family situations. These families vary
from those who are healthy to those who are severely dysfunctional, as they are often
involved in drugs and other criminal activities. A juvenile from a single parent home is
more vulnerable to drugs, gangs, and other negative influences. “A good role model is
so important,” said the Superintendent. A non-risk parent is defined as a parent who is
not on drugs, involved in criminal activity or abusive towards their children. These
parents are approved to take their child out of JH for medical appointments. Some
juveniles can go home on weekends. Family is allowed a one hour and fifteen minute
visit weekly. In addition to the weekly visitation, parents can visit their children during
seven holidays throughout the year.
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Commendation
The Grand Jury was impressed with time and energy devoted by all staff to establish
positive, supportive relationships with the juveniles.

Findings
1. The pods that house juvenile offenders appear to meet current needs
and staffing is adequate.
2. Juvenile Hall is a clean and well run facility.
Recommendations
None
Responses Required (Penal Code §933 & §933.05)
None
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Law Enforcement Formal Complaint System
Reason for Investigation
The Grand Jury received eight citizen complaints and two prison inmate
complaints against law enforcement personnel (LEP) within the county. These
complaints have been against different LEP regarding the handling of a sexual
molestation case, neighborhood disputes, noise code violation, unnecessary
force, abuse of power, and police harassment.
Investigation
Formal Complaint Procedure
The Grand Jury decided to examine the complaint system within each Law
Enforcement Agency (LEA) to determine if complaints were being adequately
addressed. The Grand Jury first looked at the effectiveness in investigating a
complaint against a sworn officer or personnel of a LEA.
The Grand Jury found that the procedures for a formal complaint are in place
throughout the LEA’s in Butte County. These procedures include:
1) filing a complaint form, which is easily accessible to the public in the
lobbies of all police agencies in Butte County. The form is to be sent to
the LEA in question; or, (Exhibit A)
2) calling the LEA to speak to an officer or make an appointment with the
Chief or Sheriff.
The Grand Jury determined whether the complainants first followed procedure.
In most cases, the Grand Jury found that the complainants had indeed followed
the above procedure; however, on two occasions the complainants had
bypassed the established LEA and contacted the Grand Jury. These two
individuals stated they felt they would be treated unfairly by the LEA, and the
complaint would harm their working relationships in the community. In most
cases, the Grand Jury found that even though complainants had contacted the
LEA and followed the appropriate steps, there was not a satisfactory resolution.
In addition, the citizen is left out of the loop and receives no feedback on the
status of the complaint. On two occasions the Grand Jury found that the
complainant felt it was a “them against us” situation, meaning law enforcement
personnel and city government against the complainant.
Throughout our investigation we learned that most agencies in Butte County
willingly receive and address any complaints filed against an officer or other
personnel. One LEA Chief told the Grand Jury, “I have no problem giving an
officer personal beach time when they screw up.”
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After the LEA receives a formal complaint, the Internal Affairs Unit or officer
opens a formal investigation according PC §832.5. The investigation file is
retained by Internal Affairs and not placed in the officer’s personnel records until
after the findings and any discipline order.
Law enforcement agencies are mandated by the Department of Justice to keep
track of the formal complaints filed against any LEP on an Annual Report of
Citizens Complaints Against Peace Officers form. These forms must be
submitted to the Department of Justice. The form includes information on the
nature of the complaints whether non-criminal, criminal felony, or criminal
misdemeanor. (Exhibit B)
A citizen may preview the Citizen Input Log (Exhibit C) but may not review the
investigation process or the disposition of the complaint. Consequently, there is
no way for the public to see if this is a pattern of behavior by the officer or if any
disciplinary action was taken. The handling of the complaint is solely at the
discretion of the LEA. Only the Grand Jury, through a subpoena process, may
look at an officer’s personnel record to review the investigation process, findings,
and any disciplinary actions.
Break Down of Complaints
The 2006-07 Grand Jury received complaints in the following areas:
2 neighborhood disputes
1 failure of adequate investigation and prosecution of molestation
allegation
2 unnecessary force
1 abuse of power in a domestic issue between spouses
4 harassment by LEA

Neighborhood Disputes
The Grand Jury found that an officer was accused of shutting off the power to a
person’s dwelling and of trying to push his way into the house while attempting to
obtain a signature on a noise violation warning. In speaking with the officer the
Grand Jury was told that the allegations had some validity. However, the officer
expressed frustration while trying to get the complainant’s signature on a notice
of noise violation. The police had previously responded to over 20 noise
complaints for this same person. The Grand Jury was informed by the City
Attorney’s Office that if the noise violation warning does not have the violator’s
signature, the case may not be prosecutable without other corroborative
evidence. According to the Chico Municipal Code 9.70.030 - 9.70.050, a
signature is not required. (Exhibit D) It is unfortunate that officers trying to do
their jobs have to deal with these issues.
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In the second neighborhood dispute complaint to the Grand Jury, the
complainant stated that LEP and the District Attorney (DA) conducted an
inadequate investigation and prosecution into a child molestation incident. This
issue developed into a neighborhood dispute, involving threats, assault and
destruction of property. The complainant said that LEP was slow to answer calls
when incidents with the neighbor occurred. They neither listen to his complaints
nor conduct a thorough investigation. The Grand Jury reviewed agency policies,
call records, and 911 tapes. We also interviewed the LEP involved.
The Grand Jury found that LEA’s are unable to respond as quickly as citizens
would like because of staffing and demographic issues. We also found that the
LEA had turned over a portion of the complaints to the DA’s office for
prosecution. The complaints were sent back to the LEA by the DA’s office,
saying that they had turned over the investigation to the Grand Jury. This was
confirmed by a member of the DA’s Office when he said to Mike Ramsey, “I told
them that we turned it over to the Grand Jury for investigation.” However, the
Grand Jury has no jurisdiction in investigating criminal matters unless specifically
authorized by the DA. Our assistance was never requested by the DA.
Misuse of Position
A law enforcement dispatcher was accused of using emergency agency phone
lines to intentionally record a personal conversation. The phone system has an
automatic recording system built into it. This same person was also accused of
accessing the California Law Enforcement Tracking System (CLETS) to gain
information for personal use. We found that it is a misdemeanor for any law
enforcement personnel to access and gather information from CLETS for
personal use.
We interviewed the dispatcher who admitted using the phone lines to record a
personal conversation believing that it was legal to do so. We asked if the
CLETS was used for personal reasons and were told no. The Dispatcher had
only accessed the Butte County Court’s information web-site.

Inmate Complaints
We received two letters from previous inmates of Butte County Jail. The first
complaint centered on the daily time allocated for getting out of his cell. He felt
that his time allocation was unfair because other pods were receiving more time.
In his letter, the complainant indicated that he was assigned to C-Pod. The out
of cell time was consistent with C-Pod policy.
The second letter from prison inmate complaint was against a LEA for excessive
force during his time of arrest. We were unable to substantiate his allegations.
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Findings
1. In at least one case, the Grand Jury found that the DA refused to look into
a matter saying it had been turned over to the Grand Jury for investigation.
Telling the complainant that the matter had been turned over to the Grand
Jury is not a substitute for DA criminal investigation and prosecution. The
frustration of the complainant is that no law enforcement agency wants to
help them. The charges go from the complainant to the LEA to the DA,
from the DA to the LEA, back to the complainant and nothing constructive
happens.
2. Inability to fully enforce the city’s noise ordinances has led to situations
where noise violations continue with little consequence. This leads to
frustration for law enforcement officers and neighbors.
Recommendation
1. The City of Chico and Chico law enforcement need to reexamine noise
ordinances and enforcement methods.
Responses Required (Penal Code §933 & §933.05)
Chico City Council
City of Chico Police Department
City of Chico Attorney’s Office

131

The Planning Process in the City of Chico:
Transforming a Big Town Into a Small City

Reason for Investigation
Planning for future growth and development is an important task facing the City
of Chico. In the words of several city planners, “How do you transform a big town
into a small city?” As part of its oversight mandate, the Grand Jury reviewed the
planning process, including the functions of the Planning Services Department
(PSD), the Planning Commission, and the Chico City Council.
Background
The PSD is a vital link to the future growth of the City of Chico. The PSD deals
with both long-term and current planning. These planning functions include
implementation and interpretation of the General Plan, including land use,
development, and growth. The PSD currently has fifteen employees; a Planning
Director, two Principal Planners, four Senior Planners, two Associate Planners,
three Assistant Planners, one Administrative Analyst, one Administrative
Assistant, and one Office Assistant II. The PSD processes applications for
development and then prepares staff reports and recommendations for approval
by the City Council and/or Planning Commission. The PSD also presents
planning information to the general public as well as to other city departments.
Another responsibility of the PSD is the coordination of the Chico General Plan
Update process. Last updated in 1999, the Chico General Plan is a long-term
planning document that sets policies “to conserve and enhance the community’s
resources and provide for future growth and development.” (Exhibit A) All local
land use decisions must be consistent with the guidelines in the General Plan.
The City of Chico will soon be choosing a consultant to provide services for the
preparation of a comprehensive update to this important planning tool.
The Chico City Council appoints the seven members of the Planning
Commission. Each appointee must be a resident of the City of Chico and a
qualified voter. After filing an application and supplemental questionnaire with
the City Clerk, each member is chosen by a majority vote of the City Council at a
regular Council meeting. Members of the Planning Commission “serve at the
pleasure of the City Council and can be removed at any time by a majority vote
of the Council.” (Exhibit B) According to the City of Chico website, the Planning
Commission “prepares and recommends to the City Council precise plans for
implementation of the General Plan.” Additional duties include reviewing,
holding hearings and acting upon zoning ordinances and subdivision
applications. New to the Planning Commission in 2007 is the development of a
Two-Year Work Plan. All of the Boards and Commissions in the City of Chico
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have been asked to identify the priorities and goals that will guide their work for
the next two years.
The Chico City Council is composed of seven members with staggered four-year
terms, elected at large by the citizens of Chico. The Council establishes and
adopts policy for the City and reviews and adopts the City budget. The Council
selects the Mayor and Vice Mayor from among its members to serve two-year
terms. In reference to the planning process, the City Council reviews staff
reports from the PSD and recommendations from the Planning Commission and
is the ultimate decision-making body. The Council also hears appeals to the
decisions of the PSD staff and the Planning Commission.
As it relates to the planning process, the work of the PSD, the Planning
Commission, and City Council is inter-related and inter-dependent. In many
instances, the decision of one group may trigger an action by one or both of the
others. The planning process begins with an applicant working with the PSD
staff. Once the planning application is considered complete, it is presented to the
Planning Commission. The Planning Commission has four options: approve,
deny, approve the project with conditions, or continue the project for more work.
If the applicant or a member of the general public disagrees with the decision of
the Planning Commission, either one may file an appeal to City Council. The
City Council also has four options: approve, deny, approve with conditions, or
send the project back to the Planning Commission with clear guidance and
direction. In each one of these steps, the applicant continues to work with the
PSD staff. This interrelationship between the three entities can be compared to
the three sides of a triangle; each side is a critical component, and each side is
necessary to maintain the integrity of the structure. The Grand Jury explored the
relationships between the three groups in an attempt to analyze the efficiency of
the process and to make the planning process more understandable to the
citizens of Chico.
Investigation
The Grand Jury interviewed the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

2 City of Chico Planning Directors (current and former)
10 City of Chico City Planners
2 Local developers
A Former City of Chico City Planner
A Building Industry Association representative
A City of Chico Administrative Assistant
A City of Chico Administrative Analyst
9 City of Chico City Members (current and former)
5 City of Chico Planning Commissioners
The former City of Chico Community Services Director
The former City of Chico Assistant Community Services Director
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•
•
•

4 City of Chico Department Directors
City of Chico City Manager
City of Chico Assistant City Manager

The Grand Jury began its review of the planning process in August 2006 and
ended interviews in May 2007. During this time, several changes occurred within
the City of Chico that had an impact on the planning process. First, an election
was held in November 2006 in which two new council members were elected.
Second, in January the Chico City Council appointed two new members of the
Planning Commission, and third, the City of Chico government underwent an
entire reorganization. The previous large Community Services Department was
eliminated and replaced with four separate departments, each reporting directly
to the City Manager. The new departments are Building and Development
Services, Capital Project Services, Housing and Neighborhood Services, and the
PSD. (Exhibit C)
The role of the Grand Jury was not to become embroiled in the politics of
planning, but rather to look at the efficiency of the planning process. The focus of
the Grand Jury investigation was to ask the following:
Is taxpayer money being used wisely?
Is the current planning process as efficient as possible?
How can the planning process be improved to avoid redundancy?
Is it possible to reduce the number of appeals to City Council and/or the
Planning Commission , thereby improving efficiency and reducing the
PSD’s workload?
During the course of its investigation, the Grand Jury attended meetings of the
Chico City Council and the Planning Commission and reviewed planning
documents, meeting minutes, planning manuals and city codes. We observed
that many development projects were going through the appeal process. The
City Manager explained to the Grand Jury that normally two thirds of all planning
applications should be handled by the PSD staff and one third sent to the
Planning Commission and possibly appealed to City Council. Currently, in the
City of Chico, that ratio is reversed. Two thirds of the planning applications are
channeled to the Planning Commission and one third handled solely by the PSD.
The Assistant City Manager agreed that the “high number of appeals indicates a
disconnect” between the City Council, the Planning Commission, and the PSD.
Any citizen, after paying the $150 fee, may appeal a decision of the PSD staff or
the Planning Commission. In addition, the City Council can and has sent
projects back to the PSD staff and/or the Planning Commission for additional
changes and review. The Grand Jury heard on several occasions from planners,
city council members and developers that “planning at the podium” should be
eliminated. The Grand Jury also questioned the amount of extra work that was
being placed upon the members of the PSD staff with all of these revisions. It
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seemed logical to the Grand Jury that more and better communication was
needed between the City Council, PSD staff and the Planning Commission.
In addition, several developers noted that it is “a struggle to know what the City of
Chico wants” and that the planning staff “needs more direction from the City
Council.” The developer or applicant of a project, after spending months or even
years working through the planning process with an assigned city planner, still
has no assurance that a recommendation of approval by planning staff will
actually result in that action when brought before either the Planning Commission
and/or City Council. With better direction and understanding between these
groups, staff time would be reduced and thus, taxpayer money saved.
The Grand Jury understands that a system of checks and balances in
government is necessary and healthy, and that appeals should be part of the
planning process. However, with improved communication of policy by City
Council and a common interpretation of the General Plan between all groups, the
numbers of appeals should be reduced, again saving time and money for the City
of Chico and the taxpayer.
Planning Services Department
The PSD represents the first side of the planning triangle. As the Grand Jury
began its investigation in August 2006, it soon became clear that the department
was severely understaffed. In addition to four vacant city planner positions, three
of the top city planning managers would be retiring within a few months. The
planning staff was admittedly overworked, often putting in 60+ hours of work per
week, resulting in “burnout” and low morale. Despite the heavy workload, all of
the employees interviewed appeared to enjoy their jobs and work environments,
often stating that they were part of the “city family” and that they were “excited
about the future.” There was optimism about the hiring of a new Planning
Director and two new Principal Planners. Overall, the Grand Jury was impressed
by the professionalism and work ethic of the PSD employees and by their high
level of commitment to the City of Chico.
Role of City Planner
The job of a city planner is complex and demanding. A planner must have
knowledge of local zoning and building ordinances, the principles outlined in the
General Plan, and planning laws and regulations, including the Subdivision Map
Act and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). According to the job
description for an Associate Planner, it is also necessary to “read and interpret
maps, aerial photos, legal descriptions, blueprints, and construction plans.” In
addition to the technical knowledge required, a city planner also needs the ability
to communicate orally and in writing with city staff and the general public.
Planners meet numerous times with the applicant of a project and spend many
hours analyzing and improving the design. The project undergoes many

135

revisions before it is approved or sent to the Planning Commission for approval.
There are mandated deadlines within the planning process and from CEQA that
also guide the progress of an application.
The planner’s job is a high profile one. City planners regularly attend meetings of
the City Council, the Planning Commission and the Architectural Review Board to
present reports and answer questions. These meetings are recorded and taped;
the City Council meetings are also broadcast live on a cable TV channel. The
work of city planners is often reported on the pages of local newspapers,
increasing the visibility of their work, and planners are frequently involved in
organizing and leading public meetings within the community.
Morale Issues
As the Grand Jury continued to interview and re-interview members of the PSD
and other city staff, it became apparent that despite the work ethic and dedication
of staff, morale in the PSD was at a low level. Although there had been initial
optimism at the prospect of hiring a new Planning Director, it appeared that a
morale problem was present seven months later. Several frustrations were
repeated over and over again: long weekly work hours, a large workload, a lack
of leadership within the department, a lack of respect by the director for
professional opinions from the staff, and a lack of teamwork. By interviewing
almost all of the members of the PSD staff, some of them multiple times, the
Grand Jury learned that there has been a history of low morale in the department
for many years, leading to a high turnover rate and overall dissatisfaction. Other
department heads within the City of Chico confirmed this problem of ongoing low
morale.
The Grand Jury understands that change is often difficult and that when the
change is dramatic it can take time to make a difference or an impact. In the
case of the PSD, the new Planning Director has a drastically different
management style than that of the previous Director. Several staff members
expressed concern that the current Planning Director “dismisses professional
opinions,” is “condescending and disrespectful,” and “lacks a sense of
teamwork.” Other comments indicated that communication within the PSD has
become “difficult” and has “diminished in quality and effectiveness.”
While the Grand Jury generally does not become involved with personality
issues, the frequency of such comments from all levels of the PSD and the city at
large led us to be concerned for the efficiency and overall well-being of the entire
department. We learned that due to the current conditions within the PSD,
several of the most experienced city planners have applied for jobs with other
departments or possibly plan to leave the city altogether. The previous loss of
“institutional memory” caused by the retirements of key planning managers
earlier in the year coupled with the loss of several experienced planners could
prove to be a heavy blow to the PSD and the City of Chico. The new Planning
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Director is aware of the morale issues within the department. At the end of our
investigation, he indicated to the Grand Jury that that he “thinks it’s better.” He
was hopeful that as the staff becomes “more comfortable with the new process”
morale will improve. The Grand Jury was pleased to learn that an outside
consultant has been hired to facilitate a workshop designed to open lines of
communication between the PSD and two other city departments. We hope that
the principles learned at this workshop can also be applied to relationships within
the PSD and that there will be follow-up to this initial positive first step to improve
morale.
Other factors contributing to low department morale are the large number of
hours worked per week and the huge workload. Most of the city planners
describe their workload as “overwhelming.” The recent hiring of two Principal
Planners, however, has taken some of the pressure and workload away from the
other city planners. In addition, the Principal Planners have been helpful in
answering questions and providing support to the lower level planners.
Improving Efficiency
All of the city planners take great pride in the quality and thoroughness of their
staff reports. Members of the PSD staff shared some excellent ideas with the
Grand Jury to reduce the amount of time spent writing reports. The creation of
templates for standard information that is included in projects that are similar in
nature would eliminate the redundancy of creating the same information over and
over again. However, due to the heavy workload, there has not been any time
available to create these templates. The Grand Jury is hopeful that time and
energy will be devoted to this project.
At the present time, the PSD is primarily paper oriented. Although the
department purchased project-tracking software several years ago, the software
has yet to be implemented. Projects often need input from the Building and
Engineering Departments and receive modifications and changes from the
Planning Commission. A tracking system allows planners and applicants to
quickly and easily monitor the progress of a project as it moves between the
various departments and commissions. Such a system could also be used to
update schedules and deadlines. There was agreement among the planning
staff that a computer tracking system would improve efficiency, thereby saving
both time and money. The Grand Jury learned that the department is in the
process of hiring a consultant to implement the tracking software.
Another idea to increase the efficiency in report writing and processing
applications is to revise Title 19, the provisions in city code relating to planning.
The entire planning staff agrees that the current city planning codes are outdated
and inconsistent. Again, finding the time to work on these revisions has been a
problem. As one planner stated, “There is no time to work on the process, so we
become reactive.” It was suggested to the Grand Jury that possibly one staff
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position could be devoted to making the necessary code changes, or perhaps a
consultant could be hired to do the work.
The Grand Jury learned about another change within the department to improve
the efficiency of the planning process. The Development Review Committee has
been reinstated, after an absence of eight months. As explained on the city
website, this committee serves as a preliminary review to “identify potential
problems associated with the proposed project prior to formal application.” The
work of the committee had been halted due to staffing vacancies. Since the
vacancies have now been filled, the PSD is again able to offer the services of this
valuable pre-planning tool.
Planning Commission
The Planning Commission represents the second side of the planning triangle.
Commissioners regularly make decisions regarding land use policies and specific
development applications. Some decisions are recommendations to the City
Council, while others are final, subject to appeal to the council. Commissioners
spend many hours reading and analyzing complex planning documents in an
effort to make decisions consistent with the General Plan.
In the beginning of its investigation into the planning process, the Grand Jury
consistently heard many complaints about the Planning Commission. Both the
development community and planning staff had concerns about “being caught in
the middle of politics.” Several staff members suggested that the commission
was “overzealous” and “did not understand all the ramifications involved in the
work of planning.” Another issue concerned the qualifications, expertise and
training of members of the Planning Commission. A final concern, as stated
earlier in this report, was the high number of appeals resulting from decisions of
the Planning Commission.
Appointment Process
The Grand Jury looked into the appointment process for Planning Commission
members. Is it merely a “political appointment” and “too sensitive to the political
process” as suggested by several commissioners interviewed? Does the
process result in a balanced commission that reflects the varied views of the
citizens of Chico? Several of those interviewed worried that the Planning
Commission did not represent the “diversity of the community” and had “lost the
balance of the electorate.” Members of the PSD, City Council, and the Planning
Commission also questioned whether at least several members of the
commission should be required to have some planning experience in their
background. However, there were some positive comments. Several of those
interviewed thought that the process was “working well” and that the Planning
Commission should “reflect the opinion of the city council majority.”
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Any resident of the City of Chico may apply to serve on the Planning
Commission. Other than being a resident and a registered voter, no special
qualifications are required. While there are specific qualifications for some
members of both the Arts Commission and the Architectural Review Board, no
planning background or special expertise is required for members of the Planning
Commission. Applications are filed with the City Clerk and are then forwarded to
members of City Council. City Council members have several weeks to review
the applications. During this time, council members may contact individual
applicants for additional information about their qualifications, and applicants may
also contact individual members of the City Council. Commissioners are
appointed at a regular City Council meeting. Applicants are given the opportunity
to address the Council for one to three minutes; council members may also ask
additional questions at this time. After several rounds of open voting, applicants
are gradually eliminated; those final applicants with a majority vote are
appointed. (Exhibit D)
For comparison, the Grand Jury researched the methods used by other cities to
appoint planning commission members. After reviewing the practices of the
cities of Redding, Sacramento, Davis, Santa Rosa and San Luis Obispo, the
Grand Jury realized that many different procedures exist. For example, in the
City of Sacramento, a committee of four city council members reviews
applications, conducts interviews and prepares a short list of names that is sent
to the mayor. From this list, the mayor chooses the commissioners to be
appointed by the city council. The City of Redding uses a similar method, with
the mayor selecting the applicants to be appointed. In San Luis Obispo, the
mayor and one other council member conduct fifteen-minute interviews with the
applicants and then choose those commissioners to be appointed. The process
used in the City of Santa Rosa allows each council member to appoint a member
of the planning commission, while the City of Davis uses a process similar to that
of Chico. Despite the many different procedures, a common theme emerged. As
one city clerk explained, the appointment process should be “equitable” and
result in a planning commission that is “balanced and represents a good cross
section of the population.”
Training and Communication
The PSD staff had multiple concerns about the role of the Planning Commission.
At the beginning of its investigation, many planners told the Grand Jury that the
commissioners “did not trust staff decisions,” that “professional
recommendations were not valued,” and that commissioners did not “understand
all the changes and modifications that take place during the design process.”
Other staff members expressed the concern that commissioners did not
understand all of the intricacies of city codes, state and federal regulations, and
the General Plan. As the year has progressed, however, many of these
concerns have been partially alleviated.
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In an effort to educate all of the city’s boards and commissions, the City Clerk
organized a required daylong orientation in February 2007 to “deepen the
understanding” of city organization as well as to review the roles and
responsibilities of staff and the advisory boards. The Grand Jury interviewed
many of those in attendance and received overwhelmingly positive responses.
Planning Commissioners and PSD staff members all agreed that learning about
the duties and responsibilities of each other was extremely beneficial. The
Grand Jury understands that the city plans to hold a similar workshop every two
years to correspond with the appointment of new members of the various boards
and commissions.
Other than attendance at the orientation mentioned above and mandatory on-line
ethics training, members of the Planning Commission are not required to have
any additional training or expertise. Commissioners were given the opportunity
in February 2007 to attend a training session in Sacramento on the “Role of the
Planning Commissioner.” Three commissioners registered for the training and
two attended. The Grand Jury also learned that a future workshop is being
planned between the Planning Commission and the Building Industry Association
in order to understand the development process from the builder’s point of view.
A promising idea to encourage a focused direction for the Planning Commission
is the development of a Two-Year Work Plan. City Council directed each board
and commission to prepare a Work Plan to “define their goals and priorities” for
the next two years. The Grand Jury reviewed the Revised Draft of the Work Plan
and was pleased that the Planning Commission had included “Measures to
Enhance Predictability/Transparency” as a top priority. The first idea listed under
this section states that the Planning Commission will “seek to streamline
procedures and the appeals process with input from builder/developer
workshop.” (Exhibit E)
One member of the Planning Commission had concerns about the format of staff
reports, indicating that it was difficult to determine what changes had been made
to a project before it reached the final stage of recommendation. It was
suggested that perhaps the planners could include a simple timeline at the
beginning of the staff report that would specify the modifications and
improvements to a project, thus making it easier for the commissioners to
understand the progression of the project design. In subsequent interviews with
city planners, most agreed that the inclusion of a simple timeline would be an
easy solution to enhance communication with the Planning Commission.
As the Grand Jury ended its investigation, we were encouraged by all of the
efforts to improve communication and the understanding of the planning process.
City planners also agreed that the relationship with the Planning Commission
was “getting better” and that “progress was being made.” The PSD staff also
made it clear to the Grand Jury that they encourage commissioners to seek
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clarification from city staff prior to projects coming before the commission at a
public meeting.
City Council
The City Council is the final decision maker in the planning process and the third
side of the planning triangle. Appeals of the decisions of the Planning
Commission or the PSD ultimately end up at a City Council meeting. The Grand
Jury heard consistently from all groups interviewed that the PSD and the
Planning Commission need “strong guidelines and direction from City Council.”
We also heard that the Council needs to “trust the opinions of the professional
staff” and not “micro-manage” the planning process. The Grand Jury believes
that the two-year Work Plan is a good first step in providing needed guidance to
the Planning Commission. In order for City Council members to better
understand the roles of the PSD staff and the Planning Commission, it was also
suggested that in the future, council members be required to attend the biennial
city orientation workshop.
Solving the Appeal Problem
Some of the ideas suggested to the Grand Jury for improvement of the planning
process require policy decisions of the City Council. For example, the PSD staff
and members of the Planning Commission recommended changing the appeal
fee schedule. Currently a member of the community can appeal a decision of the
Planning Commission by paying a fee of $150. During our interviews, it was
argued that this amount was unusually low. On the other hand, an appeal to City
Council by an applicant regarding a subdivision or parcel map costs $5,360. It
was argued that this amount was unusually high. An appeal of a decision of the
Zoning Administrator (a member of the PSD staff), however, costs nothing.
(Exhibit F) Planning staff agreed that there should be a minimum fee for any
appeal. It was suggested to the Grand Jury that City Council conduct a review of
appeal fees, comparing Chico’s fees to those of other cities, and then start the
process to amend the appeal fee schedule.
Another idea to reduce the high number of appeals is to change Title 18 and Title
19 of the municipal code to allow some of the more routine planning decisions to
be made at a lower or ministerial level. According to the Planning Director,
“based on clear guidance and standards from City Council, many applications
could be handled at the staff level.” The process to amend the municipal code
involves public hearings of both the Planning Commission and City Council and
the eventual adoption of a new ordinance. With more planning decisions
processed at the staff level, fewer projects will be sent to the Planning
Commission.
At the end of its nine-month investigation, the Grand Jury had several
observations. Members of the PSD, the Planning Commission and City Council
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all have a high level of commitment to serve the community of Chico. They are
aware of the problems within the planning process and are already finding
solutions. One Commissioner posed a question early in the investigation: “How
do we keep Chico the kind of place we were attracted to in the first place?” As
the City of Chico continues to grow and continues to make difficult planning
decisions, the Grand Jury is hopeful that an appropriate answer will be found.
Commendations
1. The Grand Jury commends the City of Chico planning staff for their
professionalism, work ethic and service to the citizens of Chico.
2. The Grand Jury commends the City Clerk for the excellent planning and
organization of the orientation workshop for the appointed boards and
commissions of the City of Chico.
3. The Grand Jury commends the PSD staff and the City Manager for being
proactive in finding solutions to create predictability and transparency in
the
planning process.
Findings
1. City ordinances related to development standards (Title 19) are outdated
and vague, leading to inconsistent interpretation.
2. There is poor communication between the City Council, the Planning
Commission and the PSD staff.
3. Other than the city-sponsored general orientation, new members of the
Planning Commission are not required to attend any formal training
regarding their roles and duties as Commissioners, nor are they required
to have training on planning issues.
4. There is continuing low staff morale in the Planning Services Department.
5. Too many minor or routine projects appear before the Planning
Commission and City Council.
6. Too many development projects are being appealed to City Council.
7. The current process used to appoint Planning Commissioners is
structured in such a way as to produce a body that is not necessarily
versed in planning issues and/or representative of the electorate.
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8. The computer tracking software purchased by the PSD has not been
implemented.
9. The PSD lacks templates which would help reduce redundancy in writing
staff reports.
10. It is difficult for members of the Planning Commission to follow all the
changes made to a project by the PSD before it reaches the Commission.

Recommendations:
1. The City Council should direct the PSD staff to identify areas within Title
19 of the Municipal Code where the language is unclear and/or outdated.
Staff should report back to the City Council with recommendations.
2. The City Council, Planning Commission and PSD should continue working
toward better communication, including, but not limited to workshops, email, joint sessions and Work Plans.
3. The City Council should strongly encourage all new Planning
Commissioners to attend an approved training program, in order to learn
about their responsibilities as commissioners and to gain experience in
planning issues. This training should occur as soon as possible after their
appointment.
4. The City Manager should regularly monitor the morale in the PSD and
report to the City Council.
5. The PSD should provide follow-up sessions to the planned communication
training to ensure long-term improvement in department morale.
6. The City Council should initiate the process to amend the Municipal Code
in order to expand the types of projects that can be approved at the
ministerial level.
7. The City Council should review and amend the appeal fee schedule during
its annual review of the fee structure.
8. The City Council should investigate other options for the selection process
of Planning Commissioners.
9. The City Council should set criteria for some appointees to the Planning
Commission, with a minimum of three having experience in the fields of
planning, development, architecture or a related field.
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10. The PSD should implement the existing computer tracking software and
provide adequate and ongoing staff training in its use.
11. The PSD should develop templates to reduce the redundancy of creating
staff reports for projects that are similar in nature.
12. The planning staff should keep a simple, ongoing timeline for each project
that indicates the dates for all modifications and changes made throughout
the planning process.

Responses Required (Penal Code 993 & 933.05)
Chico City Council
Chico City Manager
City of Chico Planning Commission
City of Chico PSD Planning Director
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Chico City Plaza Project
Reason for Investigation
The Grand Jury chose to investigate the Chico City Plaza project because early
in our term the project attracted extensive public comment and negative media
attention. The primary goal of our investigation was to look at the process that
produced the controversy during the construction phase of the City Plaza.
The Grand Jury wanted to know if appropriate due process had been followed
throughout the course of the project and how the project, which started out as a
$150,000 renovation, turned into a $4,200,000 project. As we conducted our
investigation, a considerable amount of time was devoted to constructing a clear
and factually correct picture as to when, why, and by whom, the decisions were
made that resulted in the project’s cost escalation. Because the Grand Jury had
difficulty assembling the pieces of the City Plaza puzzle, we decided to look at
the City Plaza project as a case study in transparency in local government.
Background
The Chico City Plaza was deeded to the city on April 23, 1872. The following
year John Bidwell planted elms in the plaza. In 1992, after discovering that many
of the elms were diseased, the City Plaza Master Management Plan (CPMMP)
was reviewed, revised and approved by the Bidwell Park and Playground
Commission (referred to in this document as the Park Commission) and then
adopted by the City Council. The 1992 CPMMP called for the gradual
replacement of the elms over a 20-year period and some minor changes to the
layout of the plaza, such as removing the gazebo and bandstand and building a
new bandstand in a different location.
Over the years, the use of the City Plaza has greatly increased. Between the
1960’s and 2001, the number of planned events in the plaza increased from 2030 a year to over 100 per year, with many of the events lasting several days and
drawing crowds in excess of 2,000. The grass in the park, by this time, was
virtually non-existent because it could not recover from the heavy foot traffic and
picnic use during and between events. By 2002, the 1992 CPMMP had only
been partially implemented. Roughly one-half of the elms had been replaced
with Bur Oak trees, but not much else had been done to address other aspects of
the plan.
By the winter of 2005-06, virtually all of the trees had been removed from the
plaza and in the early spring of 2006 the plaza looked like it was going to become
a sea of concrete. It was at this time that the public outcry began. The Grand
Jury decided to review the number and types of opportunities the public had to
participate in the planning process by answering the following questions: Had
the Chico City Plaza project been approved with adequate public input?
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Similarly, had there been adequate oversight throughout the project’s
construction?
Investigation
In investigating the City Plaza project, the Grand Jury interviewed nine current
and one former Chico city staff members, seven current and two former Chico
City Council members, five members of the Park Commission, five members of
the Chico Planning Commission, one principal and two former employees of the
numerous professional service providers and and an individual representing the
general contractor. All of these contractors were involved in the design,
construction or oversight of the project. Additionally, one media reporter was
interviewed. Many of these individuals were interviewed on multiple occasions.
The Grand Jury read the transcripts or watched the DVD recordings of both the
Park Commission and Chico City Council meetings wherein the City Plaza
project was discussed. Some of the records reviewed by the Grand Jury went
back as far as 1996. However, those spanning the period from 2001 to present
were the focus of the City Plaza project investigation. The Grand Jury also
reviewed numerous documents, including all contracts with the city involving the
City Plaza project and a selection of timesheets and log books of two
professional service providers involved in the project. The Grand Jury also
looked at changes made to the city’s charter, codes and ordinances related to
the functioning of the Park Commission.
Cost Escalation
As the Grand Jury reviewed the minutes of the Park Commission and City
Council meetings, it became apparent that the project became more complex
and more expensive over time. Some of the changes that increased the cost of
the project included adding custom prefabricated restrooms, changing the
bandstand to include an 82-ton concrete band shell, changing the raised planted
areas to include pre-cast concrete skateboard-proof seating walls and adding
public artwork components. These are just a few of the factors that increased
the cost of the project.
During interviews, the Grand Jury was told by at least three individuals that the
general contractor for the City Plaza project lost or made very little money on the
project. These interviews confirmed what has already been reported in the
media. We did not, however, review the books of the general contractor. The
general contractor was awarded its contract through a competitive bidding
process. Rather than focus on the competitively bid contracts, the Grand Jury,
chose to scrutinize the no-bid professional service contracts that were awarded
throughout the project.
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All of the changes to the project, some of which substantially added to the cost,
were approved by the City Council at regular City Council meetings. Although
these meetings were advertised in accordance with the Brown Act, they were
poorly attended by the public. Another factor that increased the cost of the
project was the rise in basic material cost between the time when the first
estimates for the project were made and when the project was finally built.
Finally, delays and logistics problems caused by bad weather in the spring of
2006 added to the cost of the project.
Transparency in Government
The Grand Jury found four areas where transparency in government could be
improved. The first was the 1996 change in relationship among the Park
Commission, the Park Division of the General Services Department and the City
Council. (As part of the recent city reorganization, the Park Director position was
eliminated and that individual promoted to the newly created position of General
Services Director which includes the responsiblities of the Park Director and
more. When used in this document, Director refers to the same individual acting
in either capacity, depending on when the events occurred.) The second was a
lack of oversight of the professional services contractors. The third was a lack of
adequate outreach by the City of Chico to gain public participation in the project,
specifically at the time when the project transformed from an unfunded
conceptual plan to be implemented in the distant future to a real funded project
that would be built imminently. Fourth, was the inability to easily access public
documents from the city’s website.
Bidwell Park and Playground Commission
The Park Commission is composed of seven members appointed by the Chico
City Council for four-year terms. Appointments are staggered every two years
and made by a majority vote of the City Council. Some of the members have
been on the commission for many years; hence, the body has a great deal of
valuable institutional memory.
In order to understand how and why things turned out the way they did, it is
necessary to look back at events that set the stage for the City Plaza project.
This required the Grand Jury to review policy decisions made over a decade ago.
Overwhelmingly, the Park Commissioners interviewed indicated that they felt the
city staff made many decisions regarding the city’s parks without the Park
Commission’s input. One example given was the redesign of Ringel Park, where
the commission was completely left out of the decision making process. The
Ringel Park project was added to the City Plaza project contract as an
amendment by the Park Division and approved by the Chico City Council acting
as both the City Council and Chico Redevelopment Agency.
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When we asked what the commissioners thought about the Park Division’s
proposed improvements to Children’s Park, none of the commissioners were
aware of any such plans. Many commissioners expressed frustration that
projects that interested the General Services Director and Park Division staff got
more attention than those of the Park Commission. All of the commissioners
interviewed indicated they would like to have a higher level of involvement in park
and playground project decisions.
1996 Ballot Measure
At least one park commissioner recalled the history of the relationship among the
Park Commission, Chico City Council and Park Division going back to 1996. The
commissioner stated that in 1996 there was a measure put on the ballot by the
Chico City Council to limit the authority of the Park Commission. This was done
because the council had received numerous citizen complaints regarding actions
and policies made by the Park Commission. The Grand Jury was told that
although the ballot measure failed, the City Council went ahead and removed
many of the Park Commission’s powers.
The Grand Jury followed up on the interviews of the Park Commission members
and requested documents from the Chico City Clerk’s office relating to the ballot
measure and vote count in the 1996 election and the minutes of the City Council
meeting wherein the election vote was certified. Because these documents are
over a decade old, they are warehoused, and it took some time for the City
Clerk’s office to produce them. In the meantime, the Grand Jury read through
the minutes of the Chico City Council meetings from 1996 to present. Through
our search only one significant change to the powers of the Park Commission by
the Chico City Council could be found. Additionally, the actual meeting minutes
were compared with a summary requested by the Grand Jury outlining the
evolution of the City Plaza project. The summary provided by the General
Services Director included meetings of the Park Commission, City Council, Art
Commission and the workshops held by Heritage Partners. The summary was
accurate with the exception of minor non-substantive errors. (Exhibit A)
One Park Commissioner stated that the City Council had taken their powers
away “by resolution.” In particular, the power to hire and fire the Park Director
and budgetary control were mentioned as powers of which the Park Commission
had been stripped. The only support for this statement in the public record was a
City Council Resolution placing a ballot measure on the November 1996 election.
The measure appeared to support what was stated in the interviews with the
Park Commissioners; however, it failed to pass. Confusion related to the Grand
Jury’s interpretation of documents received from the City Clerk’s office, led the
Grand Jury to believe the Chico City Council, despite the measure failing 7960 to
8989, had a adopted the ballot measure changes into the City Charter. (Exhibit
B)
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As a part of the Grand Jury’s last step in its investigative process, the jury must
“verify its facts and findings.” This process involves verifying that what the Grand
Jury states as a fact or a finding is corroborated by three sources. As part of this
process, the documents requested from the City Clerk’s office were reviewed
with the City Clerk. When examining the documents, the City Clerk was also
confused and sought the advice of the City Attorney’s Office. The Grand Jury
was assured that the Chico City Charter had not been altered. If the measure
had passed, the City Charter would have been amended. Having clarified these
technical issues, we could not understand why the Park Commissioners felt the
City Council had taken power away from them.
This prompted additional interviews with the Park Commissioners. When asked
to state specifically how the City Council had curtailed the Park Commission’s
authority, the Commissioners explained that while the council had not “officially”
repealed any of the Commission’s powers, the council disregarded “established
protocols” and made decisions without adequately consulting the Park
Commission for its input on park and playground related matters.
The 1996 attempted resolution and its aftermath would, ultimately, have a
profound effect on how the city would operate in the future. This contributed to
the haze around the process that produced the new Chico City Plaza. First, it
damaged the relationship between the Park Commission and the City Council.
Second, it changed the way in which the City Council utilized the Park
Commission. Last, early in 1997 the City Council hired a new Park Director who
also consulted with the Park Commission in a much reduced manner, mirroring
the attitude of the City Council.
City Plaza Evolution
The ball started to roll on the City Plaza project with a memo from the Park
Director on behalf of the Park Commission to the City Council dated May 9,
2001. The May 22, 2001, City Council meeting was a joint session of the City
Council and city commissions. Five Park Commissioners were present. The
May 9, 2001, memorandum was discussed. The memo focused on how the city
should spend an anticipated $502,000 of State Park grant funds. Second on the
priority list was the construction of a new bandstand and installation of bathrooms
in City Plaza. If directed by the City Council to proceed, the City staff would
apply for these grant funds. The City Council could expect to see applications for
grant funds in August and September. It looked like the city would finally be able
to implement the 1992 CPMMP.
In early 2002 two public charettes, or workshops, were held to gather input into
the CPMMP and plaza redesign. Between 2002 and the groundbreaking in
2006, a large disconnect occurred between the public and the Chico City
government. Had the City Council and Park Division not minimized the Park
Commission’s involvement in the process, there might have been more oversight
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of this project as it evolved. And it did evolve, taking on a life of its own as it
grew with little public input, largely flying under the public “radar.” Minutes of all
but a few minor public meetings and summaries of the two public workshops are
available at the end of this report. (Exhibit C)
The Grand Jury does not necessarily believe that changing the process used in
the creation of the new Chico City Plaza would have produced a better outcome.
However, changes to the process could have resulted in a more positive public
perception of the project. The Grand Jury found no malfeasance on the part of
anyone in government. While the City Council and General Services Director
had the best interest of the city in mind, transparency in government was
compromised in the name of expediency. The public could have been
encouraged to participate more, which would have fostered a feeling of “public
ownership” in the project and would have reduced the outcry when the concrete
started flowing.
Oversight of No-Bid Professional Service Contracts
The Grand Jury investigation started with interviews of city planners. After a few
interviews it was apparent that the Planning Division played a very minor role in
the City Plaza project. In fact, the Planning Division’s role was limited to
conducting an assessment of the environmental impacts of the project.
In our first interview with the General Services Director, the Grand Jury was
given a brief overview of how the Chico City Plaza project proceeded. We were
given conceptual renderings produced by Heritage Partners in 2002 and watched
a DVD showing a computer model of what the new City Plaza would look like
from various perspectives, in a 3-dimensional fly-by form. When asked who had
hired the consultants, the Director said he had.
The contracts for the consultants conducting the charettes and landscape design
work and many others, were in excess of the City’s general policy of limiting
non-competitive bids by department and division directors to $10,000 or less
without the approval of the Chico City Council. These contracts, however, fall
into a class called “professional services” that are exempt from this limit. There
are several reasons for having this “class” of contractor. The first is that a
service may be so specialized in nature as to limit the pool of providers down to
one within a reasonable distance of where the service is required. Putting these
types of contracts “out to bid” makes no sense when there is only one firm
capable of doing the necessary work. Another reason for professional service
contracts is to allow the city to contract with firms that it trusts and would hire for
the job even if the firm were not the lowest bidder in a competitive bidding
process. This saves potential bidding firms the time and energy of creating a bid
proposal that will be rejected anyway. Department and division directors may
make no-bid contracts for professional services so long as the Director has funds
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available in his/her budget and obtains the signature of the City Purchasing
Officer.
The dollar amount of professional services contracts awarded throughout the City
Plaza project was approximately one-half million dollars, roughly one-eighth the
cost of the entire project. The Grand Jury discovered that many of the
professional service providers working on the City Plaza project have received
many other contracts from the city over the years. While contracts differed, all
included provisions that ensured some level of accountability to the City of Chico,
such as requiring logbooks of daily work or allowing the city to audit their books.
The Grand Jury requested copies of all contracts related to the City Plaza
project. In reviewing the contracts, the Grand Jury focused on the details of the
professional service contracts and their supplemental agreements. The Grand
Jury then compared several of the contracts with the accounting records and log
books of the contractors. The Grand Jury was unable to reconcile the hours
recorded in the contractors’ books with the estimates stated in their contracts and
found other inconsistencies with the terms of their contracts. Additionally, the
totals in supplemental addendums to contracts were in odd amounts and down to
the penny. This raised questions in the mind of the Grand Jury. It gave the
appearance of retroactive billing. This assumption was, in fact, confirmed
through interviews. One explanation given was that once a project like City
Plaza is underway, “You don’t just stop working on it until the city can process
the paperwork for a supplemental.” This reasoning only partially explained the
discrepancies we found. What was of concern to the Grand Jury was that, as a
matter of practice, the city has never requested to see the books of professional
service contractors, at least not those we reviewed.
The Grand Jury had difficulty in obtaining basic information related to
professional service contracts and why “supplemental” appropriations did not
trigger audits. The Grand Jury questioned why there was not a greater level of
oversight of these contracts. Finally, under contract law, the statute of limitations
for filing a lawsuit against a party to a contract is four years, yet the city only
requires in its contracts with professional service providers that they maintain
their records for one year. Additionally, if the city ever requested records or
audited these professional service providers, the service provider is currently
entitled to bill the city for its time and expenses incurred in complying with such a
request by the city.
With regard to the City Plaza project, overwhelmingly, the Park Commission
indicated that it approved the City Plaza project “in concept” but after that, all of
the details were left to city staff and their hired consultant. When asked about
the escalating cost of the City Plaza project, one commissioner commented, “We
were never told prices. When things were brought up and we asked, we were
told it was secret, ‘not for public knowledge.’” Other comments made by
commissioners included: “They allowed too many ‘conceptual approvals.’ There
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should have been more public involvement.” “They were not publicly vetted
decisions.” Another commissioner felt there should have been a better estimate
of costs upfront. Likewise, the Park Commission was advised in a “’benign way’
regarding the rising costs, but that cost was never made an issue.” On a positive
note, one commissioner stated: “As for its purpose it [City Plaza] is an
unqualified success.” Another commissioner commented “the process that
brought the artist of the chess table stinks.” The last comment referred to the
fact that the artist who proposed the chess tables to city council was awarded a
no-bid contract for the project, at a billing rate of $125 per hour to a maximum of
$68,000.
Adequacy of Outreach
There were roughly thirty different public meetings that addressed the City Plaza
project between the spring of 2001 and 2005. This number is rather deceptive,
as it includes the initial request by the Park Department to apply for grant funds
to implement the 1992 CPMMP, the two charettes in 2002, and all meetings of
the Park Commission, Arts Commission, City Council and Redevelopment
Agency meetings wherein the City Plaza project was mentioned. This also
includes committee meetings of these bodies wherein the project was mentioned,
sometimes in very minor ways. At many of these meetings, both regular and
committee, no members of the public spoke on the subject.
This apparent lack of participation left the Grand Jury pondering two questions:
First, how many people actually participated in the Chico City Plaza planning
process? Second, what could the city have done differently to improve “public
ownership” of the project prior to the start of construction? We will never know
how many people attended these meetings or had input into the project in ways
that do not appear in the public record; however, we can put the public
participation into perspective.
The meeting with the greatest public attendance was the first “brainstorming”
charette held in early 2002. Attendance was somewhere between 25-30 Chico
residents, based on figures in the document Chico City Plaza, Master
Management Plan and Recommendations for Enhancement produced by
Heritage Partners. By contrast, Butte County, which is currently involved in the
update of its General Plan, recently held a public outreach workshop for its
General Plan update. One of the first meetings held in Cherokee was standing
room only and had an attendance of around seventy. Similarly, earlier in the
year, when the Chico City Council and Butte County Humane Society were in
negotiations regarding who would maintain the city animal shelter, the Chico City
Hall was packed with roughly 100 people, again, standing room only. The
difference between the City Plaza project and the other two examples is
dramatic. When it was first revised, the CPMMP was a “pie in the sky” concept;
these other two examples were not. When the City Plaza project moved from
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wishful thinking to reality, there should have been a mechanism in place that
would have triggered greater public participation.
It is disappointing that for a project as visible as the City Plaza, more was not
done by the City Council or the General Services Department to encourage
public participation. It was equally discouraging that in four years, only eight
people from the public made comments during the opportunities provided, aside
from the two public workshops in 2002. (Exhibit C)
Chico City Website
Roughly two and one half weeks passed between the time the Grand Jury
requested documents from the City Clerk’s office and the time the archived
documents were delivered. In the interim, the Grand Jury reviewed the minutes
of the City Council and Park Commission meetings that were available on the
city’s website. Primarily, we were interested in confirming the accuracy of the
summary that the General Services Director had provided us and to assess how
much public input had been made regarding the changes which contributed to
the City Plaza’s cost escalation. On numerous occasions the Grand Jury had
difficulty with the city’s website. We found dead links, corrupt files and files that
would not completely download. Before contacting the City Clerk’s office to have
the documents we wanted to view e-mailed as attachments, the Grand Jury tried
to download these files using different computers, using different operating
systems and different versions of Adobe Reader. When informed, the City Clerk
promptly corrected the problems with the website.
Conclusion
Since the plaza has reopened, public outcry has diminished, the plaza’s use has
increased and the controversy surrounding the project has largely subsided. The
Grand Jury hopes its recommendations will be taken into consideration for future
projects. The major question that needs to be answered is: How much should
the City Council, General Services Department or Park Division be able to modify
a major public project, especially one so central to the community’s identity as
City Plaza, without making additional efforts to include the public in the process
in a significant way?
While critical of the process that produced the new Chico City Plaza, the Grand
Jury recognizes hindsight is 20:20. Looking in the “rearview mirror” we see that
the process could have been better. Had the city invited more public
participation, the public’s perception might have been better. Whether the actual
product, City Plaza as we see it today, would better meet the needs of the city’s
residents is an unknown.
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Commendations
1. The Grand Jury commends the Director of General Services and all others
who were interviewed for their time and patience in explaining the
complexities of the City Plaza project. The Grand Jury is appreciative of
the cooperation and honesty of those interviewed.
2. The Grand Jury commends the Chico City Clerk and her staff for their help
and prompt replies to our requests for information and documents.
Findings
1. The Park Division has used no-bid contracts with a number of professional
service providers, but the city has not been exercising its right to audit
these contractors. Further, the city requires these contractors to maintain
records for only one year rather than to maintain them for a period of four
years covering the statute-of-limitations under contract law.
2. Currently in Section 10.1 of the city’s standard Professional Service
Agreement, consultants are allowed to charge the city for their time and
expenses if the city chooses to review or conduct an audit of their books.
2.3.
In reviewing the books of no-bid professional service providers, as
well as through testimony, the Grand Jury found supplemental contracts
that gave the appearance of, and were in fact, retroactive billing by
professional service providers. This is a conflict with the provisions of
their contracts with the city. In reviewing the records of these contractors,
the Grand Jury believes that the irregularities in the contracts and their
amendments go beyond what is justified as actions of expediency.
3.4.
While all legal requirements related to due process were followed
by the City of Chico in the City Plaza project, greater public participation
should have been sought prior to groundbreaking.
4.5.
There are no clear guidelines as to when the Park Division should
seek input from the Park Commission on projects.
Recommendations
1. The Chico City Council should meet in joint session with the Park
Commission to discuss the scope of the Commission’s authority.
2. The General Services Department and/or Park Division should periodically
conduct audits of the books of no-bid contractors to ensure the city is
receiving competitive pricing for services rendered.
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3. If the Park Division should choose to use no-bid contracts, the Division
should conduct surveys of comparable wages and reimbursement
schedules of other similar service providers in the region.
4. The time period that consultants must retain documents related to no-bid
contracts should be increased to at least four years, the statute-oflimitations for filing a claim under California contract law.
5. The City of Chico should comply with the terms of its own contracts with
respect to supplemental agreements to prevent retroactive billing.
6. When a project changes status from a “non-funded concept to be built in
the distant future” to a funded project that will be built “in the near future,”
the City Council should require additional public outreach, such as
postcard notification of workshops and/or creation advisory boards.
7. As an oversight commission, the Park Commission should be kept
informed of the financial aspects of the city’s parks and playgrounds.

Responses Required (Penal Code 933 & 933.05)
Chico City Council
Bidwell Park and Playground Commission
City of Chico General Services Director
Chico City Manager
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Old Humboldt Road Wagon Trail Revisited
Reason for Investigation
The ink had barely dried on the 2005-06 Butte County Grand Jury report when
the new Grand Jury received a citizen request that we continue the previous
year’s investigation of this historic road in Chico. The Grand Jury was asked to
look particularly at whether the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
guidelines had been followed in the Environmental Impact Review (EIR) of Oak
Valley, a proposed subdivision near the Wagon Trail.
Background
The 2005-06 Butte County Grand Jury’s Report on the Old Humboldt Road
Wagon Trail provided a brief and interesting history of the trail as well as a
description of the portions of the trail still remaining off Humboldt Road east of
Bruce Road. Their assessment read, “As development progresses, the concern
about preserving the Humboldt Wagon Trail in this area becomes more acute.”
Of special concern was the proposed Oak Valley subdivision to the north.
After its investigation, the 2005-06 Grand Jury listed four Findings and three
Recommendations, all of which were aimed at preserving and protecting the
Old Humboldt Wagon Trail. However, the question of a faulty EIR was not
addressed. The most vocal and persistent advocate for the Trail’s protection was
not interviewed, nor were representatives of the historic preservation community
such as the North East Center of the California Historical Resources Information
System (CHRIS). In short, the 2005-06 Grand Jury report, while on the right
track, did not go far enough.
At first look, the dispute over the EIR seems to be fairly straight-forward. On the
one hand, the developers of the Oak Valley Subdivision, in order to
accommodate additional traffic created by their plan, need to widen Humboldt
Road and maintain its status as a “collector” street. According to the Planning
Commissioner’s Handbook (League of California Cities), a collector street is one
that “provides circulation within and between neighborhoods, characterized by
relatively low speed (25-30 mph) and low volume (5,000 – 20,000 average daily
trips.)” Last year’s Grand Jury pointed out that “at least one new crossing of the
trail with the extension of Yosemite Drive to serve the proposed subdivision” and
“at least one more road entry to the lands south of Humboldt Road” might be
needed. In fact, the EIR states that there will be “multiple connections to
Humboldt Road.” (Exhibit A) By approving the proposed subdivision and
certifying the current EIR, the City has endorsed Humboldt Road’s status as a
collector street.
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On the other hand, those who oppose the widening of Humboldt Road and its
use as a collector street have two main concerns. One is that the wagon tracks,
rock walls and immediate surroundings will be seriously compromised. The other
is that if the current EIR and development plans are allowed to stand, the Old
Humboldt Road Wagon Trail will no longer be eligible for designation and listing
on the National Historic Register or the California Register of Historical
Resources. Therefore, rather than revisit all of the 2005/2006 Grand Jury’s
excellent work, the 2006-07 Grand Jury focused primarily on the EIR for the
proposed Oak Valley Subdivision.
Investigation
The Grand Jury interviewed the following individuals:
• the citizen who requested the investigation
• the Assistant Coordinator of the Northeast Center of the California
Historical Resources Information System, or CHRIS
• 3 members of the Chico City Council
• 2 Senior Planners from the City of Chico Planning Department
• 6 members of the Chico Planning Commission
• 3 members of the Bidwell Park and Playground Commission (also referred
to as the Parks Commission)
• 2 professors from California State University, Chico (CSUC)
• a consulting archaeologist
• the Chico City Attorney
• the director of the Chico Building and Development Services Department
We also reviewed the following documents:
• relevant portions of the 1994/99 City of Chico General Plan
• relevant portions of the Draft Bidwell Park Master Management Plan
Update
• portions of the first Oak Valley EIR
• the April 2004 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the Oak Valley Project
• the November 2004 Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Oak
Valley Project
• March 14, 2002, July 2, 2002, May 24, 2004, December 29, 2004 and
December 5, 2005 letters concerning the Oak Valley EIR from the
Northeast Center of CHRIS
• July 26, 2005, and August 25, 2005, letters from two officials of the State
of California’s Office of Historic Preservation
• the Chico Senior Planner’s Staff Report to the Planning Commission
• the Chico City Manager’s responses to last year’s Grand Jury
recommendations
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•
•
•

a published CSUC Master’s Thesis, The Historical Geography of the
Humboldt Wagon Road, by Anita L. Chang (Chico, CA: Association for
Northern California Records and Research, 1992).
C. S. Papacostas, Fundamentals of Transportation Engineering
Trip Generation, 7th Edition, Volume 2

We found unanimous agreement among all we interviewed and documents we
consulted that the Old Humboldt Road Wagon Trail ruts and the nearby rock
walls need to be preserved and protected. However, there is no unanimity as to
how and to what extent this should be done.

Round 1: The First Environmental Impact Report
The EIR is at the center of the problem. In reviewing relevant documents, we
found that during the years prior to the 2005-06 Grand Jury Report a quiet war of
words had taken place. The initial EIR, prepared in 2002 for the then 1300 unit
Oak Valley Subdivision, stated that the “historic dirt trace is not visible or evident
anywhere within or adjacent to the project site” because of previous realignment
and paving of the road. The consultant included the old city landfill and the rock
wall as part of the area to be designated as historic and pointed out that
“significant modifications” had been made to the landfill, retaining “few of its
historic attributes.” He concluded that the landfill was not “a significant historic
property,” though the rock wall had value “as a design element.” Thus, he
concluded, the proposed development would create a “less-than-significant
impact” on the road. (Exhibit B)
In response to the first EIR, the Assistant Coordinator of CHRIS, in a March 14,
2002, letter to City Senior Planning Staff, pointed out that “Proposed road
construction slated for this project may impact this recorded archaeological site,
CA-BUT-892, which has been determined eligible to the National Register of
Historic Places and the California Register of Historical Resources.” (Exhibit C)
In a later interview she told us that once eligible, Humboldt Road must be treated
as if it is on the Register until its designation is changed. Humboldt Road’s
historic value comes not only from its connection to John Bidwell and the
pioneers who settled Chico but also as Deer Creek Highway/State Route
47/State Route 32. She also told us that it is widely believed that before it
became a Euroamerican road, Humboldt Road was a trail used by the local
Mechoopda Tribe. Alterations to Humboldt Road could, in fact, change its
eligibility.
In her letter, the Assistant Coordinator made three recommendations, one
suggesting that the city or project applicant “file for a complete record search”
with the Northeast Information Center to identify cultural resources and
determine “which portions of the project have been previously subjected to an
archaeological survey.” The other two recommendations involved hiring a
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professional archaeologist to do a survey of areas not previously inventoried and
to determine the “integrity and significance” of those portions of the Old Humboldt
Wagon Ruts within the project area or “within any road construction right-ofways” associated with the project. (Exhibit C)
The Assistant Coordinator’s second letter, dated July 2, 2002, gave the results of
a record search for the Oak Valley Project as requested by the City Planning
Department. In addition to reviewing seven previous archaeological
investigations, she reiterated the fact that Old Humboldt Wagon Trail Road has
been determined to be eligible for both the National Register of Historic Places
and the California Register of Historical Resources. According to a survey
carried out for American Land Conservancy, Old Humboldt Road is eligible under
criteria A and C:
• criterion A; the road’s importance in “local history as the first major
Euroamerican transportation/commercial route eastward across the
mountains, and its construction and use is tied to the economic
development of the area;” and
• criterion C; “it provides an excellent example of road construction
techniques through time.” (Exhibit D)
This second criterion is important because it establishes Humboldt Road itself as
a cultural/historic resource. In this second letter the Assistant Coordinator
recommended that an Historical Archaeologist be hired to evaluate the project’s
potential impact on the resource.
Round 2: The Second Environmental Impact Report
Following these letters, the senior city planner responsible for the Oak Valley
Subdivision ordered a second EIR using the same consulting firm. He specified
that the consultant review the previous evaluations and studies of the affected
portion of Humboldt Road. He directed the consultant to provide a summary of
Information Center-based studies involving the roadway” as well as to review the
CHRIS records search and “obtain additional reports as necessary.” Finally, the
consultant was to “use the criteria for listing in the California Register of Historic
[sic] Resources as the basis for measuring historic significance” and to “evaluate
the potential impact of the proposed road construction on the Humboldt Road
segment under study.” (Exhibit E)
In the second EIR the consultant, using an incorrect CEQA guideline number,
quoted CEQA’s definition of substantial adverse change: “substantial adverse
change [to an historical resource] includes demolition, destruction, relocation or
alteration* such that the significance of an historical resource would be impaired.”
(Exhibit F) It should be noted here that four important words were omitted at the
asterisk: “or its immediate surroundings.” (Exhibit G) The omitted phrase, along
with the correct guideline number, was included in a later corrected version of the
EIR.
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He then listed his reasons why the proposed subdivision would not cause
“significant adverse change.” First, there would be no demolition, destruction,
relocation or alteration of Humboldt Road. Second, he acknowledged that the
setting, or “immediate surroundings,” would be changed, but because there had
already been changes in the past, there would be “no direct physical impact to
the historic resource.” Third, because he concluded that the rock walls don’t
seem to be directly related to the construction and use of the Wagon Trail and
were not evaluated in earlier projects, he did not evaluate them either. Fourth,
the wagon ruts, though described in the 1999 City of Chico General Plan as
“another historic feature deserving of protection” are not on the current list of
Chico’s historic resources. Finally, the proposed subdivision would be a
“substantial change to the setting of the resource.” He concluded, however, that
the change of setting would not make Old Humboldt Road ineligible for the
California Register of Historical Resources. He proposed a “visual buffer zone”
between the road and subdivision to mitigate the change to the setting. (Exhibit
F)
Once again, after a citizen complained to CHRIS about the second EIR, the
Assistant Coordinator of the Northeast Center of CHRIS , in a May, 2004, letter
to the City Planning Division, disputed the consultant’s EIR for the Oak Valley
project. She first requested that the topographic map showing archaeological
sites included in the EIR be removed because “including the locations of
sensitive archaeological features or sites in a public document is a violation of
the CHRIS…Confidentiality Agreement.” She then argued that the project would
have significant adverse change on Old Humboldt Road. She maintained that
portions of Humboldt Road, as historic Route 47 and then Highway 32, have
been recorded and listed as CA-BUT-1493H in her office. Therefore, the road
itself should be named an historic resource.
Her second argument pointed out the fact that the consultant contradicted his
firm’s and another firm’s findings in previous projects. She wrote, “Our office
maintains files including documentation of additional segments of CA-BUT-892H
outside the current project area. In both these records (Jensen 1998; Vaughan
1996), recorded wagon wheel ruts and rock retaining walls are considered
significant features of CA-BUT-892H.” (Exhibit H) She noted that the wagon ruts
are one of the elements that make the road eligible for listing on the National
Register. She concluded by recommending, in part, that the portions of
Humboldt Road which contribute to its significance under CEQA be “evaluated in
terms of direct and indirect effects of the proposed project.”
Round 3: Explication and Modification of the Second Environmental
Impact Report
At the January 20, 2005, Planning Commission meeting the senior planner
overseeing the development presented the Planning Department’s Oak Valley
staff report. He used the consultant’s assessment in the EIR to support the
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department’s report, though he did acknowledge the letters staff had received.
He wrote that earlier in the project’s EIR and application process, “Planning staff
initiated the idea of preserving Humboldt Road (east of the Potter Road
extension) in its current configuration for limited vehicle use and as a
pedestrian/bicycle path.” A new collector street would be constructed on the
project’s property, running parallel to and north of the current road. Staff
determined it was not feasible for two reasons. First, the alternate road would
be difficult to construct and would require more side streets onto the road.
Second, Humboldt Road had already been identified and needed as a collector
street in the city’s General Plan. (Exhibit I)
Responding to the letters of concern he mentioned in the staff report, the senior
planner also requested from the consultant a clarification of his recommendation
regarding the changes in setting. The consultant followed up with a May, 2005,
letter listing his reasons. First, he repeated his finding that Old Humboldt Road
and the wagon ruts were not going to be removed or demolished; therefore, the
proposed project would not have a direct impact on the resource. Second, the
proposed project would be located to the north of the ruts and the “modern
country road” and would be separated from Old Humboldt Road by landscaping,
the modern road, and a “varying width of road shoulder.”
The consultant’s third reason acknowledged again that the proposed project
would change the setting and repeated his opinion that the change would not be
sufficient to make Old Humboldt Road ineligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources. He did not give any further reasons here but
did speculate that a new evaluator would probably come to the same conclusion.
He also argued that the houses in the proposed subdivision would not face the
existing road and would be located on the “down-slope away from the Old
Humboldt Road.” Finally, he noted that he had considered the city’s treatment of
the site during and after construction, listing ways in which, under CEQA, sites
might be preserved in place. Since he understood that the city was
contemplating at least two of the measures listed, he combined this with his
assessment of impacts to draw his conclusions. (Exhibit J)
At this point the city removed the topographic map and archaeological references
and corrected the incorrect CEQA regulation number in the EIR. The words “or
its immediate surroundings,” which had been omitted from the consultant’s
previous definition, were added. However, the conclusions which were drawn
from the original wording were not changed.
Round 4: Further Explication of the Second Environmental Impact Report
In July, 2005, before the Chico City Council met to consider the adoption of the
Final EIR and the approval of the tentative Oak Valley subdivision, the Planning
Department received two more letters contesting the EIR, both from the
California Office of Historic Preservation. In the first letter, the CEQA
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Coordinator Local Government Unit, after reviewing the Oak Valley Subdivision
and Conceptual Master Plan Recirculated EIR # 1998032048, wrote that “we find
that the Cultural Resource Assessment is inadequate.” Rather than looking at
the whole resource, including the immediate surroundings as required by CEQA,
the assessment is “focused on individual parts.” She pointed out that the
assessment never makes clear where the wagon ruts, rock walls and road itself
are located in relation to the project. Therefore, she wrote, “The impact to the
historical resource cannot be clearly determined. The document is leading with a
conclusion without establishing proof, how it arrived at their conclusion.” (Exhibit
K)
She also included a section of National Register Bulletin # 30 which gives
guidelines for assessing Rural Historic Landscapes. One activity it mentions as
causing an impact is “gradual changes to boundaries and land use.” Certainly,
increased traffic on a road could be included here. (Exhibit K) The second
letter, from the State Historic Preservation Officer, supported the first. (Exhibit L)
Both ended by recommending an independent cultural resource study be
conducted either separately or as a part of a new EIR.
After receiving the letters, the senior planner again requested further clarification
and/or explanation of the consultant’s recommendation related to “substantial
adverse change.” In an August 31, 2005, letter the consultant gave longer, more
detailed explanations. He repeated the points made in his May letter. However,
much of this letter focused on a point which had been mentioned only briefly
before. He argued that since Old Humboldt Road and its setting already had
been compromised by modern wooden power poles, high-tension power lines, a
burn dump site and a cell tower complex to the east and modern subdivisions to
the north, the proposed project would not be a substantial adverse change. He
did refer to the National Register Bulletin #30, Guidelines for Evaluation and
Documenting Rural Historic Landscapes, and Preservation Brief #36, Protecting
Cultural Landscapes, in his discussion supporting his final reason. (Exhibit M)
Final Round? Certification of the Second Environmental Impact Report
Theoretically, this “war of words” could have continued indefinitely. However, at
the September 9, 2005, City Council meeting the senior planner proposed that
the Final EIR, with a number of conditions for approval, be certified. In his
agenda report he discussed the letters from the Office of Historic Preservation
and the staff’s answers to them. He wrote, “Staff concludes that substantial and
adequate assessment of historical resources has been completed and fully
considered in the approval process.” (Exhibit N) That evening the City Council
certified the EIR and approved the Oak Valley development subdivision map,
permit and conceptual master plan. This appeared to be the final word in the
matter.
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Two Grand Juries Weigh In
As mentioned in the Reasons for Investigation and Background sections of
this report, the 2005-06 and now the 2006-07 Butte County Grand Juries
responded to requests that the Old Humboldt Road Wagon Trail be investigated.
Last year’s complete report can be found by going on-line to the Butte County
Web Site home page at Butte County.net. Click on “Grand Jury Report
Documents” and then on the Humboldt Road report. Copies of the report can
also be found at Butte County Public Libraries.
To the Findings and Recommendations of the 2005-06 Grand Jury, the City
Manager responded that during the coming update of Chico’s General Plan, the
city would consider the Old Humboldt Road Wagon Trail and rock walls’ eligibility
for historic landmark designation. He stated that the EIR for the Oak Valley
development to the north of Humboldt Road had been certified and impacts
“appropriately mitigated.” Finally, he discussed what the city will do if and when
the property to the south of Humboldt Road is developed. (Exhibit O)
The 2006-07 Grand Jury interviewed many of the key players in the dispute over
the Oak Valley EIR as listed at the beginning of the Investigation section of this
report. Not surprisingly, their opinions divided along the same lines as the
documents.
When we first began our investigation, the Grand Jury thought that the Old
Humboldt Road Wagon Trail and rock walls may have been discussed in Bidwell
Park and Playground Commission meetings since one possible solution put
forward was to create a linear park along Humboldt Road. Therefore, we
decided to ask members about their involvement and ideas. We discovered that
the question of what to do about Humboldt Road is not in the purview of the Park
Commission; the Parks Commission had not been included in the discussions of
Humboldt Road. However, individual commissioners had their own opinions.
Their responses ranged from simply “no involvement,” to “I’m very interested.
I’ve thought it should be a linear park for a long time.” One commissioner told us
it had come up in meetings a few times, mainly to stop other projects such as a
disc golf course.
The Chico Planning Commission members were divided along similar lines. One
felt that increased traffic on Humboldt Road would help stop some of the
“strange” behaviors going on “up there.” He had voted for the Oak Valley project.
Two members, though advocates for preserving Humboldt Road as an historic
site with strong mitigation measures, did not think the development would be
stopped. Another suggested that a new EIR would be needed if new information
came in. Finally, one commissioner stated, “The city ignored letters from the
State Office of Preservation,” which were “extremely well-reasoned” and made
“very valid points.” City Council members expressed similar views. One
admitted that the state had found the EIR deficient. He suggested that the “only
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real fix” is to move the road over or, “even better, tear out the old road and
restore the ruts under it.”
The City of Chico Senior Planner responsible for overseeing the Oak Valley
development told us the City had done its “due diligence” with the EIR. Since its
certification, though, the original owner has sold the 43 acre portion which makes
up Phase I of the development. The new owner made changes in the plan which
the senior planner believed might warrant a new EIR since they were not
consistent with the original development. According to the senior planner, the
new owners recently made other changes to bring the development closer to the
original and will be resubmitting their subdivision map. However, the new
proposals for the parcel do not affect the ruts, so presumably, according to the
planner, evaluation of the ruts will not be included in a new EIR.
Finally, the historic preservation community continues to support protecting the
Old Humboldt Road Wagon Trail and to advocate further research and review.
In fact, in a December 5, 2005, letter to the Chico City Council, the Assistant
Coordinator of CHRIS wrote in support of a suggestion made by the then-City
Manager that the city purchase the land on which the wagon ruts are located and
set aside the area as a “conservation easement.” (Exhibit P)
The consultant who prepared the Oak Valley EIR acknowledged that his EIR
might not be the final word. In his August 31, 2005, clarification of his
recommendation concerning the changes in setting to Old Humboldt Road, the
consultant listed several options for the city to consider, given the position taken
by the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP): “First, it can accept the OHP’s
judgment that the change to setting will result in a substantial adverse impact,
and mitigate accordingly. Second, the City could take the position that its
proposed mitigation measures will reduce the impacts to below the level of
significance. Third, it could accept the OHP’s recommendation that calls for ‘a
third, independent historic resource assessment.’ OHP suggested that that third
assessment include an aerial view of the overall project area; I have provided
one with this memorandum.” (Exhibit M)
The Long View:
In 2005, the State of California Parks Department held a public meeting to gather
input regarding park and recreation needs in the burgeoning Central Valley. One
attendee suggested a slightly different take on Old Humboldt Road. Calling it a
“Cultural Corridor in Chico,” the person described the road as “three parallel
trails: J Bidwell trail, Humboldt Road and the Ruts (wagon train ruts) trail.” The
rock walls are also mentioned as being of “historical interest,” and the whole area
is assessed as being “in high jeopardy of being developed.” (Exhibit Q) Using
this idea, instead of seeing Old Humboldt Road in isolation, it might be more
helpful to see it as a part of a long historic corridor. According to a CSUC
Anthropologist, further up nearby Highway 32 is Ten Mile House, an
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archeological site, and Fourteen Mile House, another archeological site which is
now under a development named Humboldt Heights. To the west of Humboldt
Road is the University’s Big Chico Creek Ecological Reserve where the early
Lucas Family house foundation and Big Chico Creek Flume have been found.
We were told by this professor that it is fairly commonly accepted that
Mechoopda Tribe Indians in this area were used for labor by General Bidwell.
Some members of the Grand Jury drove along the present Humboldt Road in
order to visit the scene of this investigation. We were dismayed to see the
amount of trash, including discarded household items, along the way. In many
spots the wagon ruts were hidden under weeds and other vegetation. Worse yet,
five or six cars were parked off the road; their drivers had to cross over the ruts to
get there. This act alone could and probably does cause considerable damage
to the ruts. In spite of these problems, though, we were delighted with the
spectacular unobstructed view of the valley below that Humboldt Road affords.
One might be surprised to learn that many sections of Old Humboldt Road and
State Route 47 can still be seen. Anita Chang, in her published CSUC master’s
thesis, The Historical Geography of the Humboldt Wagon Road, recounted her
trip from Chico to Lomo, about sixteen miles above Forest Ranch. She
described her observations as well as the history of each segment as she
traveled. “The many traces of the past this author found ‘hiding in plain sight’
simply disappeared,” she wrote, “because people over the years have either
forgotten or never knew about their geographical and historical significance.”
(Chang, p. 79)
Some of the “Cultural Corridor” has already been developed at the expense of
cultural and historic resources. Much larger portions are slated for future
development. For example, the total Oak Valley development covers
approximately 340 acres; it originally included 230 acres with approximately 864
single-family units, 260 multi-family units and 200 “very low density residential
units.” The plan also includes 87.5 acres of open space as well as 15 acres to
accommodate approximately 109,000 square feet for community commercial
uses. Phase I, for which the EIR in question was commissioned, includes a total
of 317 residential units of varying types on 24 acres. Eight acres of “buffers, set
backs, and open space” and 10 acres for “road rights-of-way” complete the plan.
(Exhibit R)
Based on trip generation studies, the average number of trips generated per
single-family household is about 10 per day. (Exhibit S) If no other collector
streets are built to service additional developments in this area and all of the
proposed subdivisions for the land on or near Humboldt Road are completed, the
road’s designation as a collector street might need to be changed. A collector
street, as described in the Background section of this report, is characterized in
part by a low volume of 5,000 to 20,000 trips per day. The same source defines
an arterial as, “A roadway that provides intra-community travel and access to the
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countrywide highway system, characterized by medium-speed (30-40 mph) and
medium capacity (10,000-35,000 average daily trips).” Greater traffic volume
may necessitate a designation of “arterial” street for Humboldt Road. This, in
turn, would require the road to be widened, possibly from 9 foot lanes to 11-13
foot lanes. (Exhibit T) It is difficult to see how increased traffic on Humboldt
Road would not have a significant impact. (Exhibit U)
When the Chico City Council certified the Final EIR, it also adopted the
Conceptual Master Plan for Oak Valley. The Conceptual Master Plan identifies
parcels and roads for the entire subdivision. Part of the motion to approve the
plan was a change in the number, type and placement of certain housing units.
For example, the number of units on Lot Q, which under the city’s current
General Plan and zoning could have been 160, was reduced to a maximum of
80. Also, during interviews, the Grand Jury learned that some proposed road
connections, such as the Potter Road extension to Yosemite Drive, might not be
completed because of other environmental concerns. There is a question as to
whether CalTrans will give “encroachment permits” to allow access to Highway
32 as well.
On a positive note, the plan for property on the south side of Humboldt Road,
though currently in litigation over control of ownership, included a subdivision
called East Gate. Part of the plan was a 50 foot corridor dedicated to the city to
preserve the Humboldt Road ruts and the rock walls. The area would be
maintained by a special Maintenance District. We were told that once the
dispute is resolved, the corridor might still be in the plan.
At the very least, other planned developments along the corridor would probably
double the number of housing units. Under these circumstances, taking the long
view is appropriate. First, since the Oak Valley EIR has been called into question
by several experts and the new owner of the parcel being developed has made
various changes to the original plan, the city should require that a new EIR and
historical and archeological survey be undertaken using a different consultant.
The EIR should consider both direct and indirect impacts to Humboldt Road and
its setting near this development. Second, the City of Chico is currently revising
its master plan. Similar EIR’s and historical and archeological surveys for
property being developed on or near Humboldt Road should be required in order
to protect this historic resource.
It is conceivable that each time another phase of the Oak Valley development or
any new developments in the area come to the City Council for approval, the EIR
would be challenged. A faulty EIR could prompt one or more lawsuits. Rather
than looking at each development separately, would it not be to the city’s
advantage that the city itself order a new EIR and historical and archeological
survey that considers both direct and indirect impacts to Humboldt Road and its
setting from east of Bruce Road to Highway 32? In the end, if the findings of a
new EIR agree with those done for the Oak Valley development, then the city will
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have a better chance of avoiding challenges and possible litigation. On the other
hand, does the city want to set precedent for developers based on an EIR which
many experts argue is inadequate?
Consider what is at stake. Recently, of necessity, the City of Chico lost direct
artifacts left by John and Annie Bidwell, the trees in the old City Plaza. The city
now has a chance to protect the last vestiges of the Old Humboldt Wagon Trail
built by General Bidwell more than 140 years ago. To do this, the city needs a
ruling on the meaning of the words “substantial adverse change” as they relate to
Old Humboldt Road’s “immediate surroundings” or setting. One city official said
in his interview that if everyone followed the idea of visual impact of the person
who requested this year’s Grand Jury investigation, “nothing would be built
anywhere.” We would answer with a question: How many historic sites such as
this still exist in Chico? In such cases, is it not better to err on the side of
caution?
In his responses to the 2005-06 Grand Jury report, the City Manager wrote, “The
City anticipates undertaking a comprehensive update of the City’s General Plan
within the next several years, and the eligibility of the trail and adjacent rock walls
for designation as historic landmarks will be considered through a process open
to public input.” (Exhibit O) The city should make every effort to involve the
citizens of Chico in making the best decisions possible for the city’s historical
resources. However, the citizens have a responsibility, too. They can take an
active role in solving the dilemma of accommodating both historical preservation
and population growth. Otherwise, they may find themselves mourning yet
another loss of a piece of Chico’s history.
Findings:
1. Contrary to the City of Chico’s current General Plan, the Old Humboldt
Road Wagon Trail and its ruts, as well as the nearby rock walls, are not on
the city’s list of Historical Resources.
2. The city has recognized the need for additional environmental review for
the land south of Humboldt Road but not for the north side.
3. The Chico City Manager has stated that the city will involve the public in
considering the eligibility of the wagon trail and rock walls for historic
landmark designation.
4. The Oak Valley EIR and City of Chico Planning Department continue to
use previous changes to Humboldt Road’s setting, such as power poles, a
burn dump and cell tower complex, to justify the position of “no substantial
adverse change” to Humboldt Road’s setting.
5. The Bidwell Park and Playground Commission has not been included in
any discussions or decisions related to options for preserving Humboldt
Road and its environment.
6. The city agreed to follow the recommendations of the 2005-06 Butte
County Grand Jury.
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Recommendations:
1. Before any further development in the Humboldt Road area, the city
should add Humboldt Road, its wagon trail ruts and the nearby rock walls
to the list of historic resources in the current Chico General Plan. It should
ensure that this designation is maintained in the General Plan update.
2. The city should require a new EIR using the correct SEQA guidelines and
definitions for the Oak Valley development currently being considered.
Similar studies should be required for any developments on or near the
Old Humboldt Road Wagon Trail.
3. The city should commission and pay for a single EIR evaluating both
direct and indirect effects of all projects along Humboldt Road from Bruce
Road eastward to where Humboldt Road intersects Highway 32. This
study should become a part of the city’s General Plan update.
4. The city should develop and implement a plan to involve the public in
discussions and decisions concerning Humboldt Road, including but not
limited to special meetings, use of the city’s web site, newspaper articles
and the like.
5. The city should seriously consider during the development of properties
along Humboldt Road the possibilities of burying power lines, moving the
cell tower complex and/or other methods of lessening prior impacts to the
road’s setting.
6. The Bidwell Park and Playground Commission should be directly involved
in future discussions of Humboldt Road, especially if the city decides to
preserve Humboldt Road’s cultural and historic resources by making any
part of the area a city park.
7. The city should follow through on its commitment to implement the 200506 Grand Jury recommendations.
Responses Required:
Chico City Council
City of Chico Planning Commission
Bidwell Park and Playground Commission
City of Chico General Services Director
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Planning in the City of Oroville: Growing Pains
Reason for Investigation
Growth is coming to the City of Oroville! Compared to other cities in Butte
County, the area surrounding Oroville has more land suitable for potential
development. With this in mind, the Grand Jury, as part of its oversight mandate,
decided to review the City of Oroville's Planning Division to see how the city is
preparing for this anticipated growth.
Background
In considering how to handle future growth, Oroville city officials, public safety
officers, business owners, school officials and private citizens would do well to
look back at the lessons provided by previous growth areas in California. One
need not go far from home to see what is still happening to the cities of Roseville,
Rocklin and Lincoln, where the end of growth is not yet in sight. Perhaps even
more instructive is Santa Clara Valley’s experience.
People who did not live in California before the 1960s might not realize that
before it was nicknamed “Silicon Valley,” the Santa Clara Valley was called “The
Valley of Heart’s Delight.” Instead of the current maze of freeways, the towns
with boundaries touching each other, and the frantic pace, picture country roads
lined with orchards, small towns with distinct personalities, and a leisurely
lifestyle. Though tract housing had come to the valley towards the end of World
War II, most of the land outside of towns was dedicated to agriculture. Interstate
Highway 5 had not been finished, so travelers coming north to the Santa Clara
Valley on Highways 99 and 101 passed through a series of small towns-Bakersfield, Fresno, Hollister, Gilroy, and more--where agriculture was the
mainstay of their economies.
Then, in the mid-sixties IBM (International Business Machines) came to south
San Jose, and the boom began. Businesses, industries, shopping malls and
housing developments seemed to appear overnight. The old “downtown” area of
San Jose became blighted as people moved out to the suburbs. Santa Clara’s
downtown was torn down for an “urban renewal” project and not rebuilt. By the
end of the 20th Century, “The Valley of Heart’s Delight” was only a memory.
Housing had become too expensive for many families, so people moved further
out and commuted to jobs in the valley. The smaller towns grew as their
population grew. Soon they had become too expensive and too big. Many of the
sleepy towns along Highways 99 and 101 were now big cities with all of the
attending problems. Business and population again began moving further north.
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During much of that time of exploding growth, little planning had taken place.
Farmland was not protected. Though a vote in Santa Clara County favored rapid
transit, such alternative transit was blocked by one city to the north; the answer
to traffic jams was another freeway. School districts could barely keep up with
the demands for more classrooms and then schools. More than one “planned
community” was turned down by the voters or city councils who wanted no
growth, but the growth happened anyway. In hindsight, one can speculate that at
least some of the problems could have been avoided with proper city planning.
Now the communities of Butte County are facing similar growth pressures.
Because it does have more room for potential development, Oroville is
particularly vulnerable. Currently, the City of Oroville has about 13,000 residents
within the city limits; however, it serves a greater Oroville population of roughly
55,000. During an interview with the City Administrator, the Grand Jury learned
that growth projected for the next five to fifteen years is expected to be 10,000
new residents within the city limits and another 50,000 for the greater Oroville
area. This anticipated growth presents a number of challenges for the City of
Oroville.
First, City Council members and the City Administrator agreed that the
infrastructure in Oroville, which is already in need of work, would be inadequate
for any future growth. Roads, sewers, water and traffic control all would need
improvement and expansion. A second challenge is the difficulty of coordinating
several small water and sewer districts, as well as dealing with Butte County in
the unincorporated areas within Oroville's sphere of influence. A third challenge
deals with annexation. It is very costly to provide basic services for existing
neighborhoods being annexed.
However, according to the Oroville City Council and the City Administrator, the
biggest challenge is funding. The City of Oroville has only about 13,000 residents
within the city limits whose tax dollars also have to stretch to support the greater
Oroville area. Some people interviewed indicated that more economic
development is necessary to expand Oroville's tax funding base. A city
department director stated, "Oroville is on the edge of more commercial
development." Council members mentioned the need for retail sales and more
industry. As one City Council member said, Oroville is "sorely lacking in
business opportunities." In order to attract money, the city needs to spend
money.
Everyone interviewed agreed that growth is coming to Oroville. Organized
growth depends in large part on having an effective planning department. Early
in our term, the Grand Jury became concerned about the lack of a fully staffed
planning department in the City of Oroville. At the beginning of our investigation
in January 2007, the Grand Jury discovered that in the Community Development
and Public Works Department (CDPWD), more than half of the positions listed
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were vacant. (Exhibit A) The Director of CDPWD oversees the operation of
three divisions: planning, building and engineering. An Administrative Support
staff of four employees serves the three divisions. Of particular concern was the
fact that all three positions listed in the Planning Division were vacant. The
reasons for these vacancies became the focus of our investigation.
Investigation:
The Grand Jury interviewed the following individuals:
Director of Community Development and Public Works Department (CDPWD)
Director of the Business Assistance and Housing Development Department
(BAHDD)
Human Resources Manager
Mayor of Oroville
City Administrator of Oroville
5 members of the Oroville City Council
3 former employees of CDPWD
7 other current employees from all three Divisions of CDPWD
3 current employees of BAHDD
As the population continues to grow, the need for city planning, and therefore city
planners, becomes even more critical. Oroville’s job description for a Planning
Manager lists 21 Examples of Essential Functions, including, but not limited to,
such diverse duties as the following:
• plans, organizes, directs and supervises the services, programs and
activities of the Planning Division;
• prepares and/or updates ordinances and resolutions related to planning,
zoning, subdivisions, annexations, environmental review and related
planning/zoning matters;
• makes final interpretation of zoning and other planning-related regulations;
enforces codes and makes arrangements for abatement of violations; and
• “performs general administrative work”, such as copying and filing
documents. (Exhibit B)
The description also includes twelve Minimum Qualifications in the area of
Knowledge, including specialized, general and practical knowledge:
• knowledge of “advanced principles and practices of urban planning and
development”;
• knowledge of “budget preparation and administration practices”;
• knowledge of “safe work practices”.
Under the heading Ability to, the list of Minimum Qualifications includes “interpret,
analyze, apply and enforce pertinent federal, state and local laws, rules and
regulations” and seventeen other abilities.
In addition, there is an Experience requirement of five years of “increasingly
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responsible professional experience in planning, including at least two years of
experience in a responsible middle-management position, preferably in a local
government jurisdiction” and an Education requirement of a Bachelor’s degree in
“planning, public administration or a closely related field.” (Exhibit B) Clearly,
this defines a job which needs an extremely competent individual. As the Grand
Jury has learned during its investigations of both the Chico and Oroville planning
departments, candidates for city planning jobs are scarce. A well-qualified
candidate, we were told, can practically name his or her job.
The job descriptions for Associate Planner and Assistant Planner have many of
the same requirements as Planning Manager. The Essential Functions for both
positions are more “perform” and less “manage,” with a reduced degree of
difficulty. The lists of qualifications are shorter, and fewer years of experience
are required. Again, however, candidates for these positions are scarce.
Unfortunately, the City of Oroville has a history of problems both hiring and
keeping city planners. The Grand Jury was told by a long-time employee that in
the last three years, five Assistant Planners have come and gone. Likewise, the
Planning Manager position has a history of turnovers, and that position is
currently vacant. The Director of CDPWD expressed frustration with hiring and
training good people, only to see them leave for other jobs.
If fully staffed, the Planning Division would consist of one Planning Manager, one
Associate Planner and one Assistant Planner. When the Grand Jury began its
investigation, we learned that, due to vacancies, the department had hired a part
time planning consultant in September of 2006. The consultant works three days
a week, attempting to do the work of three city planners in only 25 hours per
week. The Grand Jury had concerns about this situation, especially since it was
explained to us by the CDPWD Director that Oroville has “more projects than
Chico” yet has “fewer staff.” The consultant agreed that this situation is far from
ideal, making it very difficult to meet all of the planning deadlines. The CDPWD
Director also explained that hiring a consultant is “very expensive,” costing the
city the same amount as several city planners.
An important task facing the Planning Division concerns the update of the City
General Plan. The General Plan is the planning document that set guidelines
and establishes the parameters for growth in the Oroville area. In addition, the
planning staff needs to work with Butte County in the process currently underway
to update the Butte County General Plan. Coordination with the County is
especially important because much of the developable land in the County is
adjacent to the Oroville city limits.
When asked by the Grand Jury if the Planning Division was meeting all of the
statutory deadlines required under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and other legal mandates, we received mixed answers. City Council
members and the City Administrator indicated that all legally mandated deadlines
were being met, while those closer to the process of planning projects indicated
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otherwise. When asked if the city had been sued over this issue, all interviewees
answered, “No.” The reason given was that developers understood the city’s
situation and were willing to cooperate in order to get their projects approved.
Reasons for Vacancies
During the investigation it became clear that there were several reasons for the
vacancies in the Planning Division. The reason given most often was salary
issues. The City Administrator admitted that the City of Oroville “can’t attract
planners” but indicated that the City Council was aware of the understaffing and
might consider increasing the salary range. The Mayor also agreed that the city
needs to “invest in the planning positions.” Currently, an Associate Planner in
Chico earns approximately $6000 per year more than a similar position in
Oroville. At least one City Council member suggested that perhaps the salaries
of two of the planning positions could be combined in order to create one higher
paying job. All of those interviewed agreed, however, that in order for Oroville to
attract qualified city planners, salaries need to be more competitive.
Although funding has been mentioned as the most important reason for staff
shortages in Oroville’s Planning Division, the need for a healthy working
environment is equally important. One employee told the Grand Jury, “Money is
a big factor when recruiting but is not so important in keeping people.”
Leadership often determines the quality of the working environment. During our
investigation of the Oroville CDPWD, the Grand Jury became aware that the
department’s leadership was another reason for the vacancies in the Planning
Division.
The Director of the CDPWD has been described to the Grand Jury as “a
visionary” who is “strictly a big picture man.” His management style is to
empower people, we were told. He “gives them direction and then expects them
to do it” and “to work to the caliber their job descriptions warrant.” As one
person said, “He wants managers to solve their own problems; he will get
involved but doesn’t like to.” He was also described as high-energy and very
busy, with many meetings to attend. Employees noted that he is excellent
working with developers, very professional, and, as one employee said, “very
good for the city.”
The very qualities which describe the Director of the CDPWD positively also have
a negative side. Giving people a job and expecting them to do it without much
guidance works if the people are prepared for the job. However, some
employees told the Grand Jury that they were given assignments which were
beyond their experience level without backup, training or direction on how the
tasks should be accomplished. One employee said, “Most planners want to go
somewhere they are mentored and shown the ropes.” This employee believes
such mentoring should be required. Because the Planning Division is so short
staffed, however, the other side of the criticism is also true. Although there is a
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backlog of projects to be completed, the planners who are qualified to do the
work are often interrupted to answer phones and respond to questions at the
front counter on matters other than planning.
Several people interviewed described the Director as “not approachable” and
“insensitive.” When they do ask for help, they reported feeling uncomfortable
because he makes them feel incapable of doing the work. The Grand Jury was
also told by various people that the Director assigned staff to write reports with a
“need it tomorrow” turn-around time. He then offered no help with the task, which
made the employees feel “stupid.” Some employees reported trying to tell him
about morale problems in the department, but he refused to listen, so they gave
up trying. Those who were willing to speak to the director finally gave up and left
for other jobs.
There is little doubt that it is important to have a “big picture” person who has a
vision of where the city should be heading. However, planning is an area in
which details are important, too. Several people told the Grand Jury that the
Director of the CDPWD is not detail oriented and even gives the appearance of
not wanting to be bothered with details. They believe this is due in part to the
Director’s professional background. As one person said, the Director “recognizes
the importance of a planning department but doesn’t understand much about
planning.” Also, the Director came from out of state and is not as well versed in
California planning codes and regulations as he needs to be. Therefore, he
simply may not be able to give the answers the staff needs.
The fact that the Director of the CDPWD is so busy causes additional staff
problems. Several employees mentioned that if they want to communicate with
the Director, they have to contact him by e-mail, but he usually gets back to them
“pretty quickly.” When he is in his office, the Grand Jury was told that he spends
“an enormous amount of time on personal things on city cell phones,” particularly
on church-related things. A review of the records of the Director’s city-issued cell
phone use for one year, confirmed what the employees reported. People come
in to “talk theology” with him in his office as well.
In most workplaces a good deal of communication takes place in staff meetings,
and the Grand Jury was told that the department had “just started having staff
meetings again.” Several people interviewed described the large group meetings
of the Oroville CDPWD, which are held to “talk things through,” as “not well
managed, but okay.” There were also problems at regular weekly staff meetings.
In one example related to the Grand Jury, the Director arrived late to a scheduled
meeting because he was on the phone. Once he arrived, he sat and read
through his e-mails while everyone sat and waited until he finished.
The Grand Jury was told by several employees that they have recently seen
some improvements in relationships with the CDPWD Director. The employees
reported receiving more supervision. They attributed this to team-building work
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done in February and March of this year led by a consultant hired by the city.
Through the consultant they were also able to relay their need for the Director to
be more accessible to them. Some interviewees suggested that many of the
issues related to the work environment could be alleviated by filling the Planning
Manager position. This would give them a person they could turn to for answers
when needed. Several people mentioned the fact that in the interim a member of
the Engineering Division was helping in this capacity. For example, he created a
template to help with report writing.
The vacancies within the Planning Division coupled with an unhealthy work
environment lead to overworked employees and low morale. A number of staff
members told the Grand Jury that they often work more than forty hours a week
under pressure to meet deadlines. One employee stated, “Deadlines are usually
met, sometimes by the skin of our teeth.” Another employee told the Grand Jury,
“We are meeting deadlines only where funding is involved.” Not meeting all
deadlines increases pressure, which in turn leads to frustration, creating more
stress.
When the Grand Jury asked about office morale, we found a disconnect between
management and support staff. On the one hand, current and former employees
told the Grand Jury that office morale is “lousy“ and “always fairly low.” They
attributed the morale problem to lack of staff, lack of support and lack of
leadership. On the other hand, management told the Grand Jury that morale is
definitely on the rise. One manager said, “We have turned the corner, though
there are still some disgruntled employees who resist change.” Everyone
agreed, however, that teamwork is essential for a healthy office environment.
While management views teamwork as improving, other staff is less positive.
“You can say you want a team, but someone has to build a team,” one employee
commented. The Grand Jury hopes that the team-building workshops will
continue and will help to bring everyone together.
Another problem brought to the Grand Jury’s attention was the lack of resources,
specifically in the area of technology. One person interviewed said employees
“have not been given the tools to do well.” An outdated computer was “always
crashing,” and a laptop was not readily available. Up-to-date technology is vital
in a city planning department. The Director of CDPWD explained that the City
Council has been making salary adjustments after a 2004 fee study indicated
that salaries needed to be raised in order to be competitive with other city
planning departments. However, the budgets for supplies and training have not
increased. He stated, “The budget is never adequate.”
Becoming Proactive
Once again, everyone interviewed had no doubt that growth is coming to
Oroville. They also agreed that the Planning Division needs to be prepared to
meet the challenges of this new growth. First and foremost, the Planning
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Division needs to be fully staffed. Competitive salaries, a healthy work
environment and appropriate resources are critical for building a strong planning
staff. As the Grand Jury came to the end of this investigation, we were pleased
to learn that the City of Oroville has taken some steps in this direction.
First, the City Administrator told the Grand Jury that recruitment to fill Planning
Division vacancies is on-going. “It’s not because we haven’t tried to fill the
positions,” she said. The city has discontinued advertising positions with salary
information included, hoping potential applicants will at least consider the Oroville
CDPWD and not turn away because of lower pay. She also mentioned that she
is “trying to get other employees to understand” that the planning division “needs
to be taken out of the mix” in terms of salary in order to attract applicants. She
said that the City Council approves of this approach and has begun working on
requirements. Along this same line, management is trying to raise all of the
planning position salaries to the “fiftieth percentile of twelve nearby cities.”
City administration is contemplating other solutions for improving salaries as well.
As mentioned previously, one possibility is to eliminate the Assistant Planner
position for the time being. Splitting the salary saved between the other two
Planning Division positions would make both more competitive. The Assistant
Planner position could be reinstated when more money becomes available.
Also, mentioned previously, the city’s administration has become proactive in its
effort to improve the work environment through the use of a consultant for teambuilding training. This program, the “Team Transformation Process,” offers the
following benefits: improved communication, reduced conflict, increased
understanding, accurate feedback, productive action plans, problem ownership,
accountability, group support, and management effectiveness. (Exhibit C) The
Human Resources manager explained that the consultant began with department
heads and the City Administrator. Next, department heads worked with first line
supervisors and so on down the line. Finally, the consultant brought all of the
teams together. He monitors progress and accountability on a regular, on-going
basis. Several employees praised the program being used as helping them with
communication and teamwork. City management hopes that everyone will “get
on board and be on the same team.” As one member of City Council said, he
wants “a can-do group of people!”
The city is also taking steps to reduce the workload in the Planning Division. An
Office Coordinator has been hired for the front area of the administration building.
The Coordinator will oversee the two Administrative Assistants and the Counter
Technician who already work there. Plans are to have the Coordinator delegate
the work of the three divisions based on what fits each staff member best. The
Coordinator will also “put a system into place with procedures to take a developer
through the planning process as quickly as possible,” the Human Resources
manager explained. Plans are to have the Coordinator provide cross-training, as
well. Hiring someone for this position should allow the planners to work on
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projects without being interrupted to answer phones and take care of the counter.
The Grand Jury is pleased to see that Oroville’s elected officials and city
administration recognize the need for a fully staffed Planning Division within the
Community Development and Public Works Department. By taking proactive
measures to solve the staffing and work environment issues within the division,
the City of Oroville may be able to avoid some of the problems that will inevitably
arise as the city grows.

Commendations
1. The Grand Jury commends the Human Resources manager for her
helpfulness, promptness and cooperation at every step during this
investigation.
2. The Grand Jury commends the members of the Administrative Support
staff of the CDPWD for their helpfulness, hard work and continuing desire
to serve the city under difficult circumstances. One member’s statement,
“We want to do a good job; we want to do it right,” says it all.
3. The Grand Jury commends the city and its administrative staff for its
proactive stance in recognizing a difficult problem and finding solutions to
solve it.

Findings
1. For a variety of reasons, the City of Oroville has had difficulty filling
positions and retaining qualified employees in the CDPWD, most notably
within the Planning Division.
2. Although the CDPWD Director works well with community leaders and
developers, he is not as effective with day to day dealings of the Planning
Division.
3. Current and former employees reported low morale and an unhealthy
work environment in the CDPWD.
4. The City of Oroville has taken steps to improve office morale and the work
environment by hiring a consultant for team building and communication.
5. Technology in the Planning Division is outdated and inadequate and does
not meet the needs of the planners.
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Recommendations
1. The City of Oroville should continue to find ways to fill the vacant positions
within the Planning Division. Priority should be given to hiring a Planning
Manager capable of handling the daily work of the Division.
2. The City of Oroville should continue to investigate ways to increase the
salaries of planner positions.
3. The City of Oroville should continue the team building workshops as long
as necessary to improve morale and the work environment.
4. The City Administrator should monitor the morale in the CDPWD and
report to the Oroville City Council.
5. The City of Oroville should budget funds to update and upgrade
technology for the Planning Division.
Response Required (Penal Code § 933 & § 933.05)
Oroville Community Development & Public Works Director
Oroville City Administrator
Oroville City Council
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City of Oroville’s First Time Home Buyers Program
Department of Business Assistance & Housing Development
Reason for Investigation
In November 2006 the Grand Jury received a citizen complaint regarding the
completion of a project at her home. The homeowner had purchased her home
through the City of Oroville’s First Time Home Buyers Program (FTHBP). After
attempting unsuccessfully to get the problem resolved, the homeowner contacted
the Grand Jury. As part of its oversight mandate, the Grand Jury investigated the
complaint and began a review of the City of Oroville’s Business Assistance and
Housing Development Department (BAHDD).
Background
The BAHDD was established to provide community services, decent housing and
expanded business opportunities to the citizens of Oroville. These services are
funded by federal, state, and local grants in addition to other resources, including
the Community Development Block Grant, Home Investment Partnerships, Rural
Development, Redevelopment Agency Housing Set-Aside, and Redevelopment
Agency Taxable Bond Funds, to name a few. For the enrichment of the city, the
BAHDD provides business, housing, and public programs and activities in
addition to loans and technical assistance. The department employs nine staff
members including:









BAHDD Director
Management Analyst III
Housing and Building Supervisor
Two Administrative/Program Analyst II
Program Analyst I
Administrative Assistant
Building Maintenance Technician
Staff Assistant

The FTHBP was created in Oroville in 1997 by the Oroville Redevelopment
Agency using housing set-aside funds “for families earning up to 120% of area
median household income.” The program has since been expanded to better
assist eligible families. It offers a loan mortgage for mortgage subsidy assistance
to Oroville families with qualifying incomes to finance and purchase their first
home. This provides an affordable housing opportunity to those who may
otherwise be unable to afford it. The annual qualifying household income ranges
from $47,720 to $80,520, based on family size from one to eight persons
respectively. Families earning up to 120% of the area’s median income,
currently $50,800 for a family of four, may qualify for a maximum loan of $50,000.
(Exhibit A)
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The FTHBP mortgage subsidy is a loan for which the loan payments are deferred
until the house is sold, transferred, or is no longer owned by the home buyer.
The loan may be used for “a down payment, closing costs, and monthly debt
service reductions for mortgages originated by primary lenders.” FTHBP
applicants must attend a mandatory budgeting workshop and the FTHBP
workshop to receive required certification. The applicant must be a first time
home buyer, which means that he or she has not owned a home within the past
three years. (Exhibit A)
With a mortgage subsidy, the home must be in a residentially zoned area within
the Oroville city limits, meet Building Code and Lead Based Paint requirements
and have a cleared Termite Report with Pest 1 and Pest 2 clearance. The
mortgage subsidy loan is secured by a Deed of Trust and does not require
monthly payments. The home must be moderately priced and used as a
principal residence. While proper routine maintenance is the responsibility of the
homeowner, no remodeling can be done without authorization. There are limits
regarding the number of residents, excess animals, and extra vehicles. Other
restrictions apply as well. (Exhibit B)
To begin the process of procuring a mortgage subsidy loan, the applicant makes
an appointment with a lender of his or her choice to request a “pre-qualifying
interview.” The lender then reviews the employment record, current financial
situation and household budget. The lender will decide the amount of the loan
for which the applicant qualifies. All of the requested information is then returned
to the City of Oroville. The maximum price of the home cannot exceed $276,000.
After approval of the loan by the BAHDD staff, the paperwork must be notarized
and signed by the City Administrator. The applicant must then go through
mandatory credit counseling and the FTHB training class. If the home is newly
constructed, curbs, driveways, gutters, sewer hook-ups and sidewalks must be
completed before escrow closes. After escrow closes, the homeowner takes
possession of the property, and the process is complete.
Investigation
The Grand Jury interviewed the following individuals:
•
•
•
•

Oroville home buyer who sent the complaint to the Grand Jury
Director of BAHDD
Housing Development and Building Maintenance Supervisor
Two other BAHDD employees

The Grand Jury began the investigation by visiting and inspecting the site with
the homeowner who made the complaint. She explained that she had purchased
a new home through the FTHBP. Even though the government requirement that
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the home have a driveway had not been met, the city told her and her real estate
agent to go ahead and close escrow. Escrow closed in February of 2004; the
city said the driveway would be poured in early spring of that year. When the
driveway was not poured, the homeowner started making phone calls and writing
letters to the department She told the Grand Jury, “I feel the city has breached a
verbal contract with me.” She went on to say, “The city is receiving federal
funding for this program” and is not using it properly.
During our visit and interview, the Grand Jury learned that the homeowner had
had several conversations with the Director of the BAHDD and the Housing
Development and Maintenance Supervisor regarding the delays in getting the
driveway poured. She was first told that the Public Works Division had to finish
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements downtown before they could
pour her driveway. She was next told there were contractor problems. She felt
that she “got every excuse you could possibly think of.” By the fall of 2006 the
job still had not been done.
The Grand Jury’s next step was to interview the BAHDD Director. Although
aware of the problem, the Director believed the job was in progress. After we
interviewed the Director, we then interviewed the Business Maintenance
Supervisor. The Supervisor explained to the Grand Jury that when the city
purchased the house they knew it needed curbs, gutters and sidewalks for ADA
compliance. These improvements needed to be in place before the driveway
could be finished. He thought these preliminary steps would be done using
standard procedures. Then the Public Works Division informed him that the
sidewalk and curb work needed engineered drawings. The engineering job was
contracted out. The firm that was hired waited 18 months to get the plans back
to the Public Works Division. The Supervisor was also frustrated by the long
delay and called the engineering firm twice to complain. At the time of the Grand
Jury visit to the property, the work had been started. Upon re-inspection of the
property in April 2007, the Grand Jury found that the homeowner’s driveway had
been poured and the issue resolved.
Review of the BAHDD
As stated before, the homeowners complaint led the Grand Jury to a review of
the BAHDD. In the course of our interview, the Director disclosed that in April of
2006, the BAHDD was investigated by HUD due to an internal complaint. HUD
representatives came out to check the department’s files. Allegations in the
complaint included improper environmental reports, improper relocation
procedures, and improper drawing down of program income. The BAHDD
received a notice of what needed to be improved; only two of the three
allegations in the complaint were found to be valid. HUD found a few other areas
besides the two in the complaint, and all areas of concern have been corrected.
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After reviewing the department, the Grand Jury has concluded that the BAHDD
does an excellent job of managing the FTHB program. The Director works very
hard to obtain grants, and Oroville is a “model” for other cities with similar
programs. Starting in 1990 with two grants totaling $535,000, the BAHDD had
since received a total of $24,783,366 in grant funds by the end of 2005. In its
first year the FTHBP provided 60 loans; every year since then approximately 40
loans have been awarded to Oroville homebuyers. So far, in 2007, $661,300 in
loans have been made. At the April 17, 2007, Oroville City Council meeting the
Director of BAHDD announced that the department had been awarded
$3,895,400 more in grants, with $500,000 and $600,000 awards pending. The
Grand Jury has since learned that these grants have been awarded as expected.
The department continues to apply for more grant money.
The BAHDD has programs to inspire homeowners to take pride in their homes.
One is the Front Yard Landscape Improvement Program. This program was
established to “improve neighborhoods, create new private investment and
create physical, economic and environmental conditions to remove and prevent
blight within the Oroville Redevelopment Project Area.” Each month at the
Oroville City Council meeting one homeowner is recognized for his or her effort in
creating and maintaining a beautifully landscaped yard. (Exhibit C)
The Grand Jury found the department to be very efficient. Employees are
enthusiastic about improving the quality of life in Oroville. Some employees are
long time residents and very proud of the work the BAHDD has done for their
town. One person interviewed commented that she “loves working for the city
where she grew up.” The morale in the office is very good, and everyone works
well together.
Commendation
1. The Grand Jury commends the BAHDD for its hard work and dedication to
the citizens of Oroville, especially for their skill in writing grant applications,
which brings needed funds to the FTHBP.
Findings
1. Escrow closed on an Oroville first time home buyer’s property before the
required driveway was completed.
2. The completion of the home buyer’s driveway was delayed due to the
need for engineered drawings. The drawings were not given a high
priority by the engineering firm subcontracting the work; it took 18 months
to provide the drawings to the city.
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3. The home buyer made repeated complaints for almost three years to the
BAHDD and finally felt compelled to write to the Grand Jury before the
problem was resolved.
4. Oroville’s Business Assistance and Housing Development Department
continues to acquire funding to assist Oroville’s residents with business
and housing needs.
Recommendations
1. The BAHDD should expedite the completion of all requirements prior to
escrow closing.
2. The BAHDD should respond to inquiries and/or complaints in a timely
manner. Written procedures should be in place to handle complaints.
3. The Public Works Division of the Community Development and Public
Works Department should have oversight policies in place to monitor the
progress of subcontractors when they are used.
Responses Required (Penal Code 933 & 933.05)
Business Assistance & Housing Development Department Director
Oroville City Administrator
Oroville Community Development & Public Works Director
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Feather River Recreation & Park District
Reason for Investigation
The 2006-07 Grand Jury focused on the Feather River Recreation and Park
District (FRRPD) because the response provided by the FRRPD Board of
Directors to the findings and recommendations of the 2005-06 Butte County
Grand Jury raised concerns. Also, there were three formal complaints filed by
concerned citizens.
Background
The District is an independent special district governed by a five-member Board
of Directors elected by the community to four year terms. Some recent elections
have been for two year terms to replace directors who resigned early. The two
year terms will keep the entire board from being up for election at the same time.
In accordance with California statute, an unopposed candidate for a board
position does not appear on the ballot; the sole candidate wins by default. The
Board of Directors must approve all issues of District policy, including any
contracts or leases entered into by the District. Although the FRRPD has chosen
to use county services for some of their financial operations, they are in fact an
independent entity, not accountable to county or city governments.
The January 29, 2007 roster shows ten full time staff including the two salaried
employees; the General Manager and the Finance Manager. There is a large
cadre of about fifty part time staff including the lifeguards, sports officials,
instructors, and maintenance workers. The General Manager reports to the
Board and is also the Secretary to the Board. The Finance Manager reports to
the General Manager. An organization chart appears as Exhibit A.
A good recent description of the FRRPD is available in the Butte County Local
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) Municipal Service Review of
Recreation and Park Services dated September 1, 2005. It is available on line
at: http://buttelafco.org/common/_mod_resource.asp?p=142&f=178. The
following description is summarized from that document.
The District covers 735 square miles, including the
City of Oroville and the unincorporated
communities of Berry Creek, Palermo, Honcut,
Bangor, Forbestown, Clipper Mills, and surrounding
unincorporated rural areas. First established in
1952, the District is the largest recreation district in
Butte County. Taken together, the District has
some ownership or lease participation in more than
20 parks. The District’s purpose is to provide a
diversity of leisure services and facilities that satisfy
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the varying recreational needs and desires of the
populace.
Population within District boundaries is increasing
from the 48,313 reported in the year 2000 to a
projected level of about 60,000 in 2015, and about
70,000 in 2025. The four communities of Oroville,
Palermo, South Oroville, and Thermalito comprise
approximately two-thirds of the District’s population.
The September 1, 2005, LAFCO review also commented on the FRRPD
finances, noting that the District had significant financial difficulties. The review
noted that the District had exhausted its reserves and was relying on the County
Treasurer to cover expenses until tax installments became available. The
LAFCO report also noted that the District does not have adopted policies
covering reserve requirements or capital outlays. The 2005-06 Grand Jury
investigation revealed that, despite the poor financial condition reported on at the
end of 2005, the FRRPD committed to capital expenditures for which no funds
were available.
Investigation
The Grand Jury conducted interviews as follows:
DATE
December 13, 2006
December 14, 2006
January 25, 2007
February 5, 2007
February 22, 2007
March 8, 2007
March 15, 2007
March 21, 2007
March 22, 2007
March 29, 2007
April 4, 2007

INTERVIEWS
Former employee
Citizen complainant
Resident of the Park District
Citizen complainant
Citizen complainant
Former General Manager
Former Board Member
Former Board Member
Former Board Member
Former attorney for the Park District
Current General Manager
Current Board Member
Current Financial Manager
Current Board Chairman
Butte County Treasurer’s Office
Butte County Auditor-Controller’s Office
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In addition to the fourteen exhibits which appear at the end of this report, we
obtained and reviewed the following documents.
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

6.

7.

8.

9.
10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

2005-06 Butte County Grand Jury Report
FRRPD letter response to the 2005-06 Butte County Grand Jury
Report; August 9, 2006
“PHASE 1 MASTER PLAN – Final System Inventory and Conditions
Report”; January 2006; prepared for Feather River Recreation and
Park District; ESA/205260
Municipal Service Review of Recreation and Park Services: Butte
County Local Agency Formation Commission; September 1, 2005
FRRPD’s Financial Statements with Auditor Reports with attached
Management Letters for the Fiscal Years Ended June 30, 2004 & 2005
Robert A. Gustafson, CPA, Paradise, California
ENGINEER’S REPORT FRRPD Park Maintenance and Recreation
Improvement District; Fiscal Year 2002-03; July 2002; Engineer of
Work: Shilts Consultants, Inc., Fairfield, California
ENGINEER’S REPORT FRRPD Park Maintenance and Recreation
Improvement District; Fiscal Year 2005-06; June 2005; Engineer of
Work: Shilts Consultants, Inc., Fairfield, California
ENGINEER’S REPORT FRRPD Park Maintenance and Recreation
Improvement District; June 2006; Engineer of Work, SCI Consulting
Group, Fairfield, California
FRRPD Policy and Procedures Handbook; undated but stated to have
been adopted by the Board of Directors on September 15, 2006
FRRPD Personnel Policy Manual; Adopted by the Board of Directors;
December 8, 1981, Resolution No. 81-22; Amended November 15,
1983, resolution No. 83--41
Former FRRPD board member’s personal binder, including:
a. FRRPD Budget: 1995-1996
b. FRRPD Financial Reports; 1995
c. FRRPD Board Handbook; adopted January 12, 1985, updated
periodically through February 6, 1995
d. FRRPD Conflict of Interest Policy addendum to the Board
Handbook
e. FRRPD Master Plan 1984-1994; August 10, 1984
Statements of Economic Interest (California Form 700):
a. FRRPD Director John Allen; March 24, 2007
b. FRRPD Director Monique Gurr; February 28, 2007
c. FRRPD Director Loren Gill; April 2, 2007
d. FRRPD Director Jan Hill; March 1, 2007
e. FRRPD Director Vene Thompson Jr.; March 1, 2007
f. FRRPD General Manager; March 19, 2007
FRRPD Income Statement – Government Funds; for the Period Ending
February 28, 2007
Feather River Recreation, Inventory – All Items; as of March 26, 2007
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15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.
21.
22.
23.

Citizen letter of complaint to the Grand Jury; October 23, 2006
Petition to the Grand Jury signed by 20 residents of the FRRPD;
August 1, 2006
Letter to the Grand Jury from a greater Oroville organization; January
9, 2007
Minutes of the FRRPD Board Meetings; (selected) 2005 forward
FRRPD Board of Directors Resolution 820-02 (Establishing the Benefit
Assessment District); July 24, 2002; and accompanying letters and
documents:
a. Letter of transmittal to Butte County Auditor’s Office; July 29, 2002
b. Proposition 218 Certification of Tax Bill Levy
c. Property Tax Bill Data Form; August 14, 2002
d. Certification of Tax Bill Levy; August 19, 2002
Certificates of Coverage; California Association for Park and
Recreation Insurance; June 21, 2006; February 1, 2007
FRRPD Employee Contact List; January 29, 2007
Feather river recreation Fixed Assets by Dept. Thru 6/0/2007; January
29, 2007
FRRPD Income Statement for the Period Ending December 31, 2006

Members of the Grand Jury also attended a number of FRRPD Board of
Directors meetings as is described later in this report.
The following sections discuss the background and investigation related to twelve
specific issues. The numbered findings and recommendations are compiled after
discussion of the last issue.
Issue: Policy and Procedure Manual
Background: The 2005-06 Grand Jury recommended that the FRRPD “further
develop a comprehensive and clear Personnel Policy and Procedure Manual.”
The District response promised that a new manual would be in place by October
2006. We wanted to determine whether the new manual was available and
adequate.
Investigation: The FRRPD Policies & Procedures Handbook was provided on
January 24, 2007, in response to a subpoena. This handbook is undated and
carries no revision date or number, but the General Manager and the Board
Chairman stated that it had been adopted by an FRRPD Board resolution on
September 15, 2006. Although they met the October 2006 deadline set by the
2005-06 Grand Jury, the document supplied is not the Personnel Policy and
Procedure manual that was requested.
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Upon review, the Grand Jury found the supplied handbook deficient in many
ways:
o As noted above, it is undated and carries no revision or amendment
information.
o The handbook is incomplete. For example, the section dealing with
compensation of directors has no content.
o The handbook deals with some fundamental issues only by referencing
state law. There are no specifics for the responsibilities for day-to-day
operating procedures; for example, there are no substantive guidelines for
director ethics.
o The handbook was obviously put together by haphazardly cutting and
pasting of pieces of other park districts’ handbooks. For example, there is
a very lengthy section dealing with “handling public disturbances at Board
Meetings,” yet there were important basic issues such as “Compensation
of Directors” that were missing.
In the course of our investigation, a former board member provided us an earlier
FRRPD Directors Handbook and addenda, originally dated January 12, 1984,
and revised periodically through February 6, 1995. This document, although now
twelve years out of date, is much more complete and balanced. In our interviews
with two current Board members, we learned that the current board was unaware
of the earlier handbook. When questioned, they verified that the new version
had, in fact, been assembled by patching together segments from other park
districts’ handbooks. See Finding 1 and Recommendation 1 which appear at the
end of this report.
Issue: Personnel Manual
Background: The 2005-06 Grand Jury recommendations included the
recommendation that the FRRPD “further develop a comprehensive and clear
Personnel Policy and Procedure Manual.” The District’s response promised that
a new manual would be in place by October 2006. We wanted to check that the
new manual was available and adequate. Additionally, there was a formal citizen
complaint involving two aspects of personnel policy.
Investigation: The Grand Jury subpoenaed the Policies and Procedures
Handbook which was supplied on January 24, 2007. The handbook did not
include personnel related policy or procedures but incorporated by reference a
separate Personnel Policy Manual. This was supplied on request by the FRRPD
Board Chairman on March 29, 2007.

188

This Personnel Policy Manual, which was adopted December 8, 1981, by board
resolution No. 81-22 and most recently amended November 15, 1983, by
resolution No 83-41, was reviewed by members of the Grand Jury. In addition to
being out of date, the document is incomplete in some respects; i.e. the
classification guide, though listed in the index, is not present. The FRRPD
clearly has not responded to the 2005-06 Grand Jury recommendation.
A citizen complaint dated October 23, 2006, was received by the 2006-07 Grand
Jury which raised two issues about district personnel practices. The first issue is
whether persons with driving under the influence (DUI) records should be, or are,
permitted to drive district vehicles. The second issue is whether persons with
felony convictions involving molestation or abuse should be permitted to hold
positions that put them in proximity to children who use the parks.
We interviewed the complainant and discussed these issues in our interviews
with past and current Board members and with the current and former General
Managers. The current Board members were unaware of the issues and
surprised by the questions. Others interviewed told the Grand Jury that these
two issues were being dealt with by the District, for both employees and
volunteers, through a common practice of Department of Justice and Department
of Motor Vehicles inquiries. The lack of a written policy for either issue makes
the District vulnerable to misunderstandings and inconsistent actions, with the
potential of exposing the District to embarrassment and liability. See Findings 2,
3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and Recommendation 2 which appear at the end of this report.
Issue: General Management - Staffing
Background: During Grand Jury interviews with citizen complainants, all
expressed concern with the staffing situation at FRRPD. The concerns included
the recent rapid turnover, the lack of appropriate education and background, and
the unfilled positions.
Investigation: The organization chart and a list of staff was subpoenaed and
received on January 24, 2007. We discussed the staffing issues with Board
members and with the General Manager during our interviews. The Organization
Chart (Exhibit A) that was supplied was essentially meaningless. Many of the
positions shown are not filled. According to the General Manager and the board
chairman, there is no current intention of filling most of the vacant positions.
Moreover, the Board has changed most of the job titles for the office staff.
Witnesses who had day-to-day dealings with the District complained that they
had to deal with a different person each time they approached the front office.
There has been a high turnover in office staff since the current General Manager
took office in 2006. No clear reason for this has emerged; some witnesses
suggested that the General Manager was forcing out staff not “loyal” to him and
replacing them with staff who would support him. The Grand Jury was advised
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that the staff member who had the best credentials and experience in recreation
programs was summarily dismissed, although the record indicated nothing but
positive reactions to her work. There is currently no one on staff who has a
degree in recreation or the equivalent education and experience. We were told
that one assistant to the Finance Manager was also suddenly dismissed by the
General Manager. This second dismissal is now being contested.
One notable empty position is that of Park Superintendent; the General Manager,
who was the former Park Superintendent, claims he now fills both positions. This
was described by the Board members as an economy measure. Our
investigations into the various management issues reported elsewhere in this
report, as well as discussions with the Board members and the General Manager
himself, indicate that he has extensive supervisory experience but does not have
the education, experience, or temperament for general management. The
assumption of the Park Superintendent duties in addition makes the problem
much worse.
Each position requires specialized experience and educational background. The
responsibilities with each job title require that one is up-to-date on all current
legal changes in their area of focus. An organization as large as FRRPD cannot
afford ineffective management. One example of the sort of difficulty that results
from ineffective management is shown in a recent stop work order from the City
of Oroville, in which the FRRPD General Manager is ordered to cease grading
operations at Riverbend Park because the necessary permits were not obtained.
The letter also indicates that the General Manager had been informed of the
permitting requirements prior to the initiation of work. (Exhibit B)
Another example of ineffective management is found in the Audited Financial
Statement for fiscal year 2006 (Exhibit C). The November 7, 2006 letter
accompanying the statement reports that “the Feather River Recreation and Park
District has not presented management’s discussion and analysis that the
Government Accounting Standards Board has determined is necessary to
supplement although not required to be part of the basic financial statements.” A
letter from the FRRPD General Manager (Exhibit D) which was issued after the
Financial Statement was published provides the management discussion and
analysis that should have accompanied the auditor’s report. However, the letter
characterizes the audit as an audit of “government activities,” presumably an
attempt to justify the fact that the debt to the Bank of the West (about $500,000
at the time of the audit) does not appear in the audited financial statements. See
Findings 8, 9 and Recommendations 3, 4, 5 which appear at the end of this
report.
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Issue: General Management – Master Plan
Background: The Grand Jury expected to better understand the operations and
management of the district by examining the current FRRPD Master Plan.
A former Board Member supplied us with a copy of an earlier Master Plan
covering the ten year period from 1984 to 1994. Although quite complete, it is of
course out of date.
Investigation: The January 24, 2007, subpoena response included a document
entitled “Phase One Master Plan (Final System Inventory and Conditions
Report)” dated January 2006. This document is very well executed and
represents a complete first step towards a master plan. However it is not a
master plan. In our discussions with the current Board members, we learned that
no further funding of the consulting firm that produced the Phase One report has
occurred and that none is currently planned because the cost is thought to be
prohibitive.
There is an ad hoc committee of the FRRPD Board of Directors called the Master
Plan Committee. At every Board meeting attended by representatives of the
Grand Jury, this ad hoc committee reported no activity.
The Chairman of the FRRPD Board, when asked about the absence of a Master
Plan or any long term plan, offered instead the “2007 FRRPD Park and Facility
Goals” (Exhibit E) that the Board had adopted for the current year. This
document turns out to be a one page “to do” list, e.g. “fix restroom doors.” This is
not a Master Plan.
One of the current Board members, when asked about the Master Plan issue,
stated that “our Master Plan is to try and survive for another year.” See Finding
10 and Recommendation 6 which appear at the end of this report.
Issue: Financial Management – Debt and Cash Flow
Background: This investigation is a part of the Grand Jury’s response to a
petition signed by 20 citizens requesting an audit of the Park District’s books.
The report published by last year’s Grand Jury discussed FRRPD’s difficulty in
managing its cash flow. Essentially Butte County was “covering” current park
district obligations until the twice-yearly tax receipts were available to pay back
the County. This informal short term borrowing, although expedient, is not sound
financial practice; it had been going on for many years and was the subject of a
number of formal complaints to the FRRPD by the Butte County Treasurer and
Auditor-Controller.
In an ideal situation, an organization such as the FRRPD would have enough
working capital, or reserves, to smooth out the irregularities in tax receipts by
covering payroll and other current expenses until the tax receipts were available.
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Then the reserve account would be restored. The working capital, when not
being used for this purpose, would earn interest for the district.
If an organization does not have enough working capital to finance the delays in
receipt of income, it can use short term borrowing to smooth over the shortages.
This can be done by establishing a line of credit at a lending institution and then
drawing on it as needed and paying it back as the funds become available. This
borrowing and payback would result in no carry over of debt from one year to the
next. This approach has the disadvantage that interest is paid, but only during
the times of year when there is an outstanding balance. It should be used to
finance current operations and should not create a long term debt.
Investigation: We learned of the line of credit in our first interview of a current
board member. It was stated that it was for $1,000,000, half of which had been
drawn immediately. When we interviewed the Finance Manager, the existence of
the line of credit was confirmed, and the current outstanding balance was
estimated at around $900,000. The Finance Manager’s understanding was that
the full line of credit ($1,000,000) would be outstanding by the end of the fiscal
year in June 2007, but that a second line of credit was in the works.
The Chairman of the FRRPD Board of Directors, when interviewed on March 22,
2007, confirmed that the outstanding balance on the line of credit was over
$900,000. The Chairman testified that there was no second loan in the works
and that the Board had budgeted for a debt retirement process to begin paying
down the balance. The Grand Jury requested a copy of the loan document
which the Chairman supplied on March 29, 2007. (Exhibit F)
The line of credit was originally established on May 31, 2006, at $1,000,000. It
was amended on January 30, 2007, to increase the maximum to $2,000,000.
The variable interest on the outstanding balance is set by the LIBOR (London
Interbank Offered Rates) index, currently around 4.5%. There is no specific
collateral mentioned in the loan documents, but there are a number of
requirements including the reporting of any encumbrance of district assets, and
that the district provide an annual budget showing that the interest will be paid.
The Grand Jury interpretation of the collateral situation is that the bank has a
claim against all FRRPD assets in case of default. The line of credit is good for
ten years; thus it must be fully repaid by May 2016.
At an outstanding balance over $900,000, with an interest rate of about 4.5%, it
is costing the district over $40,000 a year just to pay the interest on this debt. If
no more is drawn from the line of credit, it would take an annual payment of
about $224,000 to pay off the loan over the next five years. That amount is a
substantial drain on the annual revenue of the district which is about $2,000,000.
If the FRRPD fully utilizes the $2,000,000 line of credit, they will be in a situation
where they will need to allocate nearly $500,000 per year, or about one quarter
of their income, to pay down the debt over a five year period. In the May 1, 2007,
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Special Board Meeting, the FRRPD drew additional funds from the line of credit,
bringing the total debt to approximately $1,200,000. The ability of the District to
operate and properly maintain the park facilities has been compromised to the
extent that money is diverted to debt service.
In the interviews with the County Treasurer’s office and with the AuditorController and some of his staff, we learned that the General Manager of the
FRRPD had agreed to provide a monthly update of the district’s financial status.
Copies of this correspondence were made available to the Grand Jury. One
letter from the General Manager dated February 1, 2007, (Exhibit G) states that
“…the District has used these borrowed funds to pay project costs associated
with Riverbend of $303,554, Bedrock Skate and Bike Park of $188,752,
sponsored projects intended to create revenue....” Thus a major use of the line
of credit was to pay off unfunded capital commitments. We note that the Credit
Agreement which implements the Line of Credit (Exhibit F) states, in section
2.1.1, that “Proceeds of the Line of Credit shall be used to finance various
maintenance projects in the district.”
Other aspects of the District’s financial situation are discussed in another section,
but it should be noted that this borrowing took place in an environment where
neither the Board, nor the General Manager, nor the new Finance Manager could
possibly have a clear and current understanding of the District’s financial
situation. The knowledgeable staff had all been fired or had resigned. Also, the
old accounting system was replaced with a new system which was not fully
operational. See Findings 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 and Recommendations 7, 8, 9, 10,
11, 12 which appear at the end of this report.
Issue: Financial Management - Planning
Background: The petition from 20 concerned citizens received by the Grand
Jury on August 1, 2006, specifically asked that our investigation include
“projected maintenance costs.” The concern is that the recent increases in
capital assets such as Riverbend and the Skate and Bike Park, and the recent
need to devote current income to debt service will leave the FRRPD without the
necessary funds to maintain the parks and recreation facilities. Also, as the debt
situation became clear to the Grand Jury, we wanted to understand the plan for
debt management and retirement. A long term financial plan for the district
would clarify both of these issues.
Investigation: Records produced in response to our subpoena yielded nothing
resembling a financial plan. Interviews with the Financial Manager, the General
Manager, and current Board members all indicated that there is no long-term
financial plan. The District operates on an annual budget, required by law, which
is prepared each spring for the following fiscal year which begins on July 1 and is
submitted to the County Auditor-Controller. There is no planning document that
looks beyond next year’s budget.
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In our interview with the Butte County Auditor-Controller, we learned that his
office is concerned regarding the District’s financial health and lack of a long term
financial plan. The Auditor-Controller’s Office had suggested that FRRPD seek
professional guidance to establish a plan for repayment of the amounts
borrowed, but no action from the District has been taken. The Auditor-Controller
and the Treasurer’s Office also requested a monthly financial status report which
the District agreed to provide. To date the County has received essentially
letters of assurance from the District describing its plans and achievements. No
comprehensive financial reports have been provided.
The District has made some attempts to increase revenue. They have reviewed
their fee structure by a comparison study with other park districts and have
increased program and facility use fees accordingly. The District is negotiating
with the City of Oroville to implement the collection of impact fees for the District
from within the city limits. The General Manager described a number of longer
term construction projects at FRRPD parks in cooperation with developers and
schools which could generate future income. However, there is no organized
assessment of the realism, timing, or amounts that might be generated. We
could not find any estimate of the amount of front-end money and effort required
from the District for these proposed projects.
During the interview with the General Manager, he responded to our question
about required maintenance expense for the District with an estimate which was
several hundred thousand dollars per year less than that required in previous
years, even though the District has more facilities to maintain. No documentation
or explanation was offered to support his estimates. See Finding 16 and
Recommendation 13 which appear at the end of this report.
Issue: Financial Management – Staffing
Background: In the course of our investigation of the various financial issues
concerning the District, the Grand Jury noted that the financial management was
in disarray. We focused on the financial management staffing to see if that might
be part of the problem.
Investigation: The Financial Manager (FM) was most cooperative in our
interview. During the interview we learned that the FM had some relevant
experience and was currently working towards a degree in accounting. There
was a sense that the FM was overwhelmed partly because of the newness of the
job, but also because the former staff members who held any corporate
knowledge of how things worked had either quit or been fired. Also, the lack of
appropriate support staff required that the FM do the day-to-day tasks such as
posting payments to the correct accounts and delivering daily receipts to the
County Treasurer’s Office. This impeded progress in getting the books
organized.
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When we inquired about the obviously incorrect balance sheet (Exhibit H)
submitted in response to subpoena, we learned that the new accounting software
had not yet been set up, so it was not possible to produce a meaningful financial
picture. This was still true at the time of the interview (March 21, 2007) although
a few weeks later the Board Chairman, after being questioned about the financial
situation, sent to the Grand Jury an updated balance sheet (Exhibit I) which
included the missing liability entry for the debt to the Bank of the West. However,
it appeared that the balance sheet had been corrected manually, so it does not
necessarily signify that the new software is fully operational.
At every FRRPD Board meeting attended by Grand Jury members, in March,
April and May, presentation of a financial report was on the agenda. Each time,
the FM offered an apology for being unable to present a financial report.
Our interview with representatives of the Butte County Auditor-Controller’s Office,
who work with the FRRPD FM on a day-to-day basis, confirmed our impression
that the FRRPD is inadequately staffed to handle their financial affairs. The
Auditor-Controller’s office recommended that the FRRPD contract with a
professional financial advisor to get things in order, but no action has been taken
on that advice. The Auditor-Controller’s Office also supplied copies of
correspondence (both internal and with the FRRPD) which delineated a number
of situations in which funds were not handled properly. For example, (Exhibit J)
in January 2007 the District drew approximately $250,000 from the line of credit
established with the bank and then did not use the money for several months and
lost track of it. This caused not only confusion but also resulted in an
unnecessary interest expense estimated at about $5000. See Findings 17, 18,
19 and Recommendations 14, 15, 16 which appear at the end of this report.
Issue: Public Service and Relations - Conduct of Board Meetings
Background: The Grand Jury received a letter complaining about the conduct of
the FRRPD Board meetings. The complaint noted that the FRRPD had changed
the time of the meetings to 3:30 in the afternoon, which is much less conducive
to citizen participation than the evening meetings which were the earlier practice.
The letter went on to report that at a recent Board meeting, the Board members
were huddled around a conference table so that members of the public could not
make eye contact with the Board members, nor could they easily hear the Board
member discussion. When a complaint was made, they were told by a Board
member “it works for us.” The letter goes on to state that one Board member, the
same member who had argued earlier for even more severe limits on public
comments at the meeting, filibustered the meeting by reading magazine articles
aloud to use up the time remaining. This was viewed as another technique to
limit public comment and input.
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Investigation: The details of the written complaint were confirmed during
interviews with the authors; the Board member who had argued for limits in
public input and then had filibustered the meeting was identified as Director
Thompson. One complainant had attended the FRRPD Board meetings
regularly for many years, but had recently stopped because of the Board’s
apparent policy of discouraging public participation.
When interviewed, the Board chairman denied that the Board had adopted a
policy of discouraging public attendance and participation at Board meetings.
The meeting time change was described as a cost cutting measure; the District
would not have to pay extra to hourly employees if their presence was required.
In a follow up letter (Exhibit K), the Chairman said that the local newspaper had
been contacted and would publicize the Board meetings, but as of this writing in
early June, no such notice has been observed.
In order to better understand the issue, members of the Grand Jury attended a
number of FRRPD Board meetings as follows:
February 28, 2007
March 14, 2007
March 28, 2007
April 11, 2007
May 9, 2007

Two Grand Jury members attended
Three Grand Jury members attended
Two Grand Jury members attended
Three Grand Jury members attended
Four Grand Jury members attended

The Grand Jury members attended as members of the public and wore no
identifying badges. There was no advance notice to the Board; the Grand Jury
members did not ask to speak at any of the meetings; they were there only to
observe.
All of the meetings, except one, were held in the room adjacent to the
gymnasium in the Oroville Municipal Auditorium. A movable partition separates
this room from the gymnasium. The FRRPD headquarters and offices are in this
same building. The acoustics in the meeting room are terrible. Many of the
Board members are soft-spoken, so it is difficult for the audience to hear what
they are saying. This problem is much worse when there is a noisy athletic event
in progress in the adjacent gym as was often the case. There is no audio
system. It is questionable whether the narrow entry doors provide access for the
disabled. The one meeting that was held at a different site was no better. The
site was outdoors at Riverbend Park. The ability to hear what was said by the
Board members was even worse than at the Municipal Auditorium.
The new Policies and Procedures Handbook, supplied by the District in response
to subpoena, states that the Board meetings will normally be held at the Oroville
City Council Chambers. The change to the present location evidently became a
standard practice in the fall of 2006. All of the meetings we attended were in fact
held in the afternoon. The Board Chairman testified that the meetings had been
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held in the evening until the fall of 2006 when the Board changed the regular
meeting time to 3:30 pm.
The only notice of meetings is a posting on the front door of the FRRPD office.
Although the regular meetings are scheduled at the same times each month, the
Board has been holding many special meetings which, by law, require even less
advance notice (24 instead of 72 hours). For example, the special Board
meeting held on January 5, 2007, had no other purpose than to approve the
increase in the line of credit with the Bank of the West from $1,000,000 to
$2,000,000. Because this increase did not actually take place until January 30,
the approval could have been done at the regular meeting five days later on
January 10. During the week of April 23, 2007, the FRRPD held three Board
meetings as follows:
Monday, April 23
Special Meeting
Wednesday, April 25 Regular Meeting
Thursday, April 26 Special Meeting

(Budget discussion)
(To approve impact fee letter)

The public is not well served if important discussions and actions take place in
special meetings. It should be noted that the regular Board meetings are
scheduled twice a month.
We observed that members of the audience were treated appropriately at those
meetings where Director Thompson was absent. When he was present, the
Grand Jury observed that Director Thompson exhibited hostile and verbally
abusive behavior towards the audience. Some examples are:
o According to the minutes of the April 11th meeting, Director
Thompson spoke as follows: “…informed them that he wanted to
discuss something that had not been approved by the board, nor
did they have any prior knowledge of it. He stated that he didn’t like
there [sic] Gestapo tactics and believes they are on the verge of
harassment for frequent appearances at our Board meetings. He
would like to know what they are investigating. He also stated that
he is preparing a letter to be sent to the Attorney General with a list
of Grand Jury members’ names from this year and last year and he
does not understand the witch hunting.” (Exhibit L)
o At the meeting on May 9th, Director Thompson conspicuously
photographed the Grand Jury members in attendance, both inside
and outside the building. During the Pledge of Allegiance, he
added the words “and to the Grand Jury” into his recitation. Later,
Director Thompson made an insulting reference to the “members of
the Gestapo present” while gesturing towards the audience.
o One of the Grand Jury members attending the March 28th meeting
was interfered with by another member of the audience who sat
next to the Grand Jury member and suggested that she had no
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business taking notes because she did not understand what was
going on. The interference was continued by talking directly into
the Grand Jury member’s ear, so that it was very difficult for her to
hear what was being said in the meeting. The offending person
was later identified as the spouse of an FRRPD Director.
Director Thompson’s expressed lack of familiarity with Grand Jury responsibilities
and procedures is especially bizarre because he once served on a Butte County
Grand Jury.
The new Board policy is effectively discouraging public participation; the Grand
Jury members were usually the only public attendees. The District lawyer was
briefly present at one meeting. A consultant to the District was present at
another. A member of the Citizens Oversight Committee was present at one
meeting. On two other occasions we observed two other community groups that
sent representatives to a meeting. See Findings 20, 21 and Recommendations
17, 18, 19 which appear at the end of this report.
Issue: Public Service and Relations - Citizens Oversight Committee
Background: In 2002 the residents of the FRRPD voted to approve a benefit
assessment district supported by an annual tax added to their real estate tax
bills. The tax is collected by Butte County and disbursed to the Park District as a
separate fund for maintenance of FRRPD facilities. The former General
Manager testified that the District, in the promotional literature encouraging
voters to support the benefit assessment, promised to set up a Citizens
Oversight Committee to oversee the allocation and utilization of the benefit
assessment funds.
This committee was formed. When the Grand Jury studied the district’s web site
in March 2007, an advertisement was found seeking citizen volunteers to fill
vacancies on the Citizens Oversight Committee; the advertisement gave an
October of 2006 deadline for submittal of applications. The advertisement was
many months out of date.
Investigation: When the Grand Jury began to attend the Park District Board
meetings, we learned from the discussions that the Oversight Committee had
more than one vacancy, had not been able to achieve a quorum to support a
meeting for several quarters; and that there had been essentially no recruiting
activity since the web site advertisement had been placed in the summer of
2006.
When we interviewed the Board Chairman on March 22, 2007, she expressed
some surprise at the fact that the web site advertisement was out of date. In a
letter to the Grand Jury following the interview (Exhibit K), the Chairman stated
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that the web site notice would be updated; it subsequently was updated to
eliminate the long past October 2006 deadline for applications.
At the May 9, 2007, Board meeting, the most recently attended as of this writing,
the issue was further discussed. It was suggested that candidates would be
interviewed and new members for the Oversight Committee selected just prior to
the next regular board meeting. See Finding 22 and Recommendation 20 which
appear at the end of this report.
Issue: Programs for Seniors
Background: In our review of the FRRPD Website, the Grand Jury noticed that
the District is working with only one of the two senior citizen organizations in the
greater Oroville area. Complainants who were interviewed indicated a lack of
senior programs.
Investigation: We interviewed representatives of one senior citizen organization
at length. We also questioned past and present Board members about the
adequacy of programs oriented towards participation by seniors. Everyone
agreed that there were too few offerings. The Board members attributed this to
lack of funds.
In our review of past and present FRRPD Activity Guides (Exhibits M and N),
we found an overall reduction in program offerings in all age categories. In the
offerings for seniors, we found that FRRPD no longer offers trips and tours, many
of which were heavily attended by seniors. Social dances have also been
eliminated. These cuts may have been made as a result of declining enrollment
and participation, but as with any programming, there needs to be promotion.
Representatives from the senior community have attended board meetings to
express their desire for more offerings, but to date, their concerns have not been
adequately addressed.
The former General Manager provided us with the history of the FRRPD working
relationship with senior organizations. He also said that there had been efforts to
work cooperatively with both seniors organizations in Oroville, but that these past
efforts had proved unsuccessful, due to personality conflicts. See Findings 23,
24 and Recommendations 21, 22 which appear at the end of this report.
Issue: Conflict of Interest Incident
Background: Two citizen complainants indicated during their interviews that an
FRRPD Director voted at a Board meeting to award a contract to a firm owned by
a close relative of the Board member. In a situation of this sort, the proper
procedure is that the Board member disclose the conflict of interest, then recuse
himself from the discussion and abstain from the vote on the contract award.
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Investigation: The Grand Jury interviewed the Board member involved who
admitted that the incident had indeed occurred and stated that it was now
recognized by that Board member to have been improper. The vote came up
soon after the election of the Board member and before receiving ethics training.
We reviewed the subpoenaed FRRPD Policies and Procedures Handbook
received on January 24, 2007. The Handbook gives no substantive guidance to
Board members on any ethics issue. The Handbook incorporates the standard
Conflict of Interest Code by reference, but gives no summary of its provisions.
This leaves a new director or employee in a potentially awkward situation with no
guidance at hand.
The Grand Jury also reviewed the FRRPD Directors Handbook, originally dated
January 12, 1984, and revised periodically through February 6, 1995. We
obtained this document from a former FRRPD Board member. The current
Board seems to be unaware of this earlier Handbook. The earlier handbook has
appended to it a succinct summary of the ethics obligations of a Board member.
If this handbook were still in use, a new Board member would have a convenient
and timely way to become informed on avoiding conflict of interest situations.
See Finding 25 and Recommendation 23 which appear at the end of this report.

Issue: Skate & Bike Park Funding
Background: The 2005-06 Grand Jury investigated and reported on the funding
of the Skate & Bike Park. They found that funds were committed without the
required Board approval. In the formal response to the 2005-06 Grand Jury
report, the FRRPD stated that the funds had been properly approved at a Board
meeting, but that the records of that meeting had been destroyed.
The FRRPD directed the General Manager to conduct an investigation of the
Skate and Bike Park funding and report to the Board. The General Manager
responded with a “time line” showing the dates on which all of the required
funding approvals had occurred. The Board formally accepted the General
Manager’s report and declared that the issue was settled as described in the
Board minutes of December 13, 2006:
“B. RESOLUTION 928-06 ADOPTING TIMELINE IN REGARDS TO
AUTHORIZATION MADE BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS FOR THE
FEATHER RIVER RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT SKATE AND
BIKE PARK
GM Sharkey read the timeline. Chairman Gurr read the resolution.
Director Allen thanked GM Sharkey for the through [sic] timeline. The
District’s Attorney, Jessica Miller, stated that if further information is
requested regarding the funding or any other issue surrounding the
Bedrock Skate and Bike Park, she will respond with a letter and this
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resolution. If she deems it necessary, she will have a Director who was
present at the time period in question write a letter attesting to the validity
of what the timeline states.
Director Gill motioned to approve Resolution 928-06. Director Hill
seconded the motion and it passed by the following vote:
Ayes: Directors Allen, Gill, Hill, Thompson, and Chairman Gurr
Noes:
Absent:”
The published minutes do not include the wording of the resolution.
Investigation: The Grand Jury interviewed two former Board members and the
former legal counsel to the Board. All three were involved in Board activities at
the time in question. They were in agreement that the funding had not been
approved at a Board meeting, and that the minutes had not been destroyed;
rather, they never existed because there had been no approval and no Board
meeting at which an approval occurred. We also reviewed in detail the report of
the prior Grand Jury and the extensive records kept by a former member of the
Board who was familiar with district activities at the time. We noted that the
investigation requested by the Board was conducted by the General Manager
who was implicated by the 2005-06 Grand Jury in the alleged mishandling of
funds. See Finding 26 and Recommendation 24 which appear at the end of this
report.

Findings
1. The FRRPD management has lost track of, or has chosen to ignore, the
established Directors Handbook for the district and has instead hastily
assembled an inadequate and incomplete Policies and Procedures
Handbook.
2. The FRRPD management is remiss in not following the 2005-06 Grand
Jury recommendation that an updated Personnel Policy document be
provided to facilitate the operation of the District.
3. The FRRPD Personnel Policy Manual has not been updated since
November 15, 1983.
4. Personnel practices are not well documented or well understood by the
FRRPD Board and General Manager.
5. The Personnel Manual does not contain a written policy consistent with
state law regarding screening of employees in proximity to children.
6. The Personnel Manual does not contain a written policy regarding DUI,
Live Scan and Department of Justice screening(s).
7. The Personnel Manual does not include the “Classification” list referred to
in its index.
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8. The current General Manager is unsuited to his job and is over committed
in his dual assignment as General Manager and Park Superintendent.
9. No one on the FRRPD staff has a degree in recreation.
10. The FRRPD has no Master Plan, nor any other form of long range plan,
nor is there any current effort to produce a long range plan.
11. The FRRPD Board and General Manager have mishandled District
financial affairs; by doing so they have placed the District in a position of
debt from which it will be difficult to recover.
12. The lack of a functional accounting system makes it impossible for the
Board to exercise the appropriate oversight.
13. The FRRPD will finish the current fiscal year in June 2007 owing more
than $1,000,000 on the $2,000,000 line of credit that it has established.
14. The borrowed money was used in part to pay off obligations created by a
capital project for which there were not sufficient funds.
15. The interest and principal payments required to service and retire this debt
impose a substantial burden on the FRRPD finances. If the District
continues to borrow against the line of credit, the burden will grow
proportionately.
16. The FRRPD General Manager and Board have not provided long term
financial planning for the District.
17. The General Manager and the Board of Directors have failed to provide
the FRRPD with the staff necessary to handle day-to-day financial affairs
of the District. There is neither enough experience nor enough staff.
18. There is no regular reporting of financial status at Board Meetings.
19. The accounting software is not fully operational.
20. The FRRPD is actively discouraging public participation in the affairs of
the district, most particularly in meetings of the Board of Directors.
21. Director Thompson is discouraging public participation in FRRPD Board
meetings by persistent harassment of some attendees. The remainder of
the Board tolerates this behavior without public comment.
22. The FRRPD Board and General Manager have not actively recruited
members for the Benefit Assessment District Citizens Oversight
Committee. The Oversight Committee was promised to the voters when
the Benefit Assessment District was being promoted.
23. The FRRPD does not adequately serve the senior citizens in the District.
24. Currently the FRRPD is working cooperatively with only one of the two
senior citizen organizations in the greater Oroville area.
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25. The FRRPD Board and General Manager are remiss in not providing
timely guidance to new Board members on their conflict of interest
responsibilities.
26. Credible testimony from knowledgeable witnesses concerning the
appropriation of funds for the Skate and Bike Park contradicts the account
given by the FRRPD Board in their response to the 2005-06 Grand Jury
Report. The FRRPD Board’s investigation into the appropriation process
was conducted by the General Manager who, as a principal in the
situation, would appear to be biased.
Recommendations
1. The FRRPD Board should further develop a more relevant,
comprehensive and concise Policies & Procedures Handbook that
includes adoption and amendment dates. The handbook should be
reviewed by the District’s legal counsel and in place by October 2007.
2. The FRRPD Board should revise and update the Personnel Manual to
assure that all policies and procedures are clearly stated, especially those
related to pre-employment and periodic screenings. The manual should
include job descriptions for each full or part time employee, as well as
volunteer positions which document the duties and typical tasks related to
each position and which set forth the minimum education and experience
required for each position. The Personnel Manual should be completed
by October 2007 and reviewed by the District’s legal counsel.
3. The FRRPD Board should hire a General Manager with strong
management experience and qualifications.
4. The FRRPD Board should hire a Park Superintendent.
5. The FRRPD Board should hire a Recreation Director with an appropriate
degree or equivalent experience.
6. The FRRPD Board should immediately resume the commitment to
produce an up-to-date long range plan for the District. It should be
completed before June 2008.
7. The FRRPD Board should hire a General Manager with appropriate
financial management expertise.
8. The FRRPD Board should ensure that it has competent financial
management expertise available either in its own financial manager or by
hiring a financial management consultant.
9. The FRRPD Board should assure that the accounting system is made
operational.
10. The FRRPD Board should review the District’s balance sheet and cash
flow in detail each month.

203

11. The FRRPD Board and management should use the line of credit only for
cash flow management.
12. The FRRPD Board should budget to pay off the incurred debt well in
advance of the ten year limit.
13. The FRRPD Board should arrange to have a long term financial plan
prepared before October 2007. It should cover at least the next five years.
In addition to the usual cash flow projections the plan should pay detailed
attention to:
a. The maintenance part of operating costs
b. A schedule for debt retirement
c. An independent evaluation of the amount, timing, and likelihood of
extraordinary income items, such as re-licensing payments,
concession income from Riverbend Park, and development venture
income
d. The FRRPD investment required to pursue the potential income
items above
14. The FRRPD Board should arrange to have a financial staff of between two
and three full time equivalents, including the FM.
15. The FRRPD Board should ensure that the financial manager position be
filled by a degreed professional with some years of appropriate
experience.
16. The FRRPD Board should see that the accounting software is set up and
running so that a monthly formal report can be made to the Board of
Directors. If the existing staff cannot complete the setup work by August
1, 2007, the work should be contracted out to a financial consulting firm.
17. The FRRPD Board should adopt a resolution affirming the Board’s
commitment to public attendance at, and participation in, the Board
meetings.
18. The FRRPD Board should change the logistics and conduct of the Board
meetings so as to facilitate public participation:
a. Change the time of all meetings back to the evening.
b. Change the venue back to City Council Chambers or some other
location that has adequate acoustics, an audio system,
accessibility for the disabled, and is not impacted by external noise.
c. Require that all Board members treat attendees with respect.
d. Provide 72 hour prior public notice of the meetings by arranging for
publication in the local newspaper and by keeping the District
website current.
e. Publish the agenda and minutes on the website at least 72 hours
prior to a regularly scheduled meeting and at least 24 hours prior to
a special meeting.
f. Restrict the use of special board meetings to emergency situations.
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19. The FRRPD Board should adopt a resolution which formally recognizes
that Board Member Thompson’s behavior has become an embarrassment
to the FRRPD and to the community, and which requests his immediate
resignation from the Board.
20. The FRRPD Board should fulfill its election commitment by assuring that
the Citizens Oversight Committee has sufficient members and performs its
duties.
21. The FRRPD Board and General Manager should explore ways to increase
their offerings for seniors. This should be a focus area for a qualified
Recreation Director, once hired.
22. The FRRPD Board and General Manager should work cooperatively with
both greater Oroville senior organizations to arrange facilities and
programs for seniors.
23. The FRRPD Board and General Manager should include in the revision of
the Policies and Procedures Handbook (recommended elsewhere in this
report) a summary of the conflict of interest related obligations of Board
members and other designated officials of the District.
24. The Butte County District Attorney should conduct an investigation into the
alleged mishandling of funds for the Skate and Bike Park project and into
the possibly biased Board-requested investigation of the appropriation
process to see if criminal charges should be brought against the Board
and the General Manager.
Required Responses (Penal Code §933 & §933.05)
Feather River Recreation & Park District Board of Directors
Butte County District Attorney
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Appendix I
Summary of Required Responses
Report
Auditor-Controller’s Office

Review of the Butte County
Assessor’s Office

Department of Development
Services
Butte County Clerk-Recorder
Human Resources

Information Systems
Butte County Library System

Small Rural School Districts

Palermo Drainage Ditch
Domestic Violence/Own
Recognizance Program
Butte County Law
Enforcement Agencies

Respondents
Butte County Auditor-Controller
Butte County Chief Administrative Officer
Butte County Human Resources Director
Butte County Assessor
Butte County Chief Administrative Officer
Butte County Board of Supervisors
Butte County Human Resources Director
Butte County Board of Supervisors
Butte County Development Services Director
None Required
Butte County Board of Supervisors
Butte County Chief Administrative Officer
Butte County Human Resources Director
None Required
Butte County Library Director
Butte County Board of Supervisors
Butte County Library Advisory Board
Butte County Facilities Services
PUESD Superintendent/Principal
PUESD School Board
BUSD Superintendent/Principal
BUSD School Board
FFUESD Superintendent/Principal
FFUESD School Board
GFUSD Superintendent/Principal
GFUSD School Board
Feather River Recreation & Parks District Board
of Directors
Butte County Board of Supervisors
Butte County Public Works Director
Butte County District Attorney
Butte County Chief Probation Officer
Oroville City Council
Oroville Chief of Police
Oroville City Community Development & Public
Works Director
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Oroville City Administrator
Oroville Human Resources Manager
Butte County Board of Supervisors
Butte County Sheriff-Coroner

Law Enforcement Formal
Complaint System
The Planning Process in the
City of Chico

Chico City Plaza Project

Old Humboldt Road Wagon
Trail Revisited

Planning in the City of Oroville

City of Oroville’s First Time
Home Buyers Program

Feather River Recreation &
Park District

Chico City Council
Chico City Council
Chico City Manager
City of Chico Planning Commission
City of Chico PSD Planning Director
Chico City Council
Bidwell Park and Playground Commission
City of Chico General Services Director
Chico City Manager
Chico City Council
City of Chico Planning Commission
Bidwell Park and Playground Commission
City of Chico General Services Director
Oroville Community Development & Public
Works Director
Oroville City Administrator
Oroville City Council
Business Assistance & Housing Development
Department Director
Oroville City Administrator
Oroville Community Development & Public
Works Director
Feather River Recreation & Park District Board
of Directors
Butte County District Attorney
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Appendix II
Comments Regarding Responses to the
2005-2006 Grand Jury Final Report
Effective January 1, 1997, state law requires that all agencies and public officers
promptly submit responses to Grand Jury final reports, and to address every
finding and recommendation pertaining to that agency or officer. (Penal Code
§933.05, see beginning pages of this Final Report for Penal Code excerpts.)
The 2006-2007 Grand Jury received most responses requested in the 2005-2006
Grand Jury Final Report. The 2005-2006 Grand Jury evaluated those responses
and determined that most met the basic requirements for responding to the
findings and recommendations. In determining the adequacy of the responses,
the 2006-2007 Grand Jury considered the following questions:
1. Did the agency’s response address the subject of the findings?
2. Did the agency attempt to avoid the issue(s) raised by criticizing the
Grand Jury or by offering excuses?
3. Did the agency’s response indicate that it would take the necessary
action to correct the problem?
4. Did the agency provide a specific date by which it would take the
necessary corrective action?
5. Did the agency use the correct format?
The 2006-2007 Grand Jury has published the responses to the findings and
recommendations of the 2005-2006 Grand Jury Final Report, and they are
available for public review online at the Butte County Website.
(http://www.buttecounty.net/grandjury/)
The 2006-2007 Grand Jury wishes to thank those who responded to last year’s
Final Report and recognizes their contribution to the community and to the Grand
Jury process. The time and effort taken to review the 2005-2006 Grand Jury
Final Report and to prepare and submit responses to the presiding judge are
greatly appreciated.
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Appendix III
Conflict of Interest
This Grand Jury recognizes that a conflict of interest may arise in the course of
its investigations. Individual Grand Jury members are required to abstain from
participation and voting on investigations in which they have such conflict.
Reports in which a Grand Juror abstained are:
Butte County Law Enforcement Agencies
Department of Development Services
Domestic Violence/Own Recognizance Program
Feather River Recreation & Park District
Law Enforcement Formal Complaint System
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