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VOICE MAIL: (530) 225-5098

June 24, 2014

The Honorable Gregory Gaul
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court
Shasta County Courthouse

1500 Court Street

Redding, Ca. 96001

Dear Judge Gaul:
The 2013-2014 Shasta County Grand Jury hereby respectfully submits to you its Final Report.

We have worked steadfastly, and as a team, to produce a report that we hope will prove beneficial to the
citizens of Shasta County. It has been a unigque and memorable experience for each of us, and we have
especially appreciated your honor's support and interest.

We have achieved our goal in large part due to the excellent training by the Shasta County Grand Jury
Association. The guidance of Marsha Caranci, David Plowman, Ray Frisbie, Karen Jahr and Larry
Johnson has been an immensely positive influence on our work. Senior Deputy County Counsel David
Yorton has been our touchstone regarding legal aspects of grand juries. We also thank his assistant Paula
Holsten, your honor’s staff Diana Wasson and Melissa Fowler-Bradley, and Megan Dorney, Jennifer
Lange, Kari Piazza and Candace Martin from the County Administration office. All of these individuals
have been so gracious and so helpful to us throughout the year.

Thanks to all of my fellow jurors, who retained their sense of humor, and worked tirelessly to produce
this report.

The year has flown so fast, and as we leave our roles as jurors, | know that each of us will always
remember this amazing experience, and all those who collaborated to make our report a positive
influence for Shasta County.

Sincerely.
"»;,l“},

C)-/(n O, s Z)own_xa_,no(,

Eleanor Townsend
Foreperson



Your Shasta County Grand Jury

Authority to Act

In California, the state constitution requires the Superior Court in each county to impanel at least one
grand jury each year. The California Penal Code and other state laws govern and guide grand juries.
More specifically, Section 925, et Seq. of the Penal Code authorize the grand jury to investigate and

report on the operations of any local governmental agency within the county.

The Shasta County Grand Jury functions as an arm of the judicial branch of government, operating
under the guidance of the Presiding Judge of the Shasta County Superior Court. In this capacity, the
grand jury inquires into and investigates the operations of local government agencies and officials,
ensuring that their activities are authorized by law and services are efficiently provided.

All communications with the grand jury are confidential. Information provided to the grand jury to
support a complaint is carefully reviewed to determine what further action, if any, is required. If itis
determined that the matter is not within the investigative authority of the grand jury, no further action is
taken. If the matter is within the legal scope of the grand jury’s investigative powers and warrants
further inquiry, the grand jury will contact and interview those individuals who may be able to provide
additional information. During an investigation, all information and evidence will be considered,;
however, a review may not result in any action or report by the grand jury.

Jurisdiction
Acting on its own initiative or responding to a written complaint, the grand jury:

e may investigate aspects of county and city government departments and programs, local public
officials’ functions and duties, and the operations of special districts. Almost any governmental
entity that receives public money may be examined,;

e may return indictments for crimes committed in the county. When an indictment has been voted on,
the case proceeds through the criminal justice system. The decision whether or not to present
criminal cases to the grand jury is made by the county District Attorney;

e may bring formal accusations against public officials for willful misconduct or corruption in office.

Each year, the grand jury must enquire into the condition and management of all prisons within the
county.

The grand jury is not allowed to continue an oversight from a previous panel. If the grand jury wishes to
look at a subject that a prior panel was examining, it must start its own investigation and independently
verify all information. It may use information obtained from the prior jury, but this information must be
verified before it can be used by the current jury.

The grand jury is exempt from the requirements of the state’s open meeting law (the Brown Act).
Actions are taken by vote of the jury, in accordance with an approved set of rules of procedure. The
ability to internally police itself allows the grand jury to operate completely independently of external



pressures. The desired result is a self-directed body of citizens that has the power to investigate conduct
within local government.

Reports issued by the grand jury do not identify the individuals interviewed. Penal Code Section 929
requires that reports of the grand jury not contain the name of any person or facts leading to the identity
of any person who provides information to the grand jury. The intent of this provision is to encourage
full candor in testimony in civil grand jury investigations by protecting the privacy and confidentiality of
those who participate.

Citizen Complaints

The grand jury reviews all complaints and investigates when appropriate. Each complaint is treated
confidentially. The complainant may be asked to appear as a witness. A complaint form may be
obtained by contacting:

Shasta County Grand Jury

PO Box 992086

Redding, Ca. 96099-2086

(530) 225-5098 or online at www.co.shasta.ca.us

Why should you serve?

As a grand juror, you will have an opportunity to make a difference. You will become involved with
other interested citizens in learning more about the operations of local government, including the county,
cities, special districts and school districts. The grand jury issues reports about the performance of local
government agencies, offering recommendations aimed at improving the agencies that serve this
community. A challenging year of investigations, interviews and reporting will give you a unique
experience and insight into local government issues.

Becoming a Grand Juror

The Shasta County Grand Jury is composed of 19 county citizens. A prospective juror should be willing
to work as a team member, understand small group dynamics and operate in a collaborative manner to
reach consensus. Although not essential, access to a computer and the ability to research topics on the
internet will be helpful to the prospective juror. Prospective jurors apply in April for the coming fiscal
year. The Presiding Judge randomly selects grand jurors from a pool of up to 30 applicants. To
preserve continuity, the Presiding Judge may select a few jurors to continue into a second term;
however, jurors may not serve more than two consecutive terms. An application to serve on the grand
jury may be requested from:

Shasta County Superior Court

Room 205

1500 Court Street

Redding, Ca. 96001, or online at www.co.shasta.ca.us

Responses to the Grand Jury Final Report

Section 933 of the California Penal Code requires that the responses to the final report of the grand jury
be submitted to the court no later than 90 days after the report is released to the public if the respondent


http://www.co.shasta.ca.us/
http://www.co.shasta.ca.us/

is a governing body, or 60 days if the respondent is an elected official. The responses must be sent to
the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court.

The respondents are required to comment on the findings and recommendations contained in the report.
With regard to each finding, the respondent must indicate whether the respondent agrees with the
finding, or disagrees partially or wholly with the finding, and the grounds for any disagreement. With
regard to recommendations, the respondent must indicate that the respondent has implemented the
recommendations, plans to implement the recommendation in the future, will further analyze and study
the recommendation, or will not implement the recommendation and, if not, provide an explanation as to
why it will not be implemented.

Copies of the Shasta County Grand Jury’s reports and the responses made by governing boards and
elected officials may be found on the Shasta County Grand Jury’s web page at www.co.shasta.ca.us.
Electronic copies of reports and responses date back to 2001/02.

At the time this Consolidated Final Report was compiled, the information it contained was accurate to
the best of the grand jury’s knowledge and belief. However, some facts may have changed since the
individual reports were completed.

When there is a perception of a conflict of interest involving a member of the grand jury, that member
has been required to recuse herself or himself from any aspect of the investigation involving such a
conflict and from voting on the acceptance or rejection of that report.

Shasta County Grand Jury Committees

Audit and Finance
City Government
County Government
Continuity and Editorial
Criminal Justice
Information Technology/ Report Publication
Local Districts and Agencies
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Summary of Grand Jury Committee Activities&f b !

Committee Meetings | Interviews | Reports | Site Visits | Autopsies
Audit 2 0 1 0
City 43 14 3 0
Continuity-Editorial 12 0 1 0
County 42 9 1 0
Criminal Justice 32 7 3 3 2
Information Tech/Publication 6 0 0 0
Local Districts and Agencies 39 12 2 2
Plenary Committee 28 0 0 5
Special Ad Hoc 4 4 0 0
Totals 208 46 11 10 2

Sites and Facilities visited during 2013-14:

Shasta County Jail RABA transit stops

Sugar Pine Conservation Camp Community Corrections Center
Shasta County Juvenile Rehabilitation Facility Redding Police Department
SHASCOM Coroner’s Office

RABA Maintenance Facility Redding Power Plant

Activities during 2013-2014:

Agencies, Departments and Facilities Visited 10
Autopsies Attended 2
Committee Meetings Held 180
Interviews Conducted During Course of Investigations 46
Final Reports Issued 11
Governmental Board Meetings Attended 11
Joint Audit Committee Meetings Attended 2
Meetings of the Full Grand Jury 28
Complaints Received* 24

*Not all complaints received fall within the purview of the Grand Jury.



Looking Back

Responses to the Shasta County Grand Jury Report Fiscal Year 2012-2013

This report addresses the responses received to the findings and recommendations concerning the
investigations completed and published by the 2012-2013 Grand Jury. Section 933 of the California
Penal Code requires that responses to the final report of a Grand Jury be submitted to the court no later
than 90 days after the report’s release to the public if the respondent is a governing body or 60 days if
the respondent is an elected official. The responses must be sent to the Presiding Judge of the Superior
Court.

All responses to Grand Jury Report Fiscal Year 2012-2013 were received in a timely manner.

The Grand Jury may require elected officials and governing boards to respond to its reports. The Grand
Jury may not require department heads or other officials who are appointed (rather than elected) to
respond to reports. Nothing prohibits the Grand Jury, however, from inviting or requesting a response
from responsible parties. Penal Code section 933.05 requires responses to contain specific information.
Respondents must state whether they agree or disagree with each finding. Disagreement with all or part
of a finding must be explained.

Respondents must state with regard to each recommendation the extent to which the recommendation
has been implemented, when it will be implemented, whether the recommendation requires additional
study, or why the department or public entity will not implement the recommendation.

All responses to the findings and recommendations of the Grand Jury Report Fiscal Year 2012-2013
met the statutory requirements.

Last year’s Grand Jury Report contained seven investigative reports, of which five included
recommendations aimed at solving various problems identified by the Grand Jury. The following are
the findings and recommendations made in the five reports, the responses received from the responsible
boards and officials, and the results of this year’s Grand Jury investigation into whether the agreed-to
recommendations were implemented. We determined that the governing boards and officials
implemented all of the prior Grand Jury’s recommendations.

Report: Quality Takes Time

Recruitment/Hiring Process for Correctional Officers
This report addressed the hiring of correctional officers to staff the Shasta County Jail.

The Sheriff was required to respond to Finding 1 (F1) and Recommendation 1 (R1) the Shasta County
Administrative Officer was requested to respond to F2 and R2.



Findings

F1

F2

F3

While the hiring process is lengthy and cumbersome a revision of current procedures and/or the
lowering of current standards could result in the hiring of less qualified correctional officers.

Sheriff’s Response: “The respondent concurs with the finding.”

Applicants were not fully informed of the length of time necessary to complete the
recruitment/hiring process.

Shasta County Chief Administrative Officer’s response: “The County Executive Officer agrees
with this finding and concurs with this recommendation. A more thorough explanation of
projected time frames to all pre-qualified applicants has been incorporated into Shasta County’s
hiring process.”

The delay in opening the third floor of the jail was due to the lack of adequate correctional
officer staffing and extensive recruitment/hiring process.

No response required or requested.

Recommendations

R1

R2

The Sheriff’s office and Shasta County Support Services (SCSS) should continue to adhere to the
standards of the current recruitment/hiring process.

’

Sheriff’s Response: “The respondent concurs with the Recommendation.’

In order to minimize the number of applicants who withdraw from the process, SCSS should
fully inform them of the projected timeline of the remaining steps in the hiring process. This
should be done at the time that applicants are informed that they have passed the written test.

Shasta County Chief Administrative Officer’s response: “The County Executive Officer agrees
with this finding and concurs with this recommendation. A more thorough explanation of
projected time frames to all pre-qualified applicants has been incorporated into Shasta County’s
hiring process.”

Report: Facilitating Conservation

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District

This report addressed the resources and services provided to the public through the Western Shasta
Resource Conservation District (WSRCD).
The Board of the WSRCD was requested to respond to all findings and recommendations.

Findings



F1

F2

F3

F4

Additional members added to the Board of Directors would allow for a greater diversity of
opinion in the operation of the district and would reduce difficulties in setting up subcommittees
due to constraints imposed by the Brown Act.

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board'’s response: Response requested, but not
required. No response received.

Marketing the availability of the resources of the WSRCD to the public on selected “fee for
service” projects would both promote resource conservation and assist the District in meeting its
financial obligations.

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board’s response: Response requested, but not
required. No response received.

Inmate labor from the Sugar Pine Conservation Camp is the most economical way for the
WSRCD to obtain experienced and qualified labor at minimal cost while working on selected
projects.

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board’s response: Response requested, but not
required. No response received.

The WSRCD website is out-of-date and fails to provide the public with necessary information.

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board'’s response: Response requested, but not
required. No response received.

Recommendations

R1

R2

R3

The Grand Jury recommends that the WSRCD seek out interested citizens in order to nominate
them to the Shasta County Board of Supervisors for appointment to the board. This should be
accomplished within the next three months.

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board’s response: Response requested, but not
required. No response received.

The Grand Jury recommends that the WSRCD review its practice of not marketing “fee for
service” contracts with a view toward performing such services for private landowners who
would not otherwise avail themselves of conservation work on their property. This review
should be undertaken as soon as possible following the addition of new members to the Board.

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board’s response: Response requested, but not
required. No response received..

The Grand Jury recommends that the WSRCD continue to utilize (through Cal-Fire) inmate
labor from the Sugar Pine Conservation Camp as a means of obtaining experienced and qualified
labor while at the same time keeping down the cost of services provided

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board’s response: Response requested, but not
required. No response received.
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R4 The Grand Jury recommends that the WSRCD review and update its website for the specific
purpose of providing the public with accurate, relevant and timely information concerning its
activities and the dates, times and agendas of the WSRCD Board meetings. The review and
update of the website should be completed within three months (the committee feels that 3
months is adequate).

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board’s response: Response requested, but not
required. No response received.

Report: What is a Permissible Gift?

City of Redding Employee Conduct and Honesty Policy

This report addressed a complaint brought by a member of the public concerning gifts allegedly received
by a City of Redding employee.

The Redding City Council was required to respond to F1, F2, F3, and F4 and R1, R2, R3, R4, and R5.
Findings

F1 The City of Redding’s Conduct and Honesty Policy disallows the acceptance of gifts. However,
the policy does not define “gifts”; therefore, misinterpretation is possible.

Redding City Council’s response: “The respondent agrees with this finding.”

F2 City employees lack an understanding of what constitutes a gift and what constitutes a violation
of the policy.
Redding City Council’s response: “The respondent agrees with this finding, more clarification
would be beneficial.”

F3 While city management reviews FPPC 700 Forms Schedule D&E only if reported gifts are over
$440, there is no provision to alert management of city employees receiving lesser gifts.

Redding City Council’s response: “The respondent respectfully disagrees with this finding.
Designated City employees must report any gift that is worth 850 or more on FPPC Form 700.”

F4 Violations of the Honesty and Conduct Policy concerning acceptance of gifts are not enforced.
Redding City Council’s response: “The respondent respectfully disagrees with the finding.
Violations of the City’s Employee Conduct and Honesty Policy are subject to disciplinary action
as deemed appropriate by City management.”

Recommendations

R1 The Grand Jury recommends the Redding City Council, working with city management, revise
and adopt an Employee Honesty and Conduct Policy specific to accepting gifts.

Redding City Council’s response: “This recommendation will be implemented by October 31,
2013.”
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R2

R3

R4

RS

The Grand Jury recommends the Employee and Honesty Conduct policy clearly defines what is a
gift, what is an acceptable gift, and set a maximum value any employee may receive.

Redding City Council’s response: “This recommendation will be implemented by October 31,
2013.”

The Grand Jury recommends the Redding City Council, working with management, develop a
vehicle for employees not required to file FPPC 700 forms to report gifts received.

Redding City Council’s response: “This recommendation will be implemented by October 31,
2013.”

The Redding City Council adopt a policy that requires department heads or immediate
supervisors to review all FPPC 700 Forms to determine if employees are adhering to the adopted
City gift policy.

Redding City Council’s response: “The City does not intend to implement this recommendation.
Compliance with the requirements set forth in the Political Reform Act is the individual
responsibility of each employee (similar to filing an individual tax return). Enforcement
responsibilities are specified in state law. Enforcement does not involve oversight by supervisors
or department heads and that responsibility should not be imposed upon them by City policy.”

The Grand Jury recommends the Redding City Council develop a plan to enforce the adopted
City gift policy.

Redding City Council’s response.: “This recommendation will be implemented by October 31,
2013.”

Follow-up conducted by the current Grand Jury Fiscal Year 2013-2014 with the City of Redding:

The current impaneled Grand Jury conducted a follow-up investigation with the City of
Redding administrative staff to determine if actions for implementing those recommendations
agreed as above were completed. All recommendations and actions agreed upon have been
addressed.

Report: Diploma or Certificate of Completion?

Shasta Union High School District,
Special Education Department Adult Transition Program

This report addressed complaints received from parents of students in the Shasta Union High School
District (SUHSD) Special Education Department’s Adult Transition Program.

The SUHSD Board of Trustees was required to respond to F1 and R1. The Director of Special
Education was requested to respond to F1, F2 and R1 and R2.
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Findings

F1

F2

F3

F4

F5

There has been a lack of communication between SUHSD’s Special Education Department and
the parents/guardians of special needs high school students regarding graduation options
(Diploma vs. Certificate of Completion pathways).

The SUHSD Board of Trustees’ response: “With respect to the required response to the first
finding in the report, the Board acknowledges a communication breakdown between the Shasta
Union High School District’s (SUHSD) Special Education Department and some parents of
special needs high school students regarding graduation options.”

The Director of Special Education’s response: “With respect to the required response to the first
finding in the report, the Special Education Department acknowledges a lack of communication
with some parents/guardians of special education students regarding graduation options. This is
an area where improvement can be made.”

There is no adequate forum for groups of parents/guardians to communicate with the special
education staff on a regular and ongoing basis.

The Director of Special Education’s response: “With respect to the required response to the
second finding in the report, the Special Education Department acknowledges a regular forum
for parents to communicate with special education staff would improve parents understanding of
the special education graduation options and allow them to ask general questions about the
programs available to their students.”

The Adult Transition Program Parents’ Club funds were not managed according to district
policy; however, this has since been rectified.

The SUHSD Board of Trustees was responsive to several of the parents’ concerns, for example
reinstating the use of a van and resuming recycling.

Based on the ratio of staff to students of 1:2 the SUHSD Adult Transition Program is staffed
appropriately when compared to other local school districts.

Recommendations

R1

The Grand Jury recommends that by September 1, 2013 the SUHSD Board of Trustees finalize
the Course of Study Decisions document. It should contain a clear explanation of the outcomes
of choosing the educational pathway leading to a diploma versus the pathway leading to a

certificate of completion. The district should provide it to parents/guardians in a timely fashion.

The SUHSD Board of Trustees’ response: “With respect to the required response to the first
recommendation in the report, the Board agrees communication is a priority and it can always
be improved. The Board has been assured by the Superintendent and the Director of Special
Education that the Course of Study Decisions document, along with other written material (the
Adult Transition Program pamphlet and the Special Education Program Completion Conditions
document) are to be provided to all pertinent parents in a timely fashion. These documents
contain a clear explanation of the pathways leading to a diploma versus the pathway leading to
a certificate of completion.”

13



R2

The Director of Special Education’s response: “With respect to the required response to the first
recommendation in the report, the Special Education Department will distribute to all pertinent
parents during each Individualized Educational Program meeting in the 2013-2014 school year
and beyond, the following documents: Course of Study Decisions document, the Adult
Transition Program pamphlet, the Special Education Local Planning Area, Community Advisory
Committee Parent Handbook and the Special Education Program Completion document.”

The Grand Jury recommends that SUHSD schedule regular meetings between parents/guardians
and the special education staff to address and discuss general concerns beginning at the start of
the next semester.

The Director of Special Education’s response: “With respect to the required response to the
second recommendation in the report, to improve communication the Special Education
Department has taken the following steps: the creation of a district wide phone message and e-
mail system to inform parents of upcoming Special Education Local Planning Area, Community
Advisory Committee, and Area 2 Board workshops and events; connecting parents to Rowell
Family Empowerment (a local parent support agency); the production of a parent newsletter to
be delivered quarterly; and open access to the Director of Special Education at the start of the
next semester during “Back to School Night” in the fall and the “Curriculum Faire” in the
spring, as well as other school functions. Parents will be informed of these functions and
opportunities for an open dialogue regarding the special education program.”

Follow up conducted by the current Grand Jury Fiscal Year 2013-2014 with the Shasta Union
High School District

The current impaneled Grand Jury conducted a follow-up investigation with the Shasta Union
High School District administrative staff to determine if actions for implementing those
recommendations agreed as above were completed. All recommendations and actions agreed
upon have been addressed.

Report: Let There Be Light - At A Discount

Big League Dreams

This report addressed a complaint received from a member of the public concerning the electricity rate
provided to Big League Dreams Redding, LLC by Redding Electric Utility.

The City Council was required to respond to F1, F2 and F3 as well as R2 and R3. The Redding Electric
Utility Director was requested to respond to F1 and F4 as well as R1 and R4.

Findings

F1

The Redding Electric Utility staff report dated September 8, 2011 contained misleading and
inaccurate information which led to misunderstanding as to the savings afforded Big League
Dreams Redding, LLC under the recommended “blended rate” rate.

The City Council’s response: “The respondent agrees with this finding.”
The Redding Electric Utility Director’s response: “The respondent agrees with this finding.”

14



F2

F3

F4

F5

The City Council failed to follow its established procedure concerning its Consent Calendar
when it considered and approved a rate reduction for Big League Dreams Redding, LLC during
its regular meeting on September 20, 2011

The City Council’s response: “The respondent respectfully disagrees with this finding. When
considering the Consent Calendar, City Council members and members of the public are entitled
by law (Brown Act) to comment on individual items on the Consent Calendar. Additionally,
Council Members are permitted to vote no on an item found on the Consent Calendar while
voting to approve the balance of the Consent Calendar. On September 20, 2011, the City
Council of the City of Redding followed its procedures. ”

The City Council failed to respond to a request from a member of the public that the item related
to the electric rate change for Big League Dreams Redding, LLC be taken off the Consent
Calendar and moved to the general agenda.

The City Council’s Response: “The respondent respectfully disagrees with this finding. City
Council Policy 204 states “It shall be the prerogative of any Council Member to pull any agenda
item off the Consent Calendar, and place it on the regular portion of the agenda.” At the
meeting of September 20, 2011, a member of the public spoke on the agenda item regarding the
stadium lighting rate for Big League Dreams. At the end of his dialogue, he requested the
Council to reconsider the item being on the Consent Calendar. Following this comment, no
Council member asked for the item to be removed from the Consent Calendar.”

Redding Electric Utility adjusted the electrical billings for Big League Dreams Redding, LLC
retroactive to June 2011 without specific City Council approval.

The Redding Electric Utility Director’s response: “The respondent agrees with this finding but
notes that the adjustments were within staff authorities.”

The rate reduction afforded Big League Dreams Redding, LLC was in substantial compliance
with the terms of the Big League Dreams Redding, LLC lease agreement.

Recommendations

The Grand Jury recommends:

R1

R2

Redding Electric Utility ensure that all staff reports provided to members of the City Council are
complete and accurate.

The Redding Electric Utility Director’s response: “The Redding Electric Utility staff has
implemented this procedure in the past and will continue to implement this procedure.”

The City Council follow its established procedure and either remove an item from the Consent
Calendar to allow for discussion or allow no separate discussion of that item.

The City Council’s response: “The City Council will partially implement this recommendation
immediately. While the Council has consistently adhered to its policies and procedures and did
so at the subject meeting in 2011, language changes will be made on the agenda to more clearly
describe the Council’s established practice with respect to consideration of the Consent
Calendar. The new language will be as follows:
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R3

R4

Consent Calendar

The Consent Calendar contains items considered routine and/or which have been individually
scrutinized by City Council Members and are anticipated to require no further deliberation. If a
member of the public wishes to address an item on the Consent Calendar, please fill out a
“Speaker Request” form and submit it to the City Clerk before the Consent Calendar is
considered. It shall be the prerogative of any Council Member, before the Consent Calendar is
acted upon, to: (1) comment on an item; (2) respond to any public comment on an item; (3)
request the record reflect an abstention or nay vote on an item; or (4) remove an item and place
it on the Regular portion of the agenda for delivery of a staff report and/or an extended
discussion or deliberation.”

The City Council respond to and verbally approve or disallow any request from the public that an
item on the Consent Calendar be moved to the general agenda.

The City Council’s response: “The recommendation will not be implemented. City Council
Policy 204 states “It shall be the prerogative of any Council member to pull any agenda item off
the Consent Calendar, and place it on the regular portion of the agenda. Should a member of the
public request an item to be removed from the Consent Calendar, it is the prerogative of any
individual Council Member to grant said request. A new policy requiring the Council as a body
to act would actually be more restrictive than the current practice.”

Redding Electric Utility fully inform the City Council and the public whenever any significant
retroactive rate reduction is afforded any large commercial customer.

The Redding Electric Utility Director’s response: “The respondent will implement this
recommendation immediately.”

Follow-up conducted by the current Grand Jury Fiscal Year 2013-2014 with the City of Redding:

The current impaneled Grand Jury conducted a follow-up investigation with the City of
Redding administrative staff to determine if actions for implementing those recommendations
agreed as above were completed. All recommendations and actions agreed upon have been
addressed.
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Not in my backyard! ¢ |

CODE VIOLATION MANAGEMENT

SUMMARY

The Shasta County Grand Jury received a complaint regarding the ability of Shasta County to enforce its
Medical Marijuana Ordinance and the untimeliness of the County to follow up on building and land use
code violations. After we began an investigation, the Shasta County Board of Supervisors revised the
Medical Marijuana Cultivation Ordinance. Subsequently, the revised ordinance qualified for a ballot
measure. To avoid any involvement in the political process, the Grand Jury limited its investigation to
general code enforcement for land use and building violations.

As of March 25, 2014, there were 1,728 open and unresolved building and land use code enforcement
cases dating back to 1997. This report highlights the need for increased management and oversight of
code enforcement. Based on complaints and news articles, the Grand Jury became concerned that the
County does not effectively enforce its adopted rules and regulations. Our recommendations include the
establishment of protocols and procedures to address the backlog and to manage the current and future
workload

BACKGROUND

The County’s code enforcement process pertains only to privately owned land in the unincorporated
area, and to County-owned land and easements anywhere within the County. State and federal lands are
excluded, as is land within incorporated cities. According to the County General Plan, the County is
responsible for code enforcement on 2,197 square miles of privately owned land or 58.2 percent of the
land area within Shasta County.

The overall intent of code enforcement is to protect property from uses or activities that will impact
people’s investments and to allow neighbors to safely coexist. These rules and regulations are adopted
to prevent or solve problems or to meet mandates from federal or state agencies. Zoning, grading,
subdivision, environment, building codes, signage, and fire safety regulations are intended to prevent the
use of property for illegal activities or unsafe or unpermitted structures.

The County enforces only the rules for land use that it adopts or those that are mandated by state or
federal agencies. It does not enforce the rules of incorporated cities, nor does it enforce tract
restrictions, property owner association’s rules and regulations or lease agreements between an owner
and a tenant.
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APPROACH
The Grand Jury:

e reviewed Shasta County ordinances pertaining to building and land use code enforcement;
e reviewed Shasta County budgets for 2012-13 and 2013-14;

» reviewed code violation files;

« reviewed media reports;

e reviewed information available on the County website related to this topic;

e interviewed the complainant;

e interviewed County staff involved with managing and funding code enforcement; and

e interviewed a Shasta County Supervisor.

DISCUSSION

In Shasta County, building and land use code enforcement is assigned to the Department of Resource
Management under the supervision of the Building Official and the department’s Director. The
exception to this concerns the cultivation of medical marijuana, where Shasta County assigned co-
enforcement responsibilities to the Sheriff.

The Department of Resource Management consists of five divisions including Planning, Building, Air
Quality, Environmental Health and Community Education. Within the Department of Resource
Management, the Building Official has day-to-day oversight and management of code enforcement.

The County relies on building code inspectors to perform code enforcement along with their other duties
related to building permits. A building code inspector approves construction progress so that it meets
minimum building code and land use requirements. As building activity increases, non-building code
enforcement takes a back seat, except for persistent complaints or safety issues. When the volume of
building construction inspections is high, other code enforcement is deferred.
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Only four of the Resource Management Department’s seven building inspector positions are currently
filled. One of these four positions has been vacant for nine months (at the time of this report) because
the employee is on medical leave. This position was left vacant without bringing in temporary help to
offset the loss of work hours. As of January 2014, there is one inspector for medical marijuana code
enforcement, and two for both building inspection and general code enforcement. According to the
department, excluding the building inspector assigned to medical marijuana, on average only 2.4% of
the building inspectors’ time is spent on code enforcement. The remainder of the inspectors’ time is
spent on building inspection.

The number of County building inspectors rises and falls with construction activity as these positions are
funded by revenues from building permits. Beginning in 2007, three of the seven building inspectors
were let go as a result of the recession. Along with the loss of building inspectors, there was a
corresponding drop in enforcement. Shasta County is having difficulty recruiting and retaining building
inspectors due to wage disparities with other jurisdictions (e.g., Tehama County and the City of
Redding). The department is currently advertising to fill these vacant positions.

The Resource Management Department is supported by the Office of County Counsel, which assists in
prosecuting violations and represents County staff in compliance hearings. The Board of Supervisors
has the ultimate responsibility to enforce regulations, fund code enforcement and make sure its
regulations are reasonable. The County Executive Officer is responsible for submitting a budget for
code enforcement for the Board’s consideration as part of the County Budget. County administrators
stated to the Grand Jury that the top priority for the County General Fund is public safety. It was further
stated that public safety becomes an issue when a violation results in health and safety issues for
neighbors and/or the environment.

A building inspector’s training is primarily related to building codes, but does not include all the codes
they are expected to enforce. When a code violation crosses into the province of another department, an
inspector may not have the necessary expertise and must seek support from someone in the department
that handles permits for the affected area. This could also involve other agencies such as California Fish
and Game or the California Regional Water Quality Control Board where there are overlapping areas of
responsibility.

What is the Code Enforcement Process?

The County’s process is complaint driven. A complaint can come from a property owner, another
agency or department, or a County Supervisor acting on behalf of a citizen. The complaint must be
received in writing before it is assigned for investigation and confirmation by a building inspector.

Code enforcement can occur quickly, or it can be time consuming and costly. Compliance depends
upon the reaction of the property owner. The County first seeks the owner’s voluntary compliance by
citing applicable codes, rather than assessing fines or going to court to abate the violation. There is a
distinction between voluntary compliance and enforced compliance. Figure 1 on the following page
illustrates the County’s code enforcement process as of December 2013.
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Figure 1-Code Enforcement Flow Chart
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Source: Resource Management Department, December 2013

After receiving a complaint, a building inspector is assigned and sent to the site to determine if a
violation exists. If a violation is confirmed, a warning notice is then sent that explains the violation and
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asks the owner to bring the property into compliance within a specified deadline. This initial warning
notice starts the formal process. If the violation is not resolved, a notice to abate is sent that again asks
for compliance. Recently, the County began to record a notice of violation when it sends the notice to
abate, so future prospective buyers of the property will be aware there is a problem that needs to be
resolved before they purchase. This procedure is not reflected in the flow chart in Figure 1.
Occasionally, an individual who is notified of a violation will apply for permits without intending to
comply with County code. If and/or when the owner complies and remedies the violation, the case is
closed.

Several staff members noted the desirable time to resolve a violation would be 60 days or less, but they
indicated it more likely takes 90 days or more to gain voluntary compliance. When the County chooses
to utilize the abatement process (the process to remove the violation) as shown on Figure 1, it can take
up to nine months before resolution. If building staff cannot resolve a violation, the matter is sent to the
County Counsel’s office to start abatement. In 2013 alone, there were about 125 violations referred for
abatement.

Under County Code Section 1.12.050(B) (5), a property owner may contest a fine or other penalty
through an administrative hearing process. The County uses an independent hearing officer to hear
these cases. There is no appeal fee for someone using this procedure; in some cases, it is used to stall
cleanup of the violation. Ultimately, an owner can appeal to the Board of Supervisors. An owner who
still disputes the decision can also seek relief at the Superior Court.

Under section 16.04.150(D) of the Shasta County Code, the County can charge double fees for building
permits as a penalty to resolve building violations. For other violations, Chapter 1.12 of the County
Code allows the County to impose an administrative fine or penalty for each violation and for each day
of the violation. The amount of these fines is established by Section 25132 of the California
Government Code. The County also issues citations and levies fines as a means of enforcement. When
a fine is not paid, a lien may be placed on the property and a violation is not removed from active status
until all fines are paid. Once the property is in lien status, the collection is handled by the Tax Collector.
The County also may record a notice of violation which will appear in the title report on the property.

The County also enters into stipulated agreements in lieu of abatement. These agreements are written
contracts that set a deadline for a person to resolve the violation. Failure to comply is a breach of
contract and can result in penalties, fines and levies on the property.

What is the Volume of Code Enforcement Activity?

As of March 25, 2014, there are 1,728 open cases dating back to 1997. Of the 1,728 open cases,
Resource Management was unable to provide how many of those cases were in lien status. Within the
past five years, 783 cases were opened; 334 were opened six to ten years ago; and 611 were opened over
ten years ago. In total since 1997, the County has received 7,245 complaints and has resolved 5,517, or
76.1%. This includes all types of violations.

Figure 2 on the next page depicts the code enforcement activity that has occurred within the last ten
years. The trend over this period shows an increase in the number of unresolved violations.
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Figure 2- Code Enforcement 2004-2013

Year 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Complaints 514 547 536 471 450 363 384 320 382 402
Not Valid 22 7 4 15 12 4 2 0 4 4
Citation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Abated 5 11 16 12 8 3 5 6 25 61
Resolved 458 482 457 354 321 249 258 178 163 103
Unresolved 29 47 59 90 109 107 119 136 190 231

Source: County Department of Resource Management, December 2013.

Resource Management expressed particular concern about the impact of the number of medical
marijuana violations. Beginning in 2013, the number of land use violations due to medical marijuana
represents an amount equal to about one-half of a normal year’s worth of code enforcement activity.
Medical marijuana violations often include multiple violations such as illegal occupancy, sewage
disposal and water diversion.

The statistics provided by the County do not lend themselves to easy analysis. The complaints are not

shown by type of violation. Building, zoning, signage, sewage disposal, grading and property division
violations are not delineated; they are combined, and it is not clear what is driving the workload. What
is clear in this data is the number of complaints and violations that have been left unresolved for a long
period of time.

The Grand Jury reviewed a random sampling of unresolved cases in active status. The cases are
recorded on hard copy and contain a summary sheet of actions taken by staff. Supporting documents are
posted to the file to track what has occurred on each case. On the cases reviewed, the summary
narratives indicated that follow-up actions were needed and/or specific follow up dates were posted. We
noted that follow up actions by staff were either non-existent or untimely with several cases not being
handled for follow up for three years or more. None of the cases we looked at had an entry or indication
that a supervisor or manager had reviewed the case to ensure that appropriate actions were taken.

The County operates on the side of avoiding higher cost procedures when attempting to gain
compliance. County Code Section 1.12.030(A) states, “Every enforcing officer may use administrative
processes such as notices of non-compliance, warning letters, stop orders, or cease and desist orders in
lieu of or prior to enforcing any provision of this code if the officer determines that the process may
result in compliance with this code at less expense to the county.” It is unclear if keeping costs down
pursuant to this policy has contributed to the backlog of unresolved violations. Whatever the reason for
the backlog, neighbors must tolerate the ongoing violations.

The Permits Plus software used by county staff limits the data that can be produced to manage code
violations and the categories it allows them to track. There is also an inability to link permit issuance to
existing data files in other departments. As a result, staff must manually search files for outstanding
violations. It is noted that modern permit software would allow better tracking of permits and
violations.

The inability to do effective code enforcement is due to the lack of sufficient staff, adequate software
and a time-intensive enforcement process. The extended leave of absence for one building inspector
exacerbated this problem. The County partially addressed the problem by hiring a full-time code
enforcement officer (a building inspector) to deal with medical marijuana cultivation.
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What does Code Enforcement Cost?

Most of the funding for code enforcement comes from the County General Fund. Occasionally, the
County levies a fine or puts a lien on property after going through the expense of resolving a violation.

Neither the Board of Supervisors nor budget preparation staff receives a written quarterly or annual
report on code enforcement activity. Consequently, they do not know the volume of activity prior to
their annual budget consideration. Code enforcement work is currently spread among three building
inspectors, the Building Official and a secretary or clerk. Even though by training, the new code
enforcement officer is a building inspector, he is assigned only to medical marijuana enforcement.
Other costs associated with code enforcement include support from the County Counsel’s Office, the
Sheriff’s Department and the Auditor/Tax Collector. In addition, the County contracts for a hearing
officer, and must pay the officer’s travel expenses from Sacramento. The County also pays the costs
associated with serving warrants and court orders. The costs of code enforcement are absorbed in the
various department budgets, but are not identified as code enforcement related; thus, the County’s full
cost for code enforcement is unclear.

Code enforcement cases referred to County Counsel are estimated to cost about $2,000 per case. For the
approximately 125 cases referred in 2013, this amounts to approximately $250,000 for the year. This
figure excludes the costs of cleanup and debris removal. In cases where an owner has caused or allowed
a significant violation to occur, the County must front the cost of cleanup if the violator does not have
the financial means or is uncooperative. For dumps and other high cost cleanup sites, the costs become
problematic for the County and cleanup may have to wait for future funding. These costs are funded by
the General Fund.

The County budget is unclear as to the total cost of code enforcement for all departments involved. The
Fiscal Year 2013-14 budget for the entire Building Division is $1,473,935. The budget message reflects
$174,205 for two full-time building inspectors assigned to code enforcement activities and cleanup of
nuisance sites, but does not show the cost for all departments and personnel involved. Although code
enforcement costs are absorbed within other departments, their budgets do not show the costs of code
enforcement.

FINDINGS
The Grand Jury finds that:

F1.  the lack of timely application of the County’s current code enforcement process has contributed
to the existing backlog of cases. As of March 25, 2014, the County has a backlog of 1,728
building and land use code violations, of which 611 are over ten years old;

F2.  there is a lack of specific timelines for the steps within the code enforcement process (Figure 1).
As a result, the County does not conduct timely follow-up action to move cases to conclusion;

F3.  the County’s permit tracking system (Permits Plus) is not providing enough information to
clearly understand the type and the nature of the violations occurring within the County or which
open cases still need remediation;

F4.  the Board of Supervisors cannot provide effective oversight of the code enforcement process
because it does not receive written reports regarding code enforcement activities and statistics;
and

F5.  the total cost of code enforcement is not clear from the County Budget.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The Grand Jury recommends that:

R1.

R2.

R3.

RA4.

R5.

the County develop a focus and commitment to resolving the backlog of existing violations by
adopting a policy within 90 days that will require Resource Management staff to evaluate and
prioritize violations;

the Board of Supervisors, the County Executive Officer and the Director of Resource
Management work together to establish specific timelines for implementation of code
enforcement measures, and that this be accomplished by January 1, 2015;

the County assess the capabilities of its current permit tracking system to determine if it is able to
allow managerial oversight of the code violation process. If it is found inadequate, Resource
Management staff submit to the Board of Supervisors a proposal to obtain an appropriate permit
tracking software system for consideration as part of the budget process. This software should
include the ability for staff in all affected departments to view outstanding violations prior to
building and land use permits being issued;

a quarterly written report be submitted to the County Executive Officer and the Board of
Supervisors, beginning October 1, 2014, showing the progress made on resolving the backlog of
violations. An annual written report be submitted to the County Board of Supervisors and
County Executive Officer, prior to budget consideration, classifying the nature and type of
violations and backlogs of cases; and

beginning in Fiscal Year 2014-2015, there be separate cost accounting of both expenditures and
revenues associated with code enforcement so that the true cost to the general public and County
may be calculated, including the costs from all departments that are involved in code
enforcement activities.

REQUIRED RESPONSES

the Shasta County Board of Supervisors as to F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 and R1, R2, R3, R4, R5.

REQUESTED RESPONSES

the County Executive Officer as to F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 and R1, R2, R3, R4, R5;
the Director of Resource Management as F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 and R1, R2, R3, R4, R5.
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REDDING AREA BUS AUTHORITY
SUMMARY

For many people in Shasta County, the Redding Area Bus Authority (RABA) is an essential service
upon which they rely for daily transportation or for transportation to obtain needed services. This report
provides an overview of RABA, explores issues RABA faces today and makes recommendations
regarding board meeting schedules, citizen participation, use of technology, exploring partnerships, and
posting of bus schedules.
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BACKGROUND

RABA provides a much needed service to those in our community who are dependent upon public
transit. RABA, which is getting close to its 33rd anniversary of operation, is currently reviewing its
routes and Mission Statement based upon its route analysis and a ridership survey. Whether major or
minor changes will ensue is unknown; however, it represents a constructive look at the system and its
focus in 2014.

The Shasta County Grand Jury investigated the Redding Area Bus Authority in 1997-98 and in 2006-07.
Since the 2006-07 report made specific recommendations and RABA subsequently engaged in a major
marketing effort, we decided to see what has changed in this multi-jurisdictional partnership. It should
be noted that we have not received any complaints regarding RABA.
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APPROACH
The Grand Jury:

e reviewed past Grand Jury reports, recommendations and responses;

e reviewed information available on the RABA and Shasta Regional Transportation Agency
(SRTA) websites;

e attended a RABA workshop in November, 2013;

e reviewed recent RABA Working Papers, the 2013 system-wide map, recent staff reports to the
RABA Board and its most recent Financial Statements;

¢ interviewed RABA staff and a board member;

e interviewed a representative of SRTA;

e reviewed the Shasta County 2013-14 Unmet Transit Needs Assessment and the draft of the 2014-
15 Unmet Transit Needs Assessment;

e rode the bus;

¢ visited the RABA Maintenance Facility and several transit stops;

e reviewed staff reports to SRTA; and

e reviewed the contract with the current bus operator.

DISCUSSION

The following discussion provides an overview of RABA at the beginning of 2014. It is organized by
topic to build an understanding of RABA and the current and long range issues RABA is facing.

What is RABA and how it is managed?

RABA was formed in 1976 as a joint powers agency by the County of Shasta and the City of Redding.
In 1997, Anderson and Shasta Lake joined the joint powers agency as members. Redding is the lead
agency providing staff and management services to RABA. The RABA Board currently consists of
eight members as follows:

one member from the Anderson City Council;

one member from the City of Shasta Lake City Council;
five members of the Redding City Council; and

one member of the Shasta County Board of Supervisors.

RABA is not a special district nor is it a city. It does not have taxing or police powers. Its income comes
from fares, advertising revenue and grants or allocations from the SRTA.

The RABA Board meets on the third Monday of each month. Fifty-two percent of the Board’s regular
meetings have been canceled over the last four years as shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1 — Board Meetings

Year 2010 2011 2012 2013
Regular meetings held 5 6 6 6
Regular meetings canceled 7 6 6 6
Special meetings held 2 2 3 1

Source: RABA Website

As reflected above, RABA has held one or two special meetings each year in order to accomplish
business. The stated reason for the number of cancellations is a lack of agenda items.

How is RABA operated?

RABA operates a public bus service by contract as a public/private partnership. In this arrangement
RABA owns the buses, fleet facility, bus and transit stops and related equipment. RABA contracts the
operation and maintenance of the buses to a private operator. The current operator is Veolia
Transportation Services, Inc. (Veolia). Veolia provides drivers, maintenance and supervisory personnel
for the day to day operation of the fleet. In short, Veolia keeps the buses running, keeps them clean and
operates them to meet the service goals set up by the contract.

The Veolia contract was entered into as a three year contract in 2011, after a competitive bidding
process, and may be extended for up to an additional four years through two year extensions which are
subject to mutual agreement by the RABA Board and Veolia. The 2013-14 cost of this contract is
$3,591,300 and consists of two components:

o fixed cost at $135,895 per month ($1,630,740 per year);
e variable cost at $27.23 per hour x 72,000 vehicle service hours ($1,960,560 per year).

The fixed cost covers Veolia’s operation and maintenance. The variable cost tracks the actual service
hours the buses are driven each year. In addition to the contract cost, RABA also funds the cost of fuel,
supplies, City personnel, transit studies, vehicle replacement, and related incidental costs in the amount
of $2,452,320 for a total projected operating cost of $6,043,620 in 2013-14. The major change in the
budget from the prior fiscal year to the current year is that the expenditures for capital outlay have
dropped. Operating costs are essentially flat. RABA operates on a balanced budget of revenues to
expenditures.

What services does RABA provide and where?

RABA is serving an area of about 100 square miles with a population of about 117,500 persons with
four levels of service. The service area of RABA extends from the south end of Anderson to Summit
City to the north, from Shasta College to the east and to Buenaventura Boulevard in Redding to the west.

The first and biggest level of service is the Fixed Route system using 27 to 33 seat passenger buses.
RABA currently operates 10 fixed routes using 16 buses. Each month the Fixed Route system carries
nearly 70,000 riders including 2,500 riders in wheelchairs in addition to those carried in Demand
Response.
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The second level of service is the Demand Response system that RABA operates to meet Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. The system utilizes 20 smaller buses or vans to pick up
disabled passengers and their aides within three-quarters of a mile of fixed routes. Demand Response
carries 4,642 riders each month. The seating capacity of these vehicles is 12-18 persons depending upon
how many wheelchairs are on board at any one time. Demand Response covers about 75 square miles
of the RABA service area, and RABA tries to group riders to combine trips. Based on discussions with
RABA and SRTA staff, there may be some opportunities to explore cost savings in Demand Response
type services where service providers have overlapping service areas.

The third level of service is Express Routes. Currently, there is an Express Route to the Burney area.
The Burney Express had about 505 riders per month or about 0.75 percent of the RABA ridership in
2011-12. The Burney Express uses two vans; seating capacity depends upon the number of wheelchairs.

There are also local express routes to Shasta College, IASCO at the Municipal Airport, Simpson
University and the Redding School of the Arts. In the past, Express Routes to Shingletown and
Cottonwood were offered. Whether additional Express Routes are restored or added will be a function of
unmet needs assessments and partnerships that help underwrite the cost of service.

The fourth level of service is to contract for service to events, e.g., bus service to parking areas for Kool
April Nights at the Civic Auditorium or the Old Peddlers Faire in Old Shasta. Revenues from this
service are nominal and do not show a significant opportunity to increase revenue or service.

Bus operators in Lassen, Modoc and Trinity Counties also run buses to the RABA Intermodal depot in
downtown Redding. This enables the riders to obtain services available in the Redding area. These are
not funded by SRTA, but may afford multi-county opportunities for joint ridership along State highways
within the county that have not been discussed.

How is RABA funded?

Only a small portion of the costs for RABA is paid by its customers. RABA raised just 17.39 % of its
overall operating cost from fares in fiscal year 2012-2013. However, each type of service generates a
different level of revenue as shown below:

e Fixed Routes generate a 19.67 % fare box return;
e Demand Response generates a 12.01 % fare box return; and
e the Express routes generate a 13.56 % fare box return.

The most expensive service is Demand Response, and that service has the greatest subsidy per
passenger. The return on Fixed Routes varies by route. Routes that have high student usage perform
better at the fare box than routes with low student usage.

Apart from fares, funding to operate RABA comes from several sources including interest on
investments, rentals, advertising and grants. By far and away the biggest source of income is the State
Transportation Development Act (TDA) which is a one-quarter cent State Sales Tax that is allocated
back to counties for public transit and street maintenance. To a lesser extent, Federal Transit
Development Act funds are also important. Both of these funds provide both operating and capital
funds for RABA capital improvements and fleet purchases. Figure 2 shows the projected revenues for
2013-14 by funding source.
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Figure 2 — Projected Revenues — 2013-14

Fiscal Year 2013-14

Revenue Source Operating | Capital Total
Fares — Fixed Route $ 700,000 $0| $700,000
Fares — Demand Response 195,000 0 195,000
Fares — Burney Express 25,000 0 25,000
Misc. RABA income 103,000 0 103,000
Overall Work Program(SRTA) 61,680 0 61,680
State TDA 3,597,900 | 468,628 | 4,066,528
Federal TDA 750,000 41,712 791,712
Shasta County 100,700 0 100,700
Total $ 5,533,280 | $510,340 | $ 6,043,620

Source: RABA Website/Board Memos

Compared to the prior year, operating revenues are essentially flat. Capital expenditures vary with
needs and grant cycles. In the case of RABA this is mainly bus or van replacement and transit stop
improvements. The Overall Work Program funding shown above is from SRTA and is used for staff
and consulting work for studies and plans. The Shasta County funding is for the Burney Express
contract.

RABA obtains transit funding through SRTA based on a cost formula developed in 1993 by local
agencies. SRTA is the vehicle used by State and Federal agencies to distribute transportation funds to
agencies within Shasta County. Once all other transit revenue is exhausted, any remaining State TDA
funds can be used for maintenance of streets and roads. Any change in the RABA cost sharing formula
directly affects available funding for streets and roads and the ability of RABA members to meet their
transit obligations.

Public transit is expensive given the hours of operation and the area being served. RABA’s affordability
and level of service are determined by the funds available. Service planning is based upon a funding
formula established 21 years ago and the annual needs assessment prepared by SRTA. The annual
needs assessment sets forth each jurisdiction’s unmet transit needs and obligations along with a
minimum fare box goal to meet based on state and federal guidelines. There is some discussion at
SRTA on whether or not the formula is still valid, but a conclusion has not been reached.

Who uses RABA?

Working Papers Nos. 1 and 2 prepared for RABA by Mobility Planners, a consultant, provide some
insight into RABA’s ridership based on interviews of a sample of RABA riders in October 2012. Again,
this is a sample and actual rider profiles may differ; however, the following are noteworthy observations
from the Working Papers:

e Most of RABA’s riders are dependent upon public transportation. The majority (58%) have
neither a car nor a driver’s license, while another 33% lack either a car or a driver’s license. In
short, 91% do not have the ability to drive themselves.

e The majority of riders have household incomes of less than $15,000 per year.

e People riding RABA’s buses do so on a regular basis, and 66% of riders use RABA four or more
days per week.

e Nearly two-thirds of RABA’s riders (64%) use more than one bus to complete a one-way trip,
45% use two buses and 19% use three buses to get to their destination.

29



e About 27% of RABA’s riders are employed full-time, 3% have part-time employment and 10%
are unemployed.

e Students comprise 35% of ridership with 51% of those going to Shasta College.

e Disabled persons comprise 16% of ridership.

Retirees comprise 10% of ridership.

Seniors comprise 3% of ridership.

Only about 9% of riders had both a driver’s license and a car.

Over half of riders are using RABA to commute to work or school.

Only 40% of RABA’s riders use RABA’s website for information.

Fixed Routes carry about 93% of all riders, Demand Response carries about 7% of all riders, and

the Burney Express carries less than one percent of all riders.

e Students comprise 92% of the Burney Express Riders.

What stands out is that RABA’s riders are highly dependent upon RABA to meet their transportation
needs. Affordability is a key issue to many riders. Whether or not people are making decisions on
where to live based on RABA routes is unknown. Once a route is established it is difficult to adjust, as
changing the routes will impact riders by making access to service either easier or harder.

What are current trends in RABA ridership?

Fixed Route ridership has increased significantly over the last three years and Demand Response
ridership has declined as RABA has tightened up eligibility requirements. These changes occurred at
the same time as RABA reduced its marketing budget. Overall, Fixed Route buses have an average
utilization of 60% during the course of a day, fuller at peak times and nearly empty at other times. Some
routes have heavier use than others.

Figure 3 below shows ridership for the last three fiscal years by type of service.

Figure 3 — Ridership Trends

Fixed Route/ Demand
Fiscal Year Express Response % Change Total
Ridership % Change Ridership Ridership
2010-11 665,246 1.1 61,848 -4.4 717,094
2011-12 755,396 13.6 56,951 -7.9 812,347
2012-13 807,894 6.9 55,699 -2.2 863,593

Source: 2011 and 2012 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for RABA, and August 6, 2013 staff report to the RABA
Board.

Route planning and public input

Route planning is a continuous and ongoing effort by RABA with Short Range Transit Plans being the
forum for more extensive reviews of routes and service levels. RABA held workshops with customers
in 2013. While the workshops provide feedback to staff, they may not be reflective of the opinions of
the service area as a whole or all riders. They are focused on the few riders that show up and the
individual impact of changes upon them. RABA does not have a standing citizen advisory panel to
review or suggest actions to be considered. RABA staff noted that the Social Services Transportation
Committee of SRTA provides citizen input; however, according to the SRTA staff, this committee is
primarily influenced by social service advocates and does not represent the community as a whole.
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The primary growth opportunities for RABA are seniors and students, particularly college, vocational
school, high school and middle school students. Not all schools are served or are within reasonable
walking distance of existing routes. According to staff, routes funded in part by businesses, churches or
public agencies would be given high consideration if proposed.

As part of the route analysis, RABA is exploring ways to move people using Express Routes where
there are enough passengers to support the service between designated transit stops. The advantage of
this, according to staff, is that Express Routes do not have to have the three-quarter mile Demand
Response zone around them. Thus, Express Routes allow more timely service from point to point at the
expense of a few riders in rural areas and avoid expanding the area required to be served by Demand
Response.

What issues does RABA face?

RABA is looking at changing its Mission Statement to focus on those who are transit dependent rather
than trying to get motorists to change to RABA. RABA staff has identified multiple issues that they
need to address in updating its Mission Statement/business focus. These include:

e alarge area to cover with generally low to moderate residential densities;

e Dbus schedules that make people wait a long time and discourage casual ridership because of
extended routes, multiple transfers and the size of the area being serviced;

e insufficient funds to extend service hours and/or add Sunday service;

e use of personal vehicles for most people is more convenient than using RABA, thus limiting the
number of potential customers;

e anongoing need to increase ridership to keep up with operating cost increases;

e the conflict between running RABA as a cost effective operation while recognizing that it is also
a social service for many who are limited in their ability to pay;

e maintaining customer satisfaction and community support;

e meeting Federal ADA requirements for Demand Response at a much higher cost per rider than
occurs for Fixed Routes;

e geographic choke points, including the Sacramento River, Interstate 5 and the railroad which
provide east-west barriers to more direct ridership; and

e making use of newer technology to help manage the system and help riders use the system.

Currently, riders have to rely on published schedules which cannot reflect delays en-route due to
passenger volume, access difficulties, vehicle breakdowns or traffic delays. Route maps and posted
arrival times are not available at all transit stops, nor are they available at all identified locations as
stated on RABA’s website. Based on the RABA survey, a majority of riders do not use the RABA
website to obtain route information.

The last issue in the list above relates to using Global Positioning Satellites (GPS) to track buses for on-
time performance and to let customers know when the bus will arrive. Services Section 5.110f the
Performance Standards in the bus operator’s contract indicates that RABA can use GPS that is
independent of the bus operator to verify on-time performance. GPS technology can let both RABA and
the bus operator see where the buses are at any given time. Smart phone applications can also let riders
track in real time when a bus will arrive at a bus stop. RABA currently relies on the bus operator to
track on-time performance. GPS technology can be used either as a stand-alone unit or integrated with
the fare box system to monitor bus performance. If integrated with the fare box, technology can also
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track where and how many people get on or off a bus and also track transfers in order to get a better
estimate of how many people actually use the system on a daily basis.

FINDINGS

The Grand Jury finds that:

F1.  because 52% of the regular Board meetings are cancelled, the public’s ability to monitor RABA
Board activity is compromised,

F2.  RABA does not have broad based citizen input to reflect the community as a whole;

F3.  the on-time tracking of buses is done by the bus operator and is not verified by RABA;

F4.  there is potential for greater coordination of Demand Response type services within Shasta
County and potential for partnerships with buses running along state highways from out of
county;

F5.  bus schedules and route maps were not available to the extent stated on the RABA website which
inhibits casual ridership and ability of riders to use the system;

F6.  RABA cannot keep pace with operating cost increases without increasing ridership, raising rates,
cutting service or a combination of these actions; and

F7.  RABA continues to look for efficiencies in operating its Fixed Routes.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Grand Jury recommends that:

R1.
R2.

R3.

R4.

RS5.

RG6.

RABA change its by-laws to hold bi-monthly or quarterly meetings;

whenever route changes are proposed, or at least every two or three years, RABA appoint an ad
hoc committee representing business, social service agencies, riders, non-riders, and
governmental agencies to review community issues related to RABA over a set time period.
This committee’s membership should reflect the divergent views of the community as a whole,
not just riders and social service agencies, and provide a public forum for discussion of RABA
issues and possible changes;

RABA incorporate GPS technology to track buses for on-time performance before the next bus
operator contract extension;

RABA develop partnerships that benefit RABA and its customers in the areas of Demand
Response and regional bus service with SRTA that could help reduce operating costs;

within one year, RABA needs to have bus arrival times posted at locations used by its riders and
update the information on locations stated on the website where schedules and maps are
available and insure distribution of and post schedules and maps at service agencies, schools,
high volume rider destinations and transit stops; and

RABA explore partnerships to help increase ridership.

REQUIRED RESPONSE

The RABA Board as to F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6 and R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, and R6
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Calling all cars.... %

CALLS FOR POLICE SERVICE AND RESPONSE

SUMMARY

The Grand Jury investigated the process and protocols regarding how calls for services are received
from citizens and the resulting response by the Redding and Anderson Police Departments. This report
is limited to these two police departments. We received complaints stating that some calls do not result
in a response and/or a report being written. Included in the investigation was how the Shasta Area
Safety Communications Agency (SHASCOM) interacts with and manages calls from the public to the
Redding Police Department (RPD) and the Anderson Police Department (APD).

It was found that the length of time it takes an officer to arrive on the scene after a call for service is
received is the result of:

e the policies and procedures employed by SHASCOM as established by the local police
departments involved;

e the number of calls directed to the officer at any given time;

e the availability of officers; and

e the nature of the incident.

For the public who need to report a crime but do not require personal contact by an officer, RPD
developed an “online reporting” system to report non-emergency incidents. This enables the public to
report non-emergency incidents that they want logged or investigated at the RPD police website:
www.reddingpolice.org.

Law enforcement personnel stated that the computer system presently used to gather and analyze crime
statistics cannot interpret all the information currently available to enable optimal use of staff and
resources. RPD and APD are currently developing a joint proposal to acquire a modern system which
would allow for better collection of crime data and more efficient use of police resources. We also found
that the volume of calls received by SHASCOM does not correspond to the crime statistics publicly
reported by the Bureau of Crime Statistics. This is because the Bureau of Crime Statistics only reports
specific types of crimes.
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BACKGROUND

We wanted to know what happens when a 911 call is received by SHASCOM. SHASCOM is the
consolidated 911 emergency response agency serving Shasta County. It receives and dispatches calls
for law enforcement and other emergency services, including calls for the Redding and Anderson Police
Departments. The 911 calls are prioritized by SHASCOM dispatchers, who then transmit the
information to officers on the street. Because of this, the officers have limited control over the calls to
which they respond.

Complainants stated that their trust in law enforcement is undermined when they do not understand why
some calls generate action and others do not. They questioned why it took so long for the police officer
to arrive and how it was determined whether a report would be written.

The Grand Jury decided to investigate these concerns to provide a description of the procedures
established by RPD and APD for SHASCOM.

APPROACH

The Shasta Grand Jury:

interviewed complainants;

reviewed Policy and Procedure Manuals for the cities of Redding and Anderson;
reviewed RPD General Order F-10.13 (the “do not respond list”);

examined crime statistics for the cities of Redding and Anderson;

reviewed the incident report numbers from SHASCOM for 2011, 2012, 2013;
interviewed representatives of Redding and Anderson police departments;
interviewed SHASCOM staff;

toured the SHASCOM facility;

observed the SHASCOM call center receiving and assigning calls; and
reviewed Redding’s online reporting website: (www.reddingpolice.org).
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DISCUSSION

The Redding and Anderson Police Departments’ ability to respond to calls for service is directly related
to available manpower. At any given time, RPD has between five to twelve officers plus supervisors
and APD has three officers plus supervisors on duty to respond to calls for service. This coverage can
change if officers are out due to illness or injuries. Officers on injury leave can be off for an extended
amount of time. Consequently, there may be fewer officers on shift at any given time or officers may be
required to work additional hours to handle the areas of patrol.

Taking into consideration the number of officers available for duty at any given time and the volume of
calls that are occurring, it is essential that there be an organized and efficient system for response to calls
for police service. In order to accomplish this, a call protocol system has been established by the police
departments for SHASCOM’s use. The objective is to ensure that service to the public will be based on
priority of need. Because of the volume of calls and the number of officers available, RPD has
identified civil issues to which officers will not respond. This “do not respond” list is used by
SHASCOM to manage response priorities.

The types of calls to which Redding police will not respond are stated in RPD General Order F-10.13:

1. Child custody court order violations;

2. Overdue vehicle complaints (vehicles that have been borrowed or rented and were
not returned at the appointed time.);

3. Incorrigible juveniles, unless there is associated violence;

4. (Citizen’s request for) extra patrols (unless required by a supervisor);

5. Found property with a value of less than $100, unless it contains personal ID such as
driver’s license, credit cards, etc.;

6. Civil advice on non-criminal matters.
(Words in italics added for clarity.)

APD does not currently have a “do not respond list” but is in the process of developing one.
SHASCOM’s protocols for receiving and assigning calls.

In 2013, SHASCOM received a total of 120,040 calls. Each generated an “incident report” number for
the responding police department. An incident report number is assigned every time a person calls 911
or uses the police business line to report a crime, get advice, or report a traffic collision. In addition, if
an officer stops to talk to a suspicious person, conducts a traffic stop, or reports out for a building check
or a suspicious vehicle check, an incident report is generated.

Some activities result in the assignment of “case numbers.” In 2013 RPD handled 96,617 incidents that

resulted in 90,930 case numbers. The APD handled 23,423 incidents which generated 20,137 case
numbers. Figure 1 illustrates the volume of incidents and case numbers for the last three years.

35



Figure 1

Year 2011 2012 2013
Incidents Case #’s Incidents Case #’s Incidents Case #’s
Redding 104,763 83,526 112,537 91,101 96,617 90,930
Anderson 25,365 22,275 24,172 20,077 23,423 20,137

As noted above, when a 911 call is received by SHASCOM, it is assigned an “incident number.”
Incident numbers are recorded for both RPD and APD and represent an accurate record of all of the calls
received for those agencies. In addition to getting an incident report number, anything immediately
identified as criminal will also be assigned a “case number.” For example, a traffic stop by RPD or APD
usually will not generate a case number, unless the driver is cited for an outstanding warrant, driving
without a license, having an open container of alcohol, or cited for another misdemeanor violation.

Calls are assigned to an officer based on the priority of the call, which has been pre-determined by
written protocols developed by RPD/APD for SHASCOM. If the responding officer determines that the
situation is not a crime, the officer will write an incident report on the computer in their vehicle which is
recorded at SHASCOM. If it is determined to be a crime, a crime report will be written and a case
number will be assigned. It is from these crime reports that the Bureau of Crime Statistics gathers its
statistics.

In review of the established procedures, it is the opinion of the Grand Jury that complaints about lack of
reports and responses are explained by the existing protocols. This reflects the number of officers
available at any given time and the volume of activity. The nature of calls to which an officer will
respond is determined by the policies and procedures established by the police departments for
SHASCOM. Calls to SHASCOM to which RPD will not respond are determined by RPD policies for
SHASCOM, and are not at the officers’ discretion.

Crime statistics

Not all incident reports result in a crime report. For example, in 2012 Redding had 112,537 incidents
that resulted in 5,085 Part 1 crime reports. In 2012, Anderson had 24,172 incidents which yielded 1,174
Part 1 crime reports. Part 1 crimes are reported in the Uniform Crime Report (UCR) compiled by the
Bureau of Crime Statistics. Part 1 crimes are:

e Violent Crimes: Homicide, rape, robbery, assault;
e Property Crimes: Burglary, larceny, vehicle theft.

Information management

The current computer-based information management systems used by RPD and APD have evolved
over many years. With the current computer software, both Redding and Anderson Police departments
lack the ability to analyze, on a real-time basis, existing crime information such as the type of crime,
location, frequency, time, etc. This ability would allow law enforcement to efficiently and effectively
utilize existing resources. The Redding and Anderson Police Departments are currently considering and
developing specifications for a new software system. These specifications are to be funded by a grant
under Assembly Bill 109 (AB 109). This would allow better crime analysis. Currently, crime types and
locations are manually plotted on maps with push-pins. An automated system would allow real time
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analysis and quicker responses to crime trends. AB 109 is the Public Safety Realignment Act of 2011
which provides funding to local agencies.

FINDINGS

The Shasta County Grand Jury finds that:

F1. the Redding and Anderson Police Departments are unable to fully utilize
available crime information because of the limitations of their present computer
system; and
F2. the response time for 911 calls in Redding and Anderson depends on the nature and volume of

the calls, officer availability, and the response priorities established by the Redding and
Anderson police departments.

RECOMMENDATION

R1. Redding and Anderson Police Departments should continue to explore avenues to improve upon
present crime analysis capabilities through grant applications under AB 109 as funds are
available.

REQUESTS FOR RESPONSES
Anderson Chief of Police as to F1 and R1
Redding Chief of Police as to F1 and R1

REQUIRED RESPONSES

Anderson City Council as to F1 and R1
Redding City Council as to F1 and R1
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SHASTA COUNTY GRAND TIIRY 2012-2014
SHASTA COUNTY GRAND JURY 2013-2014

PARK DEVELOPMENT FEES

SUMMARY

In August 2013, the Redding City Council considered a proposal regarding development impact fees,
including a proposal to increase the Park Development Fee from $3,996 to $6,773 for a typical new
single family residential development and $3,115 to $5,403 for a typical multi-family dwelling for new
residential development. The proposed increase did not pass and the fees were left at the existing level.
This report focuses on Redding’s Park Development Fee.  Other development impact fees are
addressed in a separate report issued by this Grand Jury.

The “Development Impact Mitigation Fee Nexus Study Assumptions and Methodology Report” dated
August 20, 2013, prepared for the city by two private consulting firms found that Redding’s current Park
Development Fee is not high enough to maintain the adopted Level-of-Service (LOS) of 7.04 acres of
parkland per 1,000 city residents. Accordingly, keeping the fee at the current level will result in a
decrease of the existing LOS park space if population growth continues and as development occurs.

The Shasta County Grand Jury examined the funding methodology and funding sources necessary to
maintain the August 2013 LOS. We also investigated City staff’s appointment of individuals to an ad
hoc Advisory Group which gave input and recommendations to the City Council about park funding.
We concluded that the ad hoc Advisory Group’s activities were duplicative, as the Community Services
Advisory Committee (CSAC), established by the Redding Municipal Code, has the authority to provide
input and make recommendations regarding park funding. We also found that the ad hoc Advisory
Group’s meetings were not noticed or open to the public. In addition, we concluded that the Master Plan
Goal of 10 acres per 1,000 city residents is not supported, and that the City needs to consider
supplementing its existing park fees from other new sources.

CALDWELL
PARK
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BACKGROUND

In August 2013, the Redding City Council reviewed five development impact fees including the Park
Development Fee. The Grand Jury felt that this was important enough for the community to warrant a
review of the process used by the City Council and the conclusions that it reached. The Grand Jury
focused on the following for park development impact fees:

e the methodology used to calculate park impact fees and their role in the development of the
City’s park system;

e whether or not the City’s park impact fees will keep up with population growth as development
continues;

e how these fees relate to the adopted 2004 Parks, Trails and Open Space Master Plan;

e the role of the Community Services Advisory Commission (CSAC) in the review process; and

o the appointment and purpose of an ad hoc Advisory Group to review five City Impact fees and
that group’s specific role in the park development fee process.

The City Council’s review followed its receipt of a Development Impact Mitigation Fee Nexus Study
Assumptions and Methodology Report (Nexus Study) prepared for the city by NBS Consulting and PMC
Municipal Consultants. The LOS methodology used in the Nexus Study is prescribed in California
Government Code Section 866477, which authorizes a county or city to require a subdivider to dedicate
land or pay a fee for park or recreational purposes. Subdivision (a) (2) (A) of that section provides that
park area shall be “derived from the ratio that the amount of neighborhood and community park acreage
bears to the total population of the city.” Using this formula, the park acreage of the City of Redding in
August 2013 (635.07 acres) divided by the population (90,200) yielded the LOS of 7.04 acres per 1,000
residents.

The Nexus Study found that the LOS of 7.04 acres per 1,000 residents cannot be sustained with the
current fee of $3,996 for a typical single family dwelling and $3,115 per unit for a typical multi-family
dwelling without implementing other funding options. Due to this finding, a proposal was made by city
staff to increase the Park Development Fee from $3,996 to $6,773 for a typical single family dwelling
and from $3,115 to $5,403 for a typical multi-family dwelling for new residential development. Staff
suggested that the increase be phased in over a period of three years. The proposed increase was not
approved by the City Council and the park fees were left at the existing level. We sought to determine
the effect(s) the City’s decision will have on the park system.

The City had established by ordinance a standing committee, the CSAC, whose primary responsibility
related to the development and management of City’s park land, including giving funding
recommendations to the City Council regarding the park system. As part of the development impact fee
review process, City staff appointed an ad hoc Advisory Group to review five of the City’s impact fees,
including park fees. The two groups gave different input and made different recommendations to the
City Council regarding the Park Development Fee.
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APPROACH

The Grand Jury:

interviewed city staff and a City Council member;

reviewed City Council minutes;

reviewed city staff reports to the City Council,;

reviewed the State Mitigation Fee Act;

reviewed the State Subdivision Map Act;

reviewed the State Brown Act;

reviewed the 2004 adopted Parks Trails and Open Space Master Plan for the City of

Redding;

e reviewed the August 2013 Development Impact Mitigation Fee Nexus Study Assumptions
and Methodology Report prepared for the City of Redding by NBS Consulting and PMC
Municipal Consultants;

e reviewed the Redding Municipal Code;

e interviewed members of CSAC; and

e interviewed the ad hoc Advisory Group.

DISCUSSION

California Government Code Section 866477 (a)(4) requires that, in order to impose Park and
Recreation development impact fees, a city must have adopted a general or specific plan containing
policies and standards for parks and recreational facilities. Redding develops and operates its park
system in accordance with its Parks, Trails & Open Space Master Plan (Master Plan) which it reviewed
and updated in 2004. The Master Plan identifies current and proposed park sites, as well as priorities for
the development of various types of parks, open space, trails and special purpose facilities. The Master
Plan, which established a goal of an LOS of 10 acres per 1,000 residents, is revised every ten years and
is due for review in 2014.

Redding’s park system relies upon two development-related impact fees. These are the Park In-Lieu Fee
and the Park Development Fee. The Park In-Lieu Fee is authorized by the Subdivision Map Act
(California Government Code 866410-866413.5). The Park Development Fee is authorized by the
Mitigation Fee Act (California Government Code 866000-866025). Both fees are levied on new
residential development for the purpose of acquiring and constructing parks.

Park In-Lieu Fee

The present Park In-Lieu Fee is based on a ratio of five acres of parkland per 1,000 residents.
Developers must deed acreage to the City at the time of map subdivision or pay the cash equivalent
value of the acreage. Since the City’s August 2013 LOS was 7.04 acres per 1,000 residents, the Park In-
Lieu fee results in a shortfall in the LOS of 2.04 acres per 1,000 residents. To address the LOS shortfall,
the City adopted a Park Development Fee.

Park Development Fee

Park Development Fees are assessed when an application is made for a residential building permit and
collected at the time of building occupancy. The Mitigation Fee Act requires that development fees must
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bear a reasonable relationship and be proportional to the impact of growth. The City of Redding has the
ability to implement a park development fee that would be equal to all the development costs necessary
to construct park facilities at the LOS of 7.04 acres per 1,000 residents. Under the Mitigation Fee Act,
the City cannot set Park Development Fees higher than an LOS of 7.04 acres per 1,000 residents. To
reach the LOS goal set in the adopted 2004 Master Plan of 10 acres per 1,000 residents the City would
have to implement funding options other than requiring additional land dedications or higher fee
payments.

Nexus Study Conclusions

The Nexus Study concluded that the Park Development Fee would need to be increased from $3,996 to
$6,773 for a typical single family dwelling and from $3,115 to $5,403 for a typical multi-family
dwelling in order to maintain the City’s 7.04 LOS as development continues. As the population
increases, keeping fees at their current levels will result in a decrease of the existing LOS. Based on the
Nexus Study including the park cost estimate, existing fees are able to maintain a LOS between 4.06 and
4.15 acres. As a consequence, the amount of developed City park will decline as residential
development continues.

Other Funding Options

City staff indicated there are currently three additional methods the City of Redding uses to support its
7.04 LOS and/or to reach the Master Plan goal of 10 acres per 1,000 residents besides the adopted park-
in-lieu fee and park development fee. They are:

e obtaining public/private grants;
e using the City’s general fund;
e and/or seeking voluntary contributions and donations.

An additional option not currently utilized by the City of Redding is a non-residential park development
fee. Other cities in California have implemented this type of impact fee to support their existing LOS.
This non-residential park development impact fee is typically assessed on the square footage of three
different types of non-residential development: industrial, commercial/retail and office. These fees
would be collected at the time of building occupancy and as proposed to the City Council in August
2013 would amount to the following: $597.41 for commercial, $884.60 for office and $478.20 for
industrial. These figures are based on a LOS of 7.04 acres per 1,000 City residents for typical non-
residential uses based on 1,000 square feet of floor area.

Community Participation

CSAC and the ad hoc Advisory Group provided input and recommendations to the City Council
regarding the Park Development Fee increase. Both of these groups confirmed the Nexus Study’s
conclusion that the Park Development Fee needed to be increased in order to maintain the 7.04 LOS as
residential development continues. However, each group’s park funding recommendations were
different as discussed below.

Community Services Advisory Commission [CSAC]

Section 2.55.110B of the Redding Municipal Code details the special responsibilities of CSAC,
including “recommendations to the City Council and the Department of Community Services regarding
long-range planning of the development of park improvements and open space policy improvements, as
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well as the funding sources of said plans.” Section 2.55.020A states, “The commission shall consist of
five members who shall be either residents of the city, employed within the city, or business owners of
businesses located within the city.” Section 2.55.020B states, “The Mayor shall appoint the members of
the commission subject to the approval of a majority of the members of the City Council.” CSAC has a
formal application process for appointment of its members and is subject to the Brown Act, the state’s
open meeting law.

To allow for community input CSAC took public testimony regarding the City park system and its
funding. CSAC recommended that the Park Development Fee be increased to maintain the City’s LOS
as residential development continues. Due to the current economy, CSAC recommended this increase be
phased in over a three year period. CSAC also recommended that a non-residential park development
impact fee be considered for new industrial, commercial/retail and office development. This fee would
help offset the cost of raising park development fees solely on residential development in order to
sustain the City of Redding’s LOS by placing part of the cost on non-residential development. The City
Council decided not to adopt these recommendations.

Ad Hoc Advisory Group

City staff opted to appoint an ad hoc Advisory Group to provide feedback on the City’s development
impact fees and utility rates. The ad hoc Advisory Group was appointed to give community input. The
Advisory Group studied the following impact fees:

Fire Facilities;

Citywide Transportation Development;
Water System;

Wastewater System; and

Parks and Recreation Facilities.

City staff formed this ad hoc Advisory Group through personal contact. The seven volunteers selected
for the ad hoc Advisory Group included a citizen-at-large, two local real estate brokers, a local
developer, a local business owner, a local civil engineer and a local non-profit business advocate.

Due to the fact that the ad hoc Advisory Group was not appointed by the City Council, it was not subject
to the Brown Act. This meant for the 12 to 15 meetings with City staff and Nexus Study consultants, no
public notices were posted in advance of the meetings nor were there minutes prepared. These meetings
took place in City Hall.

The ad hoc Advisory Group found that:

1) “The methodology used in the Nexus Study was sound, but the resultant fee to fund the 7.04 LOS
may not be affordable.”

2) “One potential method of arriving at a lower fee, should the Council so desire, is to reconsider the
City’s parks standards, either by lowering the desired acres of parkland per 1,000 residents or reducing

park amenities or undertaking some combination of the two.”

3) “The nonresidential fee component was a viable option for consideration by the Council.” (The ad
hoc Advisory Group made no recommendation to support this non-residential development impact fee.)
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In summary, City staff created the ad hoc Advisory Group to provide community participation for the
development impact fees review. The ad hoc Advisory Group reviewed five development impact fees,
including the park fee that already fell under the purview of CSAC. The City of Redding had created
CSAC for the purpose of reviewing park funding plans and to provide recommendations to the City
Council. Staff time, consultant time and the use of City funded facilities were utilized by the ad hoc
Advisory Group which met between 12 and 15 times. This group duplicated the role of CSAC with
respect to park funding recommendations to the City Council. There were already forums for any
member of the public (including those individuals assigned by City staff to the ad hoc Advisory Group)
to participate in community discussion regarding park funding such as public testimony at CSAC and at
City Council meetings. The ad hoc Advisory Group meetings were not publicized or subject to other
mandates of the Brown Act. The two groups made different input and recommendations to the City
Council, while only one, CSAC, received public input and was authorized by Redding Municipal Code
to speak on behalf of the public for park funding recommendations.

FINDINGS
The Grand Jury finds that:

F1.  the current City of Redding Park and Recreation Facilities Impact Fees will not financially
support the LOS of 7.04 acres per 1,000 residents in the future;

F2.  if the park development fee stays at its current level, the LOS will decline as the population
increases and residential development continues;

F3.  the City of Redding is not supporting the 2004 Park Master Plan Goal of 10 acres per 1,000
residents;

F4.  afee assessed on non-residential development would be an additional funding source to support
and prevent decline of the current LOS and reduce the burden on residential development;

F5.  the Community Service Advisory Committee has specific powers established in the Redding
Municipal Code for making recommendations regarding city park funding. City staff selected an
additional volunteer committee (the ad hoc Advisory Group) which duplicated a function of
CSAC and resulted in different input and recommendations to the City Council; and

F6.  city staff appointed an ad hoc Advisory Group that was not subject to the Brown Act to review
five development impact fees that affect City residents.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Grand Jury recommends that:

R1.  the City Council adopt fees to support the City’s current LOS of 7.04 acres per 1,000 residents;

R2.  the City Council consider maintaining its current LOS through the Park Development Fee from
new development to prevent decline in the LOS;

R3.  as part of the Parks, Trails and Open Space Master Plan ten year review in 2014 the City Council
adopt a plan that can be realistically funded by the City;

R4.  the City Council implement a non-residential park development impact fee to support the current
LOS in order to share the cost burden with residential development;

R5.  staff-appointed committees do not duplicate the role of standing committees appointed by the
City Council; and
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R6.  any committee having input to the City Council regarding impact fees be formally approved by
City Council and subject to the Brown Act to allow for public participation and transparency in
local government.

REQUIRED RESPONSE
Redding City Council as to F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 and F6; R1, R2, R3, R4, R5 and R6.

REQUESTED RESPONSE

Redding City Manager as to F1, F2, F3, F4, F5 and F6; R1, R2, R3, R4, R5 and R6.
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Price of Admission,

COMPARISON OF BUILDING PERMIT FEES
SUMMARY

The Shasta County Grand Jury investigated the disparity in development and building fees charged for
the same services by the cities of Anderson, Redding and Shasta Lake. These fees include the costs for
building permits, traffic impacts, water and sewer connections, park development, storm drains and
water meters. The park development fees for the City of Redding are discussed at length in a separate
report by this Grand Jury.

Each city sets and imposes its own development and building fees. All three cities provided the Grand
Jury with the schedule of fees that would be imposed for the construction of identical single family
dwellings (2,100 square feet, 3 bedroom/2 baths with an attached 20' x 20" garage). These fees vary
considerably from city to city.

The Grand Jury reviewed the information provided by the cities, and determined that the data supported
the various fees. We also determined that there was a structured decision making process utilized in
each of the three cities that resulted in adoption of their fee schedules.

BACKGROUND

We inquired into the administrative process of how building and development fees were determined and
sought to understand why there are differences in the fees set by the three cities. Shasta County was not
included in this study since it does not provide all the urban services provided by incorporated cities.

In the context of this report, building permit fees are those fees charged by a city to review plans, inspect
construction and complete the required paperwork to ensure that new construction complies with State
Building Codes and city ordinances.

Development fees, also sometimes called impact fees, are fees to fund the construction of major capital
improvements. These fees can be used to pay debt service on projects such as wastewater treatment
plants that must be built in advance of development, or they can be accumulated until enough money is
available to fund an improvement. Development fees are not used to fund operating costs.

APPROACH
The Grand Jury:

e interviewed staff and elected officials of the cities of Shasta Lake, Redding and Anderson;

e reviewed data supplied by the three cities including a comparative cost estimate for fees that
would be assessed for a new 2,100 square foot residence; and

e reviewed staff reports to the three city councils regarding building permit and development
impact fees.
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DISCUSSION
Anderson’s Fee Setting Process

To adopt or change fees, the Anderson City Council utilizes input from city staff, developers and citizen
advisory groups. The city’s intent is to set fees at a rate that will be low enough to encourage
development, but high enough to avoid having the General Fund subsidize development. In order to
keep fees as low as possible, the city tries to obtain grants to fund future projects. Due to high cost, city
staff expressed their concerns about covering future water and waste water improvements with the
existing fee structure.

The city staff brings proposed changes for building fees to the City Council. The Council then holds
public hearings before adjusting fees. Development and building fees are scheduled to be reviewed
every five years. A fee review and update, while due in 2010, was not undertaken. The City of Anderson
held a public workshop in January 2013 to receive input on fees. After discussion, the City Council
determined not to review or change fees in 2013 and to pursue a more in depth review in 2015.

Redding’s Fee Setting Process

The City of Redding uses city staff, developers, consultants and citizen advisory groups to make
recommendations to the City Council on adopting or modifying development and building fees. Both
building and development impact fees are reviewed annually for inflation per City Council policy.
Building fees were last adjusted in 2013.

The City’s development impact fees were updated in 2013 and became effective in January 2014.
Redding’s development impact fees include fees for water, wastewater, traffic, park and storm drain.
The basis for Redding’s development fees are the master plans for each of the utilities, for streets and for
parks. Other than annual inflation adjustments, Redding had not reconsidered its development fees for
13 years. The master plans identify what improvements are needed, estimate when they will be needed,
and develop a current cost estimate for their design and construction.

The rate of growth occurring within an area of the City and in the City as a whole drives the timing of
improvements. Some improvements are City-wide and some are more localized. Redding has also
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adopted a number of special benefit districts that impact only certain geographical areas. These were
not included in the comparison.

City of Shasta Lake’s Fee Setting Process

The City of Shasta Lake uses both city staff and outside consultants to make recommendations to the
City Council for final decisions on development and building fees. Development fees in Shasta Lake
are based on the Wastewater System Master Plan, which was last updated in 2005 and the Master Water
Plan, updated in 2004. Development fees were last adjusted in 2013. Park fees are based on the Park
System Master Plan adopted in 2008. Traffic fees were adopted to cover a four year period beginning
2009/2010.

Cost Comparison

In order to determine what each city charges, the cities were asked to provide the fees for a typical 2,100
square feet, 3 bedrooms/2 bath home with an attached 20' x 20" garage. Figure 1 on the following page,
is the result of this survey. The comparison was made in November 2013.

School fees are shown in the comparison (Figure 1) on the following page, but these are fees not
charged by cities. They are collected by the Shasta County Office of Education on behalf of applicable
school districts. They are shown in the comparison only to reflect total residential fee cost.

Fees vary based on the differences between the cities such as the sizes of houses and types of
construction (single family, multiple family, office, commercial or industrial). Within each category,
fees also track the level of impact. A use that generates a lot of waste discharge will have a higher
wastewater fee than one that has much less discharge. For example, a restaurant compared to an office
would have a different discharge. Anyone choosing to construct or change a use in a building needs to
obtain a current fee estimate as fees change over time and are often adjusted annually for inflation.
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Figure 1 — Building and Development Fee Comparison

Incorporated Cities
Building Permit Fees:
Electrical Permit:
Plumbing Permit:
Mechanical Permit:
Plan Check:

Record Retention:

Fire Marshal Review:

Grading Permit (if applicable):

Septic Tank Permit &
Inspection:

Other Fees & Charges

Development Fees:

Park Development:
Traffic Impact:
Electrical Service:

Fire Department:
Storm Drain:
Water:

Sewer:

Water Meter:
School Fees:

Total Estimated Fees:

* Explanation of Other Fees :
Shasta Lake City

Encroachment Permits = $104.00,
General Plan Maintenance = $325.48

Information Technology = $316.12

Anderson Redding
$1,783.35 $1,495.00
$221.17 $172.00
$158.90 $179.00
$63.45 $97.00
$1,159.18 $972.00
N/A $90.00
$72.11 $75.00
N/A N/A
*1,327.11 N/A
$1,897.00 $3,996.00
$3,667.74 $5,590.00
N/A $100.00
$918.15 $867.00
$928.00 $893.00
$2,185.00 $6,896.00
$3,590.00 $6,928.00
$110.00 $163.00
$6,720.00 $6,720.00

Anderson Redding
$24,801.16  $35,173.00

State Building Standards = $8.00 (remitted to State)

State Seismic Mapping and Instrumentation Program = $17.67 (remitted to state)

City of Anderson
Other Fees and Charges:

Corporation Yard and Police Expansion = $1,283.00

Construction Water = $10.00

Shasta Lake

$1,907.00
Included
Included
Included

Included
N/A

$25.00
to Fire Dept.

Included
*771.27

$3,694.61

$1,451.59
N/A

$1,046.00
to Fire District

N/A
$9,873.77
$19,397.44
$1,664.95
$5,440.00

Shasta Lake
$47,226.70




Differences

We were interested as to why Redding’s traffic impact fees were higher than those of the other
jurisdictions. The difference is the result of the volume of traffic Redding is experiencing from new
development. The City bases its traffic fees on a traffic model, current traffic counts, construction cost
estimates and the projected population growth. Redding has been forced to adopt higher fees for traffic
improvements due to higher traffic volume. If capacity improvements are not made, there will be more
congestion in heavy traffic areas.

The City of Shasta Lake’s development fee for sewers is significantly higher than that of the two other
cities, because it has more stringent treatment requirements for its disposal of wastewater effluent
(discharge of treated sewage). Anderson and Redding can discharge treated effluent to the Sacramento
River, which has a high dilution capacity because of its high flows. The City of Shasta Lake discharges
into Churn Creek, which requires more costly treatments. The City’s fee covers both current and future
capital expenditures to meet State discharge requirements.

FINDINGS
The Grand Jury finds that:

F1.  the differences among the various development and building fees charged by the cities of
Redding, Anderson and Shasta Lake were justified by well documented factors; and
F2.  astructured decision making process was followed by all three cities.
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SUMMARY

The Public Safety Realignment Act of 2011 (Assembly Bill 109) began assigning the custody and
supervision of certain felons released from state prisons to their home counties in October 2011. Those
who break the conditions of their post-release supervision or commit a new crime may then be
incarcerated in the county jail which can result in overcrowding. When this occurs, inmates must be
released to comply with maximum incarceration levels. One remedy that allows these felons to remain
supervised is the use of electronic Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) monitored ankle bracelets.

The Shasta County Grand Jury found positive results in the County’s use of GPS monitored ankle
bracelets.

BACKGROUND

In order to not exceed the maximum capacity of the Shasta County Jail, it is necessary to offer additional
and expanded alternative custody programs so that offenders can be supervised outside of the jail and
serve their period of supervision or sentence at the same time. In December of 2011, the Shasta County
Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution authorizing alternate custody options such as Work Release,
Involuntary Home Electronic Confinement (HEC), Home Detention (also known as House Arrest), and
Sheriff’s Office Parole. GPS monitoring is used for some of these options.
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APPROACH
The Shasta County Grand Jury:

toured the Shasta County Jail;

toured the Community Corrections Center;

toured the Work Release Program Center;

interviewed law enforcement personnel,

interviewed Probation Department staff;

e reviewed internet data;

e reviewed local news broadcasts; and

e reviewed minutes of Shasta County Board of Supervisors’ meetings.

DISCUSSION

The Shasta County Board of Supervisors has authorized and funded 200 GPS monitored ankle bracelets.
These are in use as required by both the Sheriff’s Office through the Work Release Program and the
Probation Department, and provide 24/7 supervision of those in both programs. Each department is
funded for one hundred bracelets which are interchangeable between departments if needed. They are
monitored separately by their respective staffing. At the time of this report 70 are in use by the Work
Release Program, and 24 are being utilized by the Probation Department.

The Sheriff’s Work Release Program currently has 190 participants. They are screened taking into
consideration their current offense and their criminal, mental and physical history. Of the 190
participants, 70 are required to wear GPS ankle bracelets due to flight risk factors. Eighteen of the 70
are confined at home under the HEC program, which may be needed because of a medical or other
problem that may not allow them to participate in Work Release. The remaining 52 are on Work
Release. They are able to reduce some of their sentence through supervised community work.
Individuals who participate in Work Release are assigned to non-profit businesses or to community
projects, such as graffiti removal, gardening, Cal-Trans, Veterans’ Cemetery, etc. They may also
participate in educational programs. When their work is completed for the day they are required to
return to their home. One identified problem in Shasta County has been the failure of convicted felons to
appear in court for sentencing. The Sheriff’s Office and Probation Department have indicated that the
use of monitored ankle bracelets has resulted in an increased attendance at work and court dates, and as
of the writing of this report stands at 85 to 90 percent.

The system uses GPS technology, utilizing 13 satellites. Each ankle bracelet has an individual
Subscriber Identity Module (SIM) card that works as a mini computer. The ankle band, made of heavy
plastic, is implanted with fiber optics. When the connection is broken it cannot be restored by the
offender and an alert is sent out. This alert will show on the monitoring computer, and notifications will
be sent to the appropriate monitoring officers. Individuals tampering with the device could be charged
with “felony escape” which could cause them to lose their participation in the program and go back to
jail. The battery on the bracelet must be charged twice a day for at least two hours, morning and
evening. Failure to do so may result in additional criminal charges. The system “pings” the bracelet in
either one or three minute intervals to indicate the wearer’s location. The location is sent to the computer
as a list, or the actual location can be viewed on a digital map of the area. The information stored in the
system can be recalled when requested for up to the prior 48 hours.
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Each participant signs a binding contract that explains the rules of wearing the bracelet. The contract is
very restrictive, and any deviation can result in additional charges up to and including incarceration.
Some offenders are limited to house arrest where the system creates a virtual fence around their
residence. Similarly, other offenders have areas they are restricted from entering. Should the offender
violate any term of the contract, a pre-recorded audible message will come through the bracelet with a
specific instruction. If this instruction goes unheeded, an officer may be dispatched.

FINDING
The Grand Jury finds that:

F1. electronic monitoring is increasing attendance at court hearings and work release assignments for
those wearing the ankle bracelets.
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SHASTA COUNTY JAIL
SUGAR PINE CONSERVATION CAMP
SHASTA COUNTY JUVENILE REHABILITATION FACILITY

SUMMARY

The Grand Jury is authorized under Penal Code sections 919 and 925 to inquire into the management
and condition of local prisons, jails and other correctional facilities located within the county. The
purpose of these inquiries is to determine the safety and security in operating those facilities and to
ensure inmates are treated in a safe and humane manner. In Shasta County, those facilities include the
Shasta County Jail and the Sugar Pine Conservation Camp, a prison jointly administered by the State of
California Department of Corrections, and the California Department of Forestry and Fire (Cal Fire).
This report details the findings and recommendations made regarding each of those facilities. In
addition, the Grand Jury toured the new Shasta County Juvenile Rehabilitation Facility but did not feel a
formal inspection was appropriate, as Shasta County Probation staff were in transition to their new
facility at the time this report was written.

BACKGROUND

The Shasta County Grand Jury has routinely inquired into the condition and management of local
correctional facilities each year.

The California Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC) is a state regulatory agency that
establishes and promotes standards for the construction, administration and operations of local detention
facilities. They provide grand juries with guidelines to assist grand jurors in carrying out their
inspections within specific counties. Those guidelines were used in conducting the Grand Jury’s
inspections as authorized under the Penal Code.

APPROACH
The Shasta County Grand Jury:

reviewed previous Grand Jury reports to determine if identified concerns were rectified,;
reviewed the latest BSCC inspection report;

reviewed local inspection reports;

reviewed the policy and procedure manuals for each facility;

reviewed inmate grievances;

reviewed serious incident reports for the last twelve month period for each facility;
toured the facilities with focus on observing health, security and safety issues;
interviewed numerous inmates;

interviewed Shasta County Jail administrative staff;

interviewed State Department of Corrections administrators and line staff;
interviewed Cal Fire staff;
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e interviewed administrative staff with the Anderson Union High School District;

e interviewed administrative and line staff with the Shasta County Probation Department;

e reviewed the Mission Statement for the Shasta County Juvenile Rehabilitation Facility (JRF) and
supporting documents;

e reviewed Shasta County Probation: “Evidenced Based Practices Implementation Guide for
Juvenile Probation Services and Juvenile Institutions;” and

e reviewed media reports.

The Shasta County Jail has a rated capacity to house a maximum of 381 inmates. The sheriff is
authorized under Superior Court Order No. 115258 to release inmates when the jail population grows to
within 10% of capacity (343 inmates). At the time of our inspection, there were 335 inmates housed in
the jail. In addition to housing inmates in the jail, Shasta County houses inmates under contract in jail
facilities within Del Norte, Mendocino, ElI Dorado and Lassen Counties (18 total inmates). The County
is also in negotiations for bed space for some inmates at State Department of Corrections Conservation
camps.

The Public Safety Realignment Act of 2011(Assembly Bill 109 or AB109) began assigning custody and
supervision of low-risk level felons from state control to counties in October 2011. Some felons who
commit a new crime locally are now incarcerated in the Shasta County Jail, rather than state prison,
which changes the jail demographics significantly. The inmate that is now in Shasta County Jail is
typically serving a longer sentence for a more serious crime than in the past. Jail administration has seen
a buildup in the prison culture resulting in an increase in assaults by prisoners upon prisoners or staff
and, as a result, more severe disciplinary actions. There also has been an increase in prisoner infractions
that jail staff identify and attempt to resolve through discipline and by rotating prisoners.

Disciplinary options vary from verbal warnings to restriction or denial of privileges such as the use of
the commissary, curtailment of visitation rights, or no participation in other activities. An inmate can
also be segregated from the mainstream population. Disciplinary actions are reviewed by a supervisor
and can be appealed by the inmate. In order to ensure the safety of all inmates and staff during
altercations and other potentially volatile issues, total lockdown of the jail can occur.

Our tour of the jail showed it was a clean and well maintained facility. Floors, walls, cells and common
areas are cleaned regularly by inmates and staff. All systems and fixtures such as heating, air
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conditioning, plumbing, lighting, and air vents were in working order. Inmates had clean clothing (jump
suits and foot coverings) and were well groomed.

The Grand Jury reviewed grievances filed by inmates during the last two year period and incident
reports during the last twelve month period. Those reports were reviewed to determine if there was a
“common thread” within the grievances or incidents reported. None was found.

Meals served to inmates are approved by a registered dietician and must meet California State
regulations. Meal menus prepared for the inmates were reviewed. In addition to scheduled meals, an
inmate can purchase additional food items from the commissary.

Medical services are available on a continuous basis with a nurse on duty and other medical staff on call.
Dental services are provided at the jail and are scheduled during the week in response to inmate needs.
Mental health services are identified by nursing staff, and contracted mental health service providers can
be called in for assistance.

Mental health is assessed during intake, and all staff are trained to recognize clues presented by inmates
regarding suicide. An inmate who is suspected to be suicidal is placed in a padded room. Jail staff
performs regular observation checks and the inmate is seen by a psychiatrist for further assessment and
intervention. In 2013, there were seven attempted suicides and two successful suicides.

Inmate interviews indicated that there is a lack of early literacy educational training. Educational
services that are available are provided under contract by the Anderson Union High School District
(AUHSD) who agreed, as did Shasta County Jail administration, that such training was not included in
their curriculum. Inmates can earn credits for their high school diploma, work towards achieving high
school proficiency status or qualify for a GED. AUHSD provides instructors for computer learning on
hardware and software maintained by the Shasta County Private Industry Council. Six one hour training
sessions are scheduled during the day for up to 20 inmates. The inmates work at their own educational
level, and instructors supervise multiple courses at different grade levels during each one hour session.
The courses are funded by the Average Daily Attendance (ADA) rate generated through the classes and
are reimbursed by the State of California to the AUHSD.

In addition to computer based learning to earn credits toward a GED, high school equivalency or high
school diploma, course work is available in anger management, parenting skills and resolving addictive
behavior. Beginning in February 2014, a group class began in moral reconation, a curriculum based
classroom program with interactive role-playing to help change personal behaviors.

An innovative program which has just begun is the Shasta Technical Education Program-Unified
Partnership (Step-Up) program. It is a vocational skill development program wherein inmates attend
Shasta College and are exposed to vocational training curriculum in heavy equipment operation, office
administration and automobile technology.

Religious services are available on a weekly schedule, and a chaplain is available for consultation.
FINDING
The Grand Jury finds that:

F1. There are no educational services available for illiterate inmates.
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RECOMMENDATION
The Grand Jury recommends that:

R1.The Shasta County jail administration should determine within the next 60 days of the issuance of
this report if there is a need for educational services targeting illiterate inmates. If so, the program
should be put in place by October 1, 2014,

REQUIRED RESPONSES

e The Shasta County Sheriff as to F1 and R1.
e The Shasta County Board of Supervisors as to F1 and R1.

SUGAR PINE
CONSERVATION CAMP

The Fiscal Year 2012/13 Grand Jury issued a detailed report in July, 2013, regarding the Sugar Pine
Conservation Camp. This year’s inspection was focused on areas not contained within that review.

The Sugar Pine Conservation Camp has a maximum enrollment capacity of 132 inmates. The daily
average is 127, and at the time of our interview with camp administration, the enrollment was 109. In
the 2012/13 Grand Jury report, last year’s Grand Jury expressed concern that the enactment of AB 1009,
which now sentences many low level felons to county jails rather than state prisons, might have a
significant impact on the capacity of the camps to maintain full enrollment (some low level felons were
transferred to fire camps from state prison, which boosted enrollment). The concern was that without
maximum enrollment in the fire camps the number of inmates available to combat fires and perform
community services in our area (as well as statewide) would be diminished. This concern is still
relevant. The demographics of inmates assigned to the camps are changing as the camps now house
more serious offenders and inmates sentenced for longer periods of time.

Camp administration indicated it is too early to tell if discipline issues will be increasing. Progressive
discipline is used with inmates, and includes verbal warnings, loss of privileges and extra work detail.
In the case of assault, the inmate is remanded back to state prison. It is noted that no assaults have been
reported in the last two year period. Discussion with many of the inmates showed they realize their
assignment to the camp is a privilege and exemplary behavior must be maintained at all times.
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Counties previously contracted with the state to pay $46 a day to house an inmate. At present there are
only 70 low level inmates transferred under contract from county facilities statewide to fire camps. A
lower rate is being negotiated to encourage more transfers to fill the need for firefighters.

Sugar Pine is a clean and well maintained facility. We observed one inmate who has the weekly
responsibility of using a check list to inspect the upkeep and maintenance of building structures, fixtures
and systems (heating, air conditioning, sewage treatment, water). The camp is self-sufficient in most
maintenance and repair needs with sufficient expertise among the inmates and staff to undertake many
of the necessary repairs. During the tour, there was a work crew of inmates remodeling the bathroom
and shower area with new plumbing, fixtures, cement and tile work.

No grievances or incident reports were filed during the last two year period. There were two escapes
defined as an inmate crossing the camp’s boundary lines for any reason. Both inmates were remanded
back to state prison.

Interviews with both Department of Corrections and Cal Fire staff indicated that there is a great deal of
cooperation, respect and trust for the abilities that both departments bring to this unique partnership. On
the fire lines, when Cal Fire has custody of the inmates, inmates entrust their lives to fire personnel.
That trust is reciprocal as Cal Fire staff treats the inmates as firefighters first and rely on their experience
and behavior to ensure the safety of the entire fire crew.

FINDINGS
The Grand Jury finds that:

F1.  Sugar Pine Conservation Camp provides an opportunity for low-level inmates to acquire skills to
enable them to transition to the workplace after release;

F2.  Sugar Pine Conservation Camp provides a desirable environment when compared to state
prisons, and prison inmates recognize that it is a privilege to be there.

SHASTA COUNTY

JUVERILE RERABILITATION IZhclliry

Members of the Grand Jury toured the new Shasta County Juvenile Rehabilitation Facility (JRF) after
completion of construction but before transfer of juveniles to the new facility. This 90 resident facility
is replacing the existing, sixty year old Juvenile Hall. The new facility is designed to support the
mission “of providing a safe and secure environment for detained youth, where professional staff holds
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minors accountable while encouraging them to embrace positive community values, accept
responsibility and cultivate healthy relationships.”

The overall goal of JRF staff is to become an evidence based agency, or a department that uses science
and data to improve its outcomes and reduce crime. Key in these efforts is to shift priorities toward
long-term outcomes instead of short-term compliance. The ongoing theme is to transition from
incarceration to rehabilitation.

FINDINGS:
The Grand Jury finds that:

F1.  the mission of the new Shasta County Juvenile Rehabilitation Facility is to focus on long-term
outcomes and to transition from incarceration to rehabilitation.
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SHASTA COUNTY CORONER’S OFFICE

SUMMARY

At the request of the Shasta County Sheriff/Coroner, the Grand Jury may provide a minimum of two
Grand Jury members to attend death inquests and autopsies. The Grand Jury participates in these
proceedings in order to enhance the transparency of the proceedings and to ensure full disclosure of the
findings related to the deaths of inmates who have died while in custody or for individuals who have
succumbed while interacting with law enforcement personnel.

At the time this report was written the Grand Jury had observed two autopsies, both conducted on behalf
of Shasta County by the California Forensics Medical Group. The autopsies took place in the Yolo
County Coroner’s Office. There is a standard process that is followed in the case of autopsies. The
Grand Jury members observed this process and concluded that law enforcement and medical staff
conducted themselves professionally, and the deceased were treated with respect and dignity throughout
the entire process.

This report details our findings and makes recommendations regarding the process.

SHASTA COUNTY

& coroner @

SHERIFF~CORONER CHIEF DEPUTY CORONERJE
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BACKGROUND

In officer-involved and in-custody deaths, a formal inquest is conducted. An autopsy is part of the
inquest process and determines the cause of death, including existing medical conditions that may have
contributed to the death. The inquest also includes a review of written reports establishing a timeline
and other factors relevant to determining if law enforcement personnel acted appropriately and whether
their reports were written without bias. All suspicious, violent, in-custody, unattended or unexpected
deaths may be investigated.

Autopsies in Shasta County are ordinarily performed by a licensed medical doctor/forensic pathologist
employed by the sheriff/coroner as a medical examiner. This position was vacant at the time of the
subject autopsies.

The Grand Jury observed the autopsy process and determined it to be important for the public to be
informed as to the quality of these services.

APPROACH

The Grand Jury:

toured the Shasta County Coroner’s Office;

interviewed law enforcement personnel,;

interviewed members of the critical incident response team;

observed autopsies conducted for Shasta County at the Yolo County Coroner’s Office;
interviewed staff from the Shasta County Coroner’s Office; and

reviewed the Shasta County Morgue Protocol Manual.

DISCUSSION

In the case of in-custody deaths and/or officer involved shootings, a multi-agency critical incident
response team is deployed. The team may be comprised of investigators from the District Attorney’s
Office, the Sheriff’s Office, the Redding Police Department and other law enforcement agencies. Grand
Jury members may be invited to be present.

The critical incident response team’s charge is to ensure that the inquest/autopsy examination is
conducted in a manner that guarantees transparency, accountability, due process and the absence of
conflict of interest. If the District Attorney’s Office is concerned about the process or the conclusion(s)
in any case, it is authorized to conduct an investigation separate from other members of the critical
incident response team.

The Grand Jury was invited to attend two autopsies in order to represent the citizens of Shasta County.
The purpose of having members of the Grand Jury present is to document that due process,
transparency, and accountability exist in an investigation. The Grand Jury members in attendance were
able to closely observe the autopsy, ask questions about the processes and watch the interactions of the
team. We were satisfied that the purpose of attending this autopsy was achieved.

The established protocol for autopsies conducted by Shasta County is to give critical incident response
team members the choice of staying in the examination room with the medical examiner or observing
the autopsy from an adjoining observation room. In Shasta County, the autopsy is on a live video and
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audio feed to a large monitor in the observation room. Sound from the autopsy room is transmitted and
observers can question autopsy staff by microphone.

Both autopsies were conducted by a medical examiner under contract with the California Forensics
Medical Group as Shasta County’s Medical Examiner’s position was vacant. This position has since
been filled. The Yolo County Coroner’s autopsy facility was used to complete both procedures. Shasta
and Yolo Counties follow different audio procedures.

The first autopsy, conducted in July 2013, involved a shooting death by the Shasta County Sheriff’s
Special Weapons and Tactics (SWAT) team. A Shasta County Deputy Coroner as well as two Grand
Jury members attended this autopsy. The second autopsy, conducted in October 2013, was due to the
death of a suspect who was hospitalized and in custody after resisting arrest by Redding Police Officers.

During the second autopsy, a critical incident response team was deployed from Shasta County and was
comprised of two investigators from the Shasta County Sheriff’s Office, staff from the Shasta County
Crime Lab, a Deputy Shasta County District Attorney, an investigator from the Shasta County District
Attorney’s Office and staff from the Redding Police Department, as well as a sworn Yolo County
Deputy Coroner. Two members from the Shasta County Grand Jury were also in attendance.

All observers present at the autopsies were escorted directly into an enclosed observation room by Yolo
County personnel. They were not offered the option at either autopsy to accompany the medical
examiner into the autopsy room. While the actions of the medical examiner were clearly visible, sound
was not transmitted to the observation room. During the second autopsy, a Shasta County Deputy
Sheriff left the observation room and entered the autopsy room in order to hear the verbal findings of the
medical examiner. There was a phone available in the observation room that could be used to phone the
examiner to ask questions regarding the procedure or the findings. In order to gain the attention of the
examiner on the autopsy floor, however, one would have to tap on the observation window. Those who
remained in the observation room during the procedure could not hear the medical examiner and some
questioned the deputy medical examiner at the conclusion of the autopsy.

FINDINGS
The Grand Jury finds that:

F1.  the procedures utilized in the Yolo County facility, which do not allow the persons in the
observation room to hear what is being said in the autopsy room do not align with Shasta
County’s autopsy protocols. This hindered observers from fully understanding the procedures
that were being conducted and the findings that were made during the autopsy;

F2.  observers were not made aware of an option to view the autopsy from inside the examination
room; and

F3.  the attendance by Grand Jury members at these autopsy procedures assures transparency,
accountability and due process.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Grand Jury recommends that:
R1.  the Shasta County Sheriff/Coroner ensure that audio is present in all observation rooms where

autopsies are being performed on behalf of Shasta County;
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R2.  the Shasta County Sheriff/Coroner ensure that observers are given the option of staying in the
examination room with the medical examiner or observing from the observation room during
autopsies performed on behalf of Shasta County.

REQUIRED RESPONSES:

e the Shasta County Sheriff/Coroner as to F1 and F2, R1 and R2;
e the Shasta County Board of Supervisors as to F1 and F2, R1 and R2.
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VOLUNTEER FIRE COMPANIES

SUMMARY

Volunteer Fire Service (VFS) in Shasta County was investigated by the Grand Jury in 2006-2007 and
2011-12. Both reports indicated that a variety of problems negatively affect the functioning of volunteer
fire companies in the county, including difficulties in recruiting and retaining volunteers. These ongoing
problems call into question the premise that volunteers can be the primary and timely resource for the
suppression of structure fires and the provision of emergency medical response in the rural areas of the
county. Rural area fire protection is not just for the residents of rural areas; it also benefits visitors
vacationing in these areas and the traveling public who use federal, state or county roads.

The current Grand Jury wanted to know if changes made by Shasta County after the last Grand Jury
report had mitigated the concerns identified in the two earlier reports. We found that the volunteer
service continues to be adversely impacted by diminishing response capacity. Shasta County needs to
face the possibility that in some areas of the County, the volunteer fire service may become unable to
fulfill its purpose, resulting in a greater need for paid fire personnel unless rural areas are ready to accept
lower service expectations. Therefore, Shasta County should plan to develop and implement an
alternate system of emergency service for those unincorporated areas that rely on volunteer fire response
for initial fire and medical emergency response that will include paid personnel in key locations.

In 2014, the Board of Supervisors and the residents of the unincorporated area will be considering the
big picture of volunteer emergency fire and medical response service with the development of a new
Master Fire Plan. The choice for the County will be to either get in front of the topic by proactive
planning or continue to react to the problems associated with the current system. The County and the
Shasta County Fire Department need to involve the people dependent upon these services and the
service providers to build community support for creating an improved system. It won’t be easy, but if
ever there were an opportunity to formulate a new direction, the development of a new Master Fire Plan
would be the vehicle.

The role of the Grand Jury is not to set policy for the County; however, we feel strongly that with the
development of a new Master Fire Plan, the Board of Supervisors has the opportunity to set policy for
the next ten years to ensure that Shasta County Fire is being operated so that funding is stable and
sufficient, expectations versus reality are understood and a minimum level of protection is provided for
the resident, visitor or traveler.
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BACKGROUND

As defined in the 2013-14 Shasta County Budget, the Shasta County Fire Department (SCFD or Shasta
County Fire) provides fire suppression and protection services to County Service Area (CSA)#1, which
consists of unincorporated areas that are not served by either an independent fire district or by a city fire
department. Its mission, according to the Shasta County Code, “is to stand ready to protect life,
property, and the environment, utilizing trained and equipped personnel.” This includes structure and
wildland fire control, first response medical care, and assistance to other emergency service agencies.
This scope of work is also reflected in the contract between Shasta County and the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal Fire) whereby Cal Fire contracts with Shasta County to
operate and administer the Shasta County Fire Department.

The Chief of the Shasta-Trinity Cal Fire Unit is also the Fire Chief for the Shasta County Fire
Department. This joint duty includes the coordination of the activities of all SCFD volunteer fire
companies, maintenance of mutual aid response agreements with cities and with all independent fire
districts; and assurance that all fire safety, fire code, and fire department land use regulations are
observed throughout the County.

Under the contract, Cal Fire’s scope of work includes the following:

1. emergency fire protection, emergency medical response and basic life support, but not
advanced life support services;

dispatch services for volunteer fire units;

fire code inspection, prevention and enforcement services;

land use/Pre—Fire Planning Services;

extended fire protection service with contracted engines; and

administration of the preceding responsibilities.

ok~ wnN

According to the Shasta County Local Agency Formation Commission, CSA#1 is generally described as
the unincorporated area in Shasta County that does not fall within the boundaries of either an
independent special district, a city that provides fire protection services or under Cal Fire jurisdiction.
Within its area, CSA#1 is responsible for fire protection, fire suppression, and emergency medical

64



services to a population of approximately 68,000 people in a service area of 3,400 square miles. In
comparison, this is 56 times the area of the City of Redding with about three-quarters of Redding’s
current population.

The two previous Grand Jury reports indicated three issues affecting the viability of volunteer fire
service:

e an aging volunteer force;
e increasing training requirements for volunteers; and
e diminished response capacity.

According to Shasta County Fire, the following are key concerns regarding the volunteer system in
Shasta County:

e the volunteer system is very reliant on a small core of volunteers that respond to incidents;

e nine of the SCFD’s eighteen stations have ten or fewer volunteers on their roster;

e the response by volunteers to calls (50%) is significantly lower than roster numbers would
suggest should occur;

e the county has authorized a force of 385 volunteers, but only 189 volunteers are serving
throughout the county;

e demographic shifts and societal changes (declining volunteerism, aging population) in the
County contribute to problems staffing stations in certain areas;

e there are fourteen VFS companies that have volunteers who are 60 years of age or older;

e the average age of staffing fluctuates because Cal Fire hires many younger volunteers during fire
season as temporary employees. This exacerbates both the age issue among the remaining
volunteers during the fire season and the number of volunteers available;

e the majority of calls to which VFS companies respond are medical (73.2%); and

e the cost of training and providing equipment for volunteer firefighters is paid for by Shasta
County.

To the above could be added the following additional problems Shasta County faces in 2014 as
determined by the Grand Jury through our interviews and budget reviews:

e the demands of the economy require people to look outside rural areas for employment;

e long range funding forecasts do not support any major expansion of service; and

e Shasta County has been using reserves to fund fire protection services and those reserves, unless
augmented, are in danger of being fully spent within the next two fiscal years.

The closing of the volunteer Platina station prompted the 2011-2012 inquiry. That Grand Jury’s report indicated
that four additional stations were also in danger of closing due to lack of personnel. This year, Cal Fire confirmed
that concern, for the reasons listed above.

With so many residents choosing to live in a rural area there is a growing disparity between emergency medical
and fire suppression needs and the ability to meet those needs. For the rural areas, the problems are real. It is not
that a fire or medical response will not occur; rather, it is when it will occur and how far responders will have to
travel. These issues may get worse in the future if additional volunteer stations close.
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The total number of VFS volunteers has remained fairly steady since the 2006-07 Grand Jury reported
that there were 182 volunteers. Information from Shasta County Fire indicates there is as great a
concern over the total number of volunteers as the number of volunteers who can be counted on to
respond. We learned that the response rate for the current 189 volunteers is estimated at 50% spread
over the 18 volunteer fire stations, with some stations having a higher response rate and others a lower
response rate.

APPROACH
The Grand Jury:

e interviewed two managers from Cal Fire;

e interviewed two volunteer fire chiefs;

interviewed a county administrator;

interviewed one member of the Shasta County Board of Supervisors;

reviewed Grand Jury reports of 2006-07 and 2011-12;

reviewed Shasta County Fire Department Annual Report of 2012;

reviewed draft Shasta County Fire Department Master Plan 2014;

reviewed the 2012-13 and the 2013-14 Shasta County budgets;

reviewed the May, 2003 Municipal Service Review for County Service Area #1 prepared by the
Shasta County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO); and

e reviewed the current contract between Cal Fire and Shasta County Fire entered into in June 2013.

DISCUSSION

Funding

The 2013-14 Shasta County budget details the cost to the County for fire and emergency medical
response in CSA#1. Not included in this calculation would be the value added of time donated by
volunteers or purchases made from donations, or fund raisers by volunteer departments. In addition,
where there is overlap with Cal Fire or with mutual aid agreements with other fire districts, there is
value added which is not reflected in the budget.

With the adoption of the 2013-2014 budget, Shasta County increased the Department’s expenditure
budget to $6,175,540. While this represents a net increase of $1,738,316 over the 2012-13 budget, most
of the increase was in the area of capital expenditures for equipment which are a one-time expenditure.
If capital expenditures are excluded, the budget change from 2012-13 to 2013-14 is an increase of
$349,438 or 7.48%. By far, the biggest expenditure for Shasta County Fire is the cost of the contract
with Cal Fire, which is shown in the budget as “Other Charges.”
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Expenditures in the 2013-14 budget for CSA#1 are as follows:

Expenditure Category Amount
Salaries and benefits $ 356,404
Services and supplies 1,375,334
Other charges 3,289,457
Subtotal $5,021,195
Capital assets 1,154,345
Total $ 6,175,540

In terms of revenue, taxes (General Fund Support) provide $1,657,550 or 26.8% of the funding in 2013-
14. The remainder comes from various other funds or sources. The biggest of these is a Transfer In
from the Department Fund Balance, which amounts to using unallocated reserves to fund current
operating costs. This comprised 40% of the revenue to fund Shasta County Fire in the current budget.
As of June 30, 2013, the Fire Reserve Fund balance was $3,433,492. In the 2013-14 budget, $1,729,657
was transferred to fund operating costs leaving a balance in this fund of $1,703,835.

Following are the revenue sources used to fund Shasta County Fire in the current budget:

Revenue Source Amount

Taxes $ 1,657,550
Licenses, Permits & Franchises 9,000
Revenue from Money and Property 10,000
Intergovernmental Revenue 298,000
Charges for Services 715,667
Miscellaneous Revenue 15,350
Transfers In 1,729,657
Other Financing Sources/Sale C/A 2,000
Total $ 4,437,224

As noted in the 2013-14 Shasta County budget, “the fire fund is being balanced on the Department Fund
Balance and continued reliance on the Department Fund Balance to balance the fire budget could cause
the Department’s Fund Balance to be depleted by FY 2015-16 and/or could eventually impact
emergency response services in the future.” In other words, CSA#1 is being funded by reserves, which
IS not sustainable at the current rate of use. This means that the fiscal value of volunteers is even more
important in the provision of emergency services to these rural areas than may be understood. Should
revenues not allow an expansion of paid positions, and there is a further decline of volunteers, and if the
present rate of expenditures continues, Shasta County Fire funding could be severely diminished.

Cal Fire places a value of $100,000 on each VFS member’s worth to the community, the approximate
replacement cost for a paid career fire position. If the County had to pay to replace the 189 volunteers,
the cost would be $1,890,000. Even if only the value of the 50% of volunteers that respond is
considered, their value is $950,000. As a further note, Cal Fire estimates that the cost of a manned
station with a full time engine would be about $800,000 per year excluding the cost of equipment,
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buildings, and property. For the approximately $5,000,000 that Shasta County Fire is spending on an
annual basis, only about five stations could be staffed and operated with paid personnel, rather than the
18 stations that are currently providing emergency services using a combination of volunteers and four
Cal Fire engines.

The volunteer system, while having primary responsibility for responding to emergencies, is not the only
emergency resource available within CSA#1. Cal Fire, mutual aid agreements, and other resource
agencies provide support by contract. This network of resources ensures that when someone calls for
service, fire or EMS personnel will respond. What is critical to CSA#1 is that any decrease in
volunteers will increase response times in certain areas. If volunteers continue to decline in either
number or in their response rates, the system may evolve towards a greater role for paid fire personnel.
The greatest effect will not be felt in response to fires; rather, it will be in the area of medical
emergencies, which comprise 73% of calls for service.

Master Fire Plan for the Shasta County Fire Department

Shasta County Ordinance 2.32.070, Department Objectives, Part A states, “The department shall be
guided by a long-range master plan approved and modified periodically, as appropriate, by the board of
supervisors and short-range plans consistent with general policy direction from the board of supervisors
following fire warden recommendations, that are responsive to changing community and county-wide
emergency service needs.” As of this writing, in May 2014, County Fire staff is preparing a revision to
the master plan and will present it to the Board of Supervisors this summer. A courtesy copy was
provided to the Grand Jury by Shasta County Fire. County Administration confirmed that its staff was
involved in the development of the draft.

This draft plan will be the blueprint for Shasta County as it moves forward on managing CSA#1 and
meeting its emergency fire and medical needs. The final Fire Master Plan is subject to approval by the
Board of Supervisors. Based on a review of the preliminary draft, the proposed Master Fire Plan will
cover the following key issues:

e to encourage participation by volunteers, trainees and part-time firefighters, the integration of a
combination of paid and volunteer fire personnel;

e the ongoing contract with Cal Fire to provide backup fire protection for selected areas of the
County;,

e meeting the emergency medical needs of these rural areas, which amounts to 73.2% of the
service calls;

e the use of new technology and equipment in providing fire and medical protection;

e cost issues associated with the above and balancing expectations and requests against funding
realities;

e educating the public on rural emergency response issues and expectations;

e expanding cost effective partnerships for mutual support, particularly with Shasta College and
use of student trainees;

e the impact of any decline in fire protection on the Insurance Service Office (1ISO) fire rating for
these areas and the subsequent impact on fire insurance rates.

e providing paid firefighter engines at two additional locations; and

e the creation of an entry level county firefighter program and a paid reserve staff (“Reserve”
Firefighters).
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As noted, Cal Fire is under contract to work with Shasta County to support its volunteer fire service in
meeting fire and medical needs in rural areas. Cal Fire is a career fire-fighting organization whose
primary purpose is wildland fire protection. Cal Fire’s contractual focus will be on what is most
dependable in meeting its dual mission of wildland fire protection and its contractual obligations with
Shasta County.

Negotiations between Shasta County and Cal Fire are critical for these rural areas. As has occurred in
the past, both agencies recognize overlapping areas of responsibility with Cal Fire operating a seasonal
force with a cadre of full time firefighters and Shasta County operating a year round volunteer force of
fire and medical service providers. Both parties will need to be creative to maximize limited resources
in dealing with seasonal fire and other emergency needs. Another party to the discussion will be medical
providers that transport victims of accidents or illness to hospitals.

Developing a new Master Fire Plan could provide a forum for the County to involve the public, Cal Fire,
medical providers and volunteer firefighters in the long-term implications of just getting by if additional
resources are not available or undertaking a comprehensive discussion of dealing with fire and medical
response needs. For the County, decisions will be made based on the funds available bearing in mind the
long-term commitment each staffed engine will entail and the cost of emergency medical responses.

This process could involve creation of an ad hoc citizens group which would make recommendations to
the Board of Supervisors and the County Fire Chief on several topics including:

1. The Status of CSA#1.

CSA#1 is the vehicle the County created to fund and coordinate volunteer fire protection and
emergency medical response within the boundaries of the service area. Could changing the district
from a County Service Area to a Fire Protection District capture the funds generated by the State
Fire Protection Fee and retain them for local emergency service use? According to Cal Fire,
residences within CSA#1 are assessed the full State Fire Protection Fee. Given the imposition of
this fee on rural residents, it might be time to determine if residents would support a change to firm
up fire and medical protection revenues within all or portions of CSA#1 if there could be an offset
against the State fee. This could also be used to address the County reliance on using the
Department Reserve Fund to balance the Shasta County Fire budget.

It is important to note that the State Fire Prevention Fee collection within CSA#1 collected by the
State Board of Equalization does not go to CSA#1; rather, it goes to the State to support Cal Fire in
Shasta County and elsewhere. In 2014, the State Fire Prevention fee is $152.33 per habitable
structure within the State Responsibility Area. If the habitable structure is within the boundary of a
local agency that provides fire protection, the fee is reduced by $35.00 to $117.33 per structure. The
fee is not applied to undeveloped land or land only occupied by non-habitable structures. A
habitable structure is one that contains one or more dwelling units.

2. The opportunity for expanded partnerships and creating a reserve force.

The draft plan from Shasta County Fire makes references to expanding partnerships. While the
focus was on Shasta College, this can also involve partnerships with local colleges, high schools, job
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training centers or additional State inmate crews. For those who seek a career in fire and medical
service, this could provide opportunities for part-time or summer employment to supplement the
existing paid career and volunteer forces. Once a certain amount of training has been completed, it
could be possible to exchange room and board, or scholarship grants for fire or emergency medical
technician service at some locations that are under staffed. Likewise, the establishment of another
inmate crew camp in the County might be of benefit in the overall fire protection strategy for rural
areas and extend the time seasonal crews are available.

3. Ownership of equipment and facilities.

If Shasta County expands its contract with the State for fire protection service in the future, the
County needs to ensure it has the ability to step in and provide fire protection in the event there ever
is a dispute with the State as a result of a budget shortfall or additional funds are diverted from the
County. As occurs now with capital expenditures, Shasta County can fund equipment, facilities and
training as its contribution to a contract. Perhaps the contract could require the State to provide staff
to operate stations where volunteers are not available. This would leave the County with the ability
to have equipment for fire protection if it is ever needed without being totally reliant on the State. It
would also ensure standardization in equipment and training throughout the county for Shasta
County Fire.

4. Creation of a Reserve Force.
The reserve firefighting force using entry level fire and medical personnel mentioned in the draft
Fire Master Plan needs to be explored for feasibility, cost and workability. As an option, this might
meld with other alternatives to provide more flexibility so the County can avoid risk associated with
disability, pension and long-term employment obligations. For the County, a reserve force would
need to include both firefighters and emergency medical personnel.

FINDING

The Grand Jury finds that:

F1.  the development and consideration of a Master Fire Plan can provide a forum for the community

and County staff to discuss emergency fire and medical response expectations, realities and
opportunities for the area served by Shasta County Fire.

RECOMMENDATION

The Grand Jury recommends that:

R1.  Shasta County use the development and consideration of a Master Fire Plan by July 1, 2015 as a
vehicle to explore any or all of the issues, problems and options outlined in this report on the
future of Shasta County Fire.

REQUIRED RESPONSE

Shasta County Board of Supervisors as to F1 and R1.
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REQUESTED RESPONSES

Shasta County Executive Office as to F1 and R1
Shasta County Fire Chief as to F1 and R1.
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AUDIT AND FINANCE

SUMMARY

Penal Code section 925 requires the Grand Jury to annually examine the accounts and records of Shasta
County, while Government Code section 25250 requires the Board of Supervisors to conduct an annual
audit of all County accounts. The audit itself is conducted by a “contract auditor” pursuant to
Government Code section 31000. Oversight is provided by a Joint Audit Committee, comprised of
members of the Grand Jury, County financial/audit staff, elected officials, County administrative staff
and County Counsel.

The Grand Jury reviewed the fiscal year 2012-2013 audit report in which no exceptions or findings were
noted by the contract auditor.

DISCUSSION

The annual audit is performed to review and assess the respective financial position and activities of each
governmental fund and unit of Shasta County to obtain reasonable assurance that the County’s financial
statements are free of material misstatements. The County’s contracted audit firm, Gallina, LLP, issued its
final report for fiscal year 2012-2013 with an “unqualified opinion,” meaning no exceptions were noted.

The Grand Jury reviewed accounting data, financial reports, and departmental procedures, policies and
reports for accuracy and content. We also reviewed the 2013-2014 Grand Jury “budget to actual
accounting” data and determined that the grand jurors’ mileage and per diem reports and charges were
accurate and complete.

In addition to the above, a monthly review of the “budget to actual accounting” data for all accounts assigned
to the Grand Jury, including per diem and mileage reports, was performed. The Grand Jury Audit and
Finance Committee monitored the charges applied to these accounts on a monthly basis and reported this
information to the full Grand Jury.

APPROACH:
The Grand Jury:

reviewed the County’s annual audit report for fiscal year 2012-2013;

participated on the County’s Joint Audit Committee;

met with County accounting and budget personnel;

reviewed accounting and financial data for Grand Jury investigative activities;

reviewed both Grand Jury monthly and annual “budget to actual” reports and monitored per diem and
mileage charges for completeness and accuracy;

e attended the entrance and exit meetings with the contract auditor; and
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o followed up with County administrative staff to ensure that all charges in the Grand Jury budget were
appropriate.

FINDINGS
The Grand Jury:

F1. concurred with the conclusion of Gallina, LLP’s 2012-2013 audit that the County is performing its
financial duties in an acceptable manner;
F2. found that its budget to actual accounting information and charges to these accounts are correct and

complete.
F3. found that all grand jury per diem and mileage reports and the associated charges reviewed are

accurate and complete.

A copy of the 2012-2013 Annual Audit for Shasta County is available for public review in the County
Administrative Office or Auditor/Tax Collector’s Office. The annual budget for the Grand Jury is
included in the annual Shasta County budget. This budget is available online at www.co.shasta.ca.us.
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Grand Jury Investigative Reports 2000 - 2014 N

CITY OF ANDERSON

City of Anderson 2006/07
Development Fees 2013/14
Economic Development: 2007/08
Police Reporting 2013/14

CITY OF REDDING
Development Services Department

Development Fees 2013/14
Land Purchases 2004/05
Redevelopment Agency 2005/06
Redding Fire Department 2005/06
Zoning and Planning 2004/05
Nuisance Water Complaint 2010/11
Stillwater Business Park 2007/08
Wastewater Treatment Plants 2010/11
Redding Ballot Measures A and B 2010/11
Redding Employees Gift Policy 2012/13
Redding City Transfer Station 2011/12
Redding Park Fees 2013/14
Electric Utility Department

Big League Dreams Complaint 2012/13
Finance Department

Assessment Districts (General) 1999/00
Information Technology 2008/09
Police Department 2001/02,2005/06,2008/09
Police Department Complaints 2008/09
Police Department Facility 2008/09
Police Response Time 2013/14
Red Light Enforcement Program 208/09,2011/12
Firearms Training Simulator 2011/12
Sobriety Check Points 2010/11
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

Airport Expansion 2011/12
CITY OF SHASTA LAKE

Economic Development 2007/08
Development Fees 2013/14
COUNTY OF SHASTA

Agriculture/Weights and Measures 2008/09



Assessor/Recorder Office
Auditor/Controller’s Office
Audit and Management Report
Code Enforcement

Employee Orientation/Training
Management Audit

Audit — Retired Senior VVolunteer Program
County Clerk’s Office

Registrar of VVoters

COUNTY OF SHASTA

County Fire Department
Economic Development

Mental Health Department
Registrar of VVoters

Planning Division

Probation Department

Juvenile Assessment Center
PACT

Shasta County Juvenile Hall
Public Health Department

Small Pox Vaccination Program
Water Fluoridation Ballot Measure
Public Works Department

Fall River Mills and Shingletown Airports
Public Works

Sheriff/Coroner’s Office

Animal

Ankle Bracelets

Autopsy Report

Boating Safety

Crystal Creek Boy’s Camp

Firearms Confiscation

Fire Arms Training Simulator

Hiring Practices for Correctional Officers
Jail Inmate Welfare Fund
Property/Evidence Facility

Shasta County Coroner

Shasta County Detention Annex

Shasta County Jail

Shasta County Jail Cell Searches
Shasta County Jail Female Inmates
Sheriff/Patrol Division

2005/06,2008/09
2001/02,2008/09
Annually
2013/14

2000/01

2003/04

2002/03

2000/01,2003/04

2006/07,2011/12,2013/14
2007/08
2001/02,2004/05,2007/08
2000/01,2003/04

2007/08

2000/01
2008/09
Annually

2002/03
2003/04

2000/01
2006/07
2013/14
2004/05,2006/07,2009/10
2013/14
2013/14

2007/08
Annually to closing in
2008

2008/09
2010/11
2012/13
2006/07
2008/09

2010/11,2011/12
Annually to closing in
2004

Annually
2010/11
2011/12
2005/06
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Sugar Pine Conservation Camp
Training — Handling the Mentally IlI

Work Release Program

Missing Person Complaint

Social Services Department
Public Guardian

Adult Services

Support Services

Treasurer/Tax Collector’s Office
Use Permits

Vehicle Usage

Special Districts

Management of District Boards
Anderson/Cottonwood Irrigation District
Anderson Fire Protection District

Burney Fire Protection District

Burney Water District

Centerville Community Services District
Cottonwood Fire Protective District

Fall River Mills Community Services District
Mountain Gate Community Services District
Shasta Community Service District

Shasta Mosquito and Vector Control District
Shasta Lake Fire Protection District

Western Shasta Conservation District (WSRCD)
SCHOOLS AND SCHOOL DISTRICTS
Anderson Union High School District

Black Butte School District
Consolidation/Unification of Shasta County Schools
Cottonwood Union School District

Gateway Unified School District

Grant Elementary School

Safe School Initiative

Shasta County Office of Education

Camp Latieze

Shasta Union High School District

Shasta Union High School District Adult Transition Program
MISCELLANEOUS

City and County Websites

Credit Cards — Usage by Public Entities
Duration of Independent Audit Contracts
Gangs/Gang Activities (SAGE)

2012/13

2004/05
2002/03,2003/04,2005/06,
2007/08

2011/12

2002/03
2008/09
2008/09

2004/05
2004/05

2009/10
2004/05

2009/10
2000/01,2004/05,2005/06,
2007/08

2010/11

2005/06

2004/05

2003/04
2008/09,2010/11,2011/12
2003/04,2005/06,2006/07
2001/02.2004/05.2008/09
2002/03

2002/03,2012/13

2002/03
1999/00
2005/06
2007/08
2004/05
2003/04
2006/07

1999/00
2004/05
2012/13

2007/08
2003/04
1999/00
2006/07
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Law Enforcement Preparedness: School
Railroad Operations in Shasta County
Redding Area Bus Authority (RABA)

SHASCOM: Shasta Area Safety Communications

Shasta Interagency Narcotics Task Force

Special Districts in Shasta County

What It Takes to Become a Law Enforcement Officer
California Assembly Bill AB109 (Realignment
Sugar Pine Conservation Camp

2000/01
2001/02

2006/07,2013/14
2000/01,2003/04,2005/06,
2007/08,2011/12

2003/04,2006/07
2007/08

2010/11

2011/12
Annually
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Cemetery Districts
Anderson Cemetery District
Burney Cemetery District
Cottonwood Cemetery District
Fall River Mills Cemetery District
Halcumb Cemetery District
Manton Joint Cemetery District
Millville Cemetery District

Pine Grove Cemetery District

Mosquito Districts

Burney Basin Mosquito Abatement District
Pine Grove Mosquito Abatement District
Shasta Mosquito & Vector Control District

Conservation Districts
Fall River Resource Conservation District
Western Shasta Resource Conservation District

School District

Anderson Union High School District

Bella Vista Elementary School District

Black Butte Union School District

Cascade Elementary School District

Castle Rock Elementary School District
Columbia Elementary School District
Cottonwood Union Elementary School District
Enterprise Elementary School District

Water Districts

Anderson Cottonwood Irrigation District
Bella Vista Water District

Burney Water District

Cottonwood Water District

Shasta County Water Agency

Community Service Districts
Centerville Community Service District
Clear Creek Community Service District
Fall River Mills Community Service District
1go-Ono Community Service District
Mountain Gate Community Service District
Shasta Community Service District

Other Districts/Agencies

Shasta Area Safety Communications Agency
Mayers Memorial Health Care District

Shasta County Air Quality Management District
LAFCO

Fire Districts

Anderson Fire Protection District
Burney Fire Protection District
Castella Fire Protection District
Cottonwood Fire Protection District
Fall River Mills Fire Protection District
Happy Valley Fire Protection District
McArthur Fire Protection District
Millville Fire Protection District
Shasta Lake Fire Protection District
Buckeye Fire Protection District
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Photo courtesy of T.A. Schmidt & Associates

Pictured from left to right: Patricia Stout, Bea Howell, Katharine Ann Campbell, Paul Genoud,
Kathleen Griffin, James McClary, Foreperson Eleanor Townsend, Dennis Edwards, Pro Tem Phillip
Perry, Shawn Pearce, Terry Oxley, Richard Camillieri, Stella Webb, Claudia O’Connell, Fred
Weatherill, Mary Ann McCorguodale, Lawrence Robins, Michelle Dusel
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july 15, 2014

The Honorable Gregory Gaud

Presiding Judge, Shasta County Supervior Court
1500 Court Street

Redding, CA 96001

Dear Judge Gaul:

On behalf of the City of Anderson, we wish to express our thanks and appreciation for the
work of the 2013-2014 Shasta County Grand Jury, As requived by California Penal Code
Sections 933 and 933.05, the City of Anderson offers the following response to the report
titled, “Calling alt cars... Calls for Police Service and Response”,

Finding I'1;
The Redding and Anderson Police Departments are unable to fully utilize available crime
information because of the limitations of their present computer systetn,

Response:
The City of Anderson agrees with this finding.

Recommendation R1;
Redding and Anderson Police Departments should continue to explore avenues to improve

upon present crivie analysis capabilities through grant applications under AR 109 as funds
ave avallable. '

BEQQQHSE:

The recommendation has been implemented and is ongoing. Recently, the Anderson Police
Department, the Redding Police Department and the Shasta County Sheriff's Office have
retained a consultant to assist the departments with modernization of the Records
Management System (RMS). The consultant will help in identifying our current and future
needs, such as, statistical analysis, crime reporting and data trends. AB 109 dedicated
funds atlocated to the County are being shared by the Anderson Police Department, the

Offlce of Mayor www,chanderson.caus Phone: (530} 378-6646
1887 Howard Street Fax: (530) 378-6648
Anderson, CA 96007



The Honorable Gregory Gaul
july 15,2014
Page 2

Redding Police Department and the Shasta County Sheriff's Office to fund the project. This
s the fivst step in revamping and modernizing the current system developed in the 1970
era.

The City of Anderson appreciates this opportunity to respond to relevant portions of the

2013-2014 Shasta County Grand Jury Final Report.

Sincerely,

U
&\\ei;g D

Debe Hopkins

Mayou, City of Anderson

Office of Mayor www.elanderson.caus Phoue: (530) 378-6646
1887 Howard Street Fax: (530) 378-6648
Anderson, CA Y6007



Anderson Police Departuent
2220 Morth Siregt PO, Box 1804

Anderson, CA 96007-1804
530-378-6600 - 530=378-662S fax

Milchael L. Johnson
Ghief of Police

June 24, 2014

Shasta County Grand Jury
P.O. Box 992086
Redding, CA. 96089-2088

Presiding Shasta County Superior Court Magistrate,;
Eleanor Townsend, Shasta County Grand Jury Foreperson;

[ am writing in response to the Shasta County Grand Jury's investigative report titled, Calling alf
Cars..., published June 24, 2014. Pursuant to Ca. Penal Code sactions 933(b) and (c),
933.05(a) ~ (¢}, please find my responses listed below. Although my response was merely
suggested and not technically required, | wanted to provids further clarification for finding F1
and recommendation R1 as listed in the Grand Jury report.

F1 — The Anderson Police Departiment (APD), Redding Police Depariment (RPD), and the
Shasta County Sheriff Office (SCSO) coilaboratively participate in an Integrated Public Safety
System (IPSS) for computer generated database criminal Information sharing. The system is a
Records Management System (RMS) developed in the late 1970’s and is an antiquated AS 400
IBM modsl foundational system. The equipment maintained and utilized for this system does
not have accessibility, storage capacity, or program functionality to effectively serve the needs
of our local law enforcement. Statistical information is extremely limited and generic in scope. |

agree with the Grand Jury finding.

R1 — The recommendation has already been implemented but is not completed. The project is
expected to fake 18-24 months before completion. APD, RPD, and SCSO have recentiy
contracted a consultant with specialized skill knowledge to assist us in acquiring a new RMS.
The consuitant will help our Shasta County agencies in Identifying our particular needs
(statistical analysis, crime reporting and trend data, elc.) to better serve our communities.
Funds directed to our county through legislation associated with AB 109 are being “shared” by
APD, RPD, and SCSO to pay for the costs agsociated with this much needsd project. These
State funds wili be used to purchase and implement a new system that will drastically improve
our crime analysis capabilities and ultimately improve police service efficlency.

Thank you for investigating the concerns of our community.

Sincersly,

Mioh&)f {.. JohnsolChief of'PoliQ



Oty of Slpestn

GARY G. GIBSON

GREGORY S. GAUL
Asst. Presiding Judge

Presiding Judge
August 26, 2014

Robert Paoletti
Chief of Police
1313 California Street
Redding, CA 96001-3396
Re; *Grand Jury Report — “Calling All Cars...Calls for Police’ Service and

Response.”*
Dear Chief Paoletti:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your response dated August 12, 2014 to the 2013-2014
Grand Jury report regarding the “Calling All Cars...Calls for Police Service and Response.”

I would like to thank you for your response to the Grand Jury Report, Pursuant to the
provisions of Penal Code §933, I shall transmit your response to the Office of the County
Clerk to be maintained on file there. An additional copy shall be provided to the Clerk of the

Cowrt also to be maintained on file.
Thank you again for your response.

Sincerely,

——————

Gregoty S. Gaul *
Presiding Judge N

cc: Office of the County Clerk (original response)
Melissa Fowler-Bradley, Clerk of the Court (for Admin file)

Grand Jury

*Corrected®

1500 COURT STREET, ROOM 205 REDDING, CA 96001 * Phone (530) 245-6761 » Fax {530} 225-5339




CITY OF REDDING

ROBERY E PAOLETTI, CHIEF OF POLICE
POLICE DEPARTMENT

1313 California Street, Redding, CA 96001-3396
530.225.4200  FAX 530.225.4553

August 12, 2014
B-080-600-800

The Honorable Gregory S. Gaul
Presiding Judge

Shasta County Superior Court
1500 Court Street

Redding, CA 96001

Dear Judge Gaul:

The Shasta County Grand Jury recently published a report titled “Calling All Cars...Calls for Police
Service and Response.” The report includes two findings and one recommendation. The Grand Jury
has requested the Chief of Police for the City of Redding respond to these findings and
recommendation. The purpose of this leter is to respond fo that request.

Finding No. 1

The Redding and Anderson Police Departments are unable fo fully utilize available crime
information because of the limitations of their present computer system.

Response io Finding No. 1

The respondent agrees with the finding.

Finding No. 2

The response time for 911 calls in Redding and Anderson depends on the nature and volume of
the calls, officer availabifity, and the response priorities established by the Redding and Anderson

Police Departments.

Response to Finding No, 2

The respondent agrees with the finding.

Recommendation No. 1

Redding and Anderson Police Departments should continne to explore avenues to improve upon
present crime analysis capabilities through grant applications under AB 109 as funds are

RECEIVED
AUG 15 20t

UNTY SUPERIOR COURT
SHASTA Lo VIRAL DIVISION

available..



Response to Grand Jury August 12, 2014
“Calling 41l Cars...Calls for Police Service and Response” Page 2 -

Response to Recommendation No. 1 .

The recommendation is currently being implemented. It is the goal of the Redding Police
Department, as part of the Integrated Public Safety System (IPSS) to upgrade our Records
Management System (RMS) from the in-house developed system in use at present to a commercial
package designed for law enforcement operations. Innovative Technologies was recently awarded
the Consulting and Professional Services Agreement on May 20, 2014, and is currently meeting with
personnel from all agencies to begin an in depth needs assessment.  This project will be funded by
grant monies from the State of California AB 109 Municipal funds.

The Redding Police Department appreciates and respects the important function that the Shasta
County Grand Jury serves in Jocal government.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me at 225-4211,

Sincerely,

T

Robert F. Paoletti
Chief of Police

c: City Council Members
Kurt Starman, City Manager
Pam Mize, City Clerk
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DAVID A, KEHOE, DISTRICT 1

1480 Court Sirest, Sulle 3088
LEONARD MOTY, DISTRICT 2

Redding, California 96001-1680

{630) 225-5567 ' < PAM GIACOMINI, DISTRICT 3
(800} A79-8008 | o . BILL SCHAPPELL, DISTRICT 4
(630) 225-5180-FAX ‘ — o LES BAUGH, DISTRICT &
.. i .
July 22, 2014 g e "

The Honorable Gregory GauE Plesu{mg Judge _
Shasta County Superior Court o Do
1500 Court St., Rm. 205 ‘ I
Redding, CA 9600'1

Re:  Response of Board of Supervisors to Fiscal Year 2013-2014 Grand Jury Report

Dear Judge Gaul: .

The Shasta County Board of Supervisors appreciates the titne and dedication which the
2013-2014 Grand Jurors confributed to their charge, The following findings and recommendations
are under serious consideration and dnscussmns ate being held regarding solutions to any unresolved

aroblems,

RESPONSES AND FINDINGS

{

A, An Evo]viﬁg Mission in a.(}haiig‘iﬁg' (Ei;llnty: Voluntcer Fire Companies
FINDINGS B i
The Grand Jury ﬁndings':::'-
1, The Development and consideration of a Master Fire Plan can provide a forum for

the communily and County staff to discuss emergency fire and medical response i
expectations, realitles and opportunities for the areq served by Shasta County Fire.

tesponse:  The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding,




The Honorable Grngry Gaul, Presiding Judge
Shasta County Superior Court

July 16,2014

Page 2 of 6
RECOMMENDATIONS
The Grand Jury recommends: - '- ,

R1. Shasta County nse the development and conside: ation of a Master Fire Plan by
July 1, 2015 as a vehicle fo explore any or all of the issues, problems and options
ouﬂmed in this report on the fnture of Shasta County Fire.,

Response: The Board of Supemsors plans to ensure unplcmentatzon of the recommendation in

the future,

B. | Not in My Ba_ckym'd ~ Land dnd B}i'il'flin_g-leode'Violétion Management
FINDINGS |
Thel"' Grand Jury findings:

Fl, The lack of thmely application of the County’s current code enforcement process
" has contributed to the existing backlog of cases. As of March 25, 2014, the County
has.a backlog of 1,728 bm(ding and land use code violatlons, of which 611 are

over ten years old,

‘Response:  The Board of Superwsms agrees with the finding,
” .: :I"l.. . t o
F2, There is a lack of spec(ﬁc limélines Jor the steps within the cade enforcentent
process (figure 1), As a result, the County does not conduct timely follow-up action
to move cases to conclusion.
G

The Board of Supervisors agrees that the dutling of the code enforcement process

Response:
presented in the referenced figure does not include specific timelines. However, the
Board of Supervisor’s disagrees ivith the finding,. Limited resources are directly
. related to the department’s ability fo conduct timely follow-up action fo move cases
to conclusion, :
I3, The County’s permit tracking system (Pérmits Plus) Is not providing enough

information fto clearly understand the fype and the nature of the violatlons
oceurring within the County or which open cases still need remediation.

Response:  'The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding,

R



The Honorable Gregory Gaul, Pres;dmg Judge 5
Shasta County Superior Court :

July 16,2014

Page 3 of 6

I,
Response:

' FS{

Response:

RI,

Response:

R2.

Response:

R3.

oy 1

The Board of S:)pervis‘m.s cannot provide effective oversight of the code
enforcement process because <4t doés not receive writfen reports regarding code
enforcertent activiﬁes ahrd statistics, "~ -

The Board of Supervisors dlsagrees with the finding, The Board of Supervisors
receives adequate mf‘oxmatlon through alternative methods of code enforcement

results,

2

The total cost of code enfm'cemenf Is not clear from the County Budgel,

The Board of Supervisors disaglees thh the finding, Information regarding cost
associated with a dcpartment s activities is readﬂy available,

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Grand Jury recommends X

The County develop focus (md commifment to resolving the backlog of existing
violations by adopfing ‘a policy withitt 90 days that will require Resource
Management staff to. evaluate akid prioritlze v!alations.

'.'i",' Ihfl(l ! ]-.

The Board of Supervisors- w:ll forther analyze and study the recommendation, The

- Board of Supervisors approved an increase budget for FY' 2014-15 for code

enfoicement activities and personnel, This will help fo reduce the backlog. The
Department’s practice is to prioritize all violations based on the health and safety of

the public and staff,

The Board of Supervisors, the County Execufive Officer and the Director of
Resource Management work fogether to establish specific timelines for
implementation of code enforcement- measm es, and that this be accomplished by

January 1, 2015,

The Board of Supemsms dlsagrecs with the recommendation, However, the Ditector
of Resource Managément, County Counsel and the County Executive Officer are
working together to rmplement tlmelmes for implementation of code enforcement
measures, L

. N S .

The County assess.the oapabiliﬁes of ifs cur, rent permit fracing system to determine
if it is able to allow managerial oversight of the code violation process, If it Is
SJound inadequate, Resource Managemeuf staff submit to the Board of Supervisors




The Honor able Grégory Gaul, Presiding Judge
Shasta County Superior Court ’

July 16,2014 .
‘Page 4 of 6 : ce

a proposal fo obmin an appropriate permif tracking software Syslem SJor
consideratlon as part q}" the budgel process. This software should include the
ability for staff in alf’ aﬂ‘ected departinents fo view oufstanding violations prior to
bmlrlmg and land use pe:‘mirs bemg issued,

The Board of Superwsors cohours Ryl the recommendatlon and plans fo implement
the recommendation in the future. Staffis preparing a Request for Proposals (REP)
for companies specializing in permit tracking software programs for public agencies.

Response:

R4, A qum'tetly writlen report be submitted to the Counly Executive Officer and the
Board of Supervisors, beginning October 1, 2014, showing the progress made on
resolving the backlog of violations, An annual writtent report be submitted to the
County Board of Supervisors and County Executive Officer, prior fo budget”
consideration, classifying the nature and {ppe of violations and backlogs of cases.

Response:  The Board of Supervisors plans to implement the recommendation in the future,

5. Beginning Fiscal Year 2014—2015 there be a separate cost accounting of both
expenditures and revenues assotluted with code enforcement so that the true cost
fo the general public avid Counly may be dalculated, including the costs from all
depm tents that are !nvolued n corle etgfarcemeut activities.

I
The Board of Supemsdrs w1ll not 1mplement the recommendation, Costs associated

with the depariment’s actmt;es are teadtly avallable
T & O
" C. Inearceration in Shasta Cmmty A‘repoit-on’ tile Sh‘lsta County Jail, Sugar Pine
Conservation Camp; and Shasta County Juvenile Rehabilitation Facility

Response:

FINDINGS
The Grand Jury findings:
Fl, There are no education services available for illiferate inmates,

Response:  The Board of Supervisérs agrees with the ﬁ.ndin‘g.
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The Honorable Gregory Gaul, Presiding Judge
~Shasta County Superior Court

July 16,2014

Page 5 of 6

RECOMMENDATION

The Grand Juty recommends:

R1 ' The Shasta Connty jall adminisfration should determine within the next60 days of
the Issuance of this report if ﬂlere is a need for education services targefing
iliterate inmates, {f' 50;. ﬂze pr ogt am should be put in place by Ocrobei 1, 2014,

Response:  'The Board of Supemsms wxll not 1equne the Department to 1mplement the
recammendation. There is not a significant rieed for educational services targeting
illiterate inmates at the Shasta Cotinty Jail, Quality educational services and programs
are offered inmates mcludmg a GED. program; ihe Alternative Custody Program
offers a Vocations Cerlificate’ program in pattnershlp wifh Shasta College.
Additionally, limited ‘resources prévent” implementation of recommendation.
However, staff will further examine alternative options fo expand literacy levels of

inmates.
D, Final Observation — Shasta County Coroner’s Office
IINDINGS

The Grand Jury findings:

N

Fl. " The procedures utllized in the Ynlo Coumy facilit{p, which do not allow the persons

in the observation room to hem’ what is. being said in the autopsy room do not
align with Shasta County’s autopsy protocols, This hindered observers from fully
understanding the pracediires that were belng conducted and the findings that

were matde duriug the aulopsy : D

“ )

Response: The. Board of Supemson& agrees w1th the finding,

i..',.,'; S

12, Observers were not madé uware of ai opﬂau to view the autopsy from luside the
e.wzmmafian roont,

Response: T he.Board of Superwsors agrees with the finding,

I3, The attendance by Grand Jury members at these autopey procedures assures
ti an.spmency accountability and due process.

Response: The Boatd of Supervisors agrees with the {inding,

=N iif
YA R



The Honorable Gregory Gaul, I’res1dmg Judgc; i
Shasta County Superior Court S

July 16,2014
Page 6 of 6

Ri,

Response:

R2.

Response:

R R

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Grand Jury recommends;

The Shasta County Sheriff/Coroner ensure that audio is present in all observation
rooins where antfopsies are being pe:formed on behalf of Shasta County.

H

The Board of Supervisors concurs with the recommendation and the department has
pattially implemented the recommendation, The Coroner’s Office has audio
capabilities in its facility, The Shasta County Coroner cannot enstre audio is present
in facilities not under its contml,;guthority, or jurisdiction,

The Shasta Counly Sherlff/Coioner ensure that observers are glven the option of
staping in the examinatipn roowiwith the medical exaniiner or observing from the
observation room dir Ing autopsies performed on behalf of Shasta County.

The Shasta County Board of Supervisor's concurs with the recommendation and the
department has partially-implemented the recommendation. This is the practice in
place at the Shasta Counfy Cordner’s Office. However, due to space restrictions,
exposure to contagious pathogens, practice by the Forensic Pathologist, and other
reasons as necessatry, obsetrvers may be restricted from the examination room,

This concludes the 1esponse of the Shasta County Boald of Superwsms totheTY 2013~2014
Grand Jury Repo:t

Very truly yours,

"« op LES BAUGH, CHAIRMAN
: ‘Board of Supervisors
~'ie o County of Shasta

l"jl-



Tuly 11, 2014

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE REDDING,MC?LCH?SJIS\!T;E-I;%S{?E{?;S

D 30 VOICE — (530) 225-5561
LAWRENCE G, LELS {NORTH STATE) - (800) 479-8009

COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER PAX - 279,823

The Honorable Gregory Gaul
Presiding Judge, Shasta County Superior Court
1500 Court St,, Run, 205

Redding, CA

Dear Judge G

96001

aul:

Re:  Response of County Executive Officer to Fiscal Year 2013-2014 Grand Jury Report

The County Executive Officer appreciates the time and dedication which the 2013-2014 Grand

Jurors confrib

uted to their charge. The County has implemented changes pursuant fo the Grand

Juty’s Findings and Recommendations.

FINDINGS AND RESPONSLS

A.  Notin My Backyard — Land and Building Code Violation Management

FINDINGS

The Grand Jury findings:

Fl.

Response;

2,

Response:

The lack of timely application of the County’s current code enforcement
process has contributed to the existing backlog of cases, As of March 25, 2014,
the Counly has a backlog of 1,728 building and land use code violations, of
which 611 ave over ten years old,

The County Executive Officer agrees with the finding,
There is a lack of specific timelines for the steps within the code enforcement
process (Flgure 1), As a result, the County does not conduct timely follow-up

action to move cases to conclusion,

The County Executive Officer disagrees with the finding, The difficulty in
conducting timely follow-up is a direct consequence of limited resources.



The Honorable Gregory Gaul
Shasta County Superior Court

July 11,2014
Page 2

F3,  The County’s permit tracking system (Permits Plus) is not providing enough
information to clearly understand the type and the nature of the violations
occurring within the County or which open cases still need remediation.

Response:  The County Executive Officer agrees with the finding,

F4,  The Board of Supervisors cannot provide effective oversight of the code
enforcement process because it does not receive written reports regarding code
enforcement activities and statistics.

Response;  The County Executive Officer pattially disagrees with the finding. There are other
methods of receiving results fiom code enforcement activities.

F5,  The fotal cost of code enforcenent is not clear from the County Budget.

Response:  The County Executive Officer disagrees with the finding., Information regacding
cost associated with a depariment’s activities is readily available.

RECOMMIENDATIONS

The Grand Jury recommends:

R1,

Respoitse:

R2,

Response:!

R13

The County develop a focus and commitment to resolving the backlog of -
existing violatlons by adopting «a policy within 90 days that will require
Resource Muanagement staff to evaluate and prioritize violations.

The County Executive Officer will further analyze and study the
recommendation, Resource Management’s budget was increased for FY 2014-15
for code enforcement activities to include two full-time Building Inspectors and
an Agency Staff Services Analyst to assist with code enforcement, The additional
staff will allow the Departinent to resolve the backlog of existing violations, The
Department currently evaluates and prioritizes violations based on health and

safety of the public and staff.

The Board of Supervisors, the County Executive Officer and the Director of
Resource Management work f(ogether to establish specific timelines for
implementation of code enforcement measures, and fhat this be accomplished

by January 1, 2015,

The County Bxccutive Officer will further anaiyze and evaluafe current
implementation of the recommendation.

The County assess the capabilities of its current permit tfracing system fo
determine if It is able to allow managerial oversight of the code violation




The Honorable Gregory Gaul
Shasta County Superior Court

July 11,2014
Page 3

Respotise:

R4,

Response:

RS,

Response:!

process, If' it is found inadequate, Resource Management staff submit to the
Board of Supervisors a proposal to obtain an appropriate permit fracking
software system for consideration as part of the budget process. This software
should include the ability for staff in all affected departnents to view
outstunding violations prior to building and land use permits being issued,

The County Executive Officer plans to implement the recommendation in the
fature.

A quarterly written report be submitted to the County Executive Officer and the
Board of Supervisors, beginning October 1, 2014, showing the progress made
on resolving the backlog of violations. An annual written report be submitred to
the County Board of Supervisors and Counly Execufive Officer, prior to budget
consideration, classifying the nature and type of violations and backlogs of
cases,

The County Executive Officer plans to implement the recommendation in the
foture.

Beginning Fiscal Year 2014-2015, there be « separate cost accounting of both
expenditures and revenues associated with code enforcement so that the frue
cost to the general public and County may be caleulated, including the costs
Srom all departments that ave involved in code enforcement activities,

The County Executive Officer will not implement the recommendation.
Information regarding cost associaled with a department’s activities is readily
available,

B. An Evolving Mission in a Changing County: Volunteer Fire Companies

FINDINGS

The Grand Jury findings:

F1.  The Development and consideration of  Master Fire Plan can provide u forum
for the community and County staff to discuss emergency fire and medical
response expectations, realities and opportunities for the area served by Shasta
County Flre,

Response:  The County Executive Officer agrees with the finding.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Grand Jury recommends:



The Honorable Gregory Gaul
Shasta County Superior Court
July 11,2014
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R1.  Shasta County use the development and consideration of a Master Fire Plan by
Julp 1, 2015 as « vehicle to explove any or all of the issues, problems and
options outlined (n this report on the future of Shasta County Fire,

Response:  The County Executive Officer plans to implement the recommendation in the
future,

This concludes the response of the Shasta County Executive Officer to the FY 2013-2014 Not in
My Backyard — Code Violation Management and An Evolving Mission in a Changing County
Volunteer Fire Compainies Grand Jury Report.

Sincerely,

wrence G, Lees
County Executive OffiCer

LGL:jd



DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT glllcelg:érd W. Simon, AICP
1855 Placer Street, Redding, CA 96001

July 17,2014

The Honorable Gregory Gaul

Presiding Judge, Shasta County Superior Court
1500 Court Street, Room 205

Redding, CA 96001

Re:  Response of Director of Resource Management fo Fiscal Year 2013-2014 Shasta County
Grand Jury Report “Not In My Backyard (Code Violation Management)”’

Dear Judge Gaul,

The Resource Management Departiment respects the efforts and thoroughness of the 2013-2014 Grand
Jury, and appreciates the opportunity to review and respond to the report entitled “Not In My Backyard

(Code Violation Management).”

FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND REESPONSES

Grand Jury Findings

Fl,  The lack of timely application of the County’s current code enforcement process has
confributed fo the existing bucklog of cases, As of March 25, 2014, the County fias a backlog
of 1,278 building and land use code violation, of which 611 ure over fen years old,

Response: The Resource Management Department agrees with the finding,

F2,  Thereis a luck of specific timelines for the steps within the code enforcement process (Figure
1). As a result, the County does nof conduct fimely follow-up action to niove cases fo

conclusion.

Response: The Resource Management Depattiment agrees that the outline of the code enforcement
process presented in the referenced figure does not include specific timelines, Procedural timelines
relevant to the County’s code enforcement and nuisance abatement process are prescribed in the County
Code and state codes related to civil, administrative and criminal proceedings. For the most part these
represent minimum rather than maximum timeframes to ensure due process. The ability to conduct
timely follow-up action is a function of the Department budget and staff resources and not published
timelines, Therefore, the Department disagrees with the finding that the County does not conduct timely
follow-up action as a result of not having specific published timelines,

O Sanee 101 O Sulte 102 O Suee 103 0 Suite 201 8 Suitz 200

AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT  BUILDING DIVISION  PLANNING DIVISION  BNVIRONMENTAL HEALTHDIVISION  ADMINISTRATION & COMMUNITY EDUCATION
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F3.  The County’s permit tracking system (Permits Plus) is not providing enough informmation fo
clearly understand the type and the nature of the violations occurring within the Connly or
whicl open cases still need remediation,

Response: The Resource Management Department agrees with the finding,

Fd4.  The Bourd of Supervisors cannof provide effective oversight of the code enforcement process
becanse it does not receive written reports regarding code enforcement activifies and statistics,

Response: The Resource Management Department partially disagrees with the finding. The depatriment

provides sufficient information to the Board of Supervisors through other means yegarding code
enforcement activities and statistics. However, the Department plans to provide additional written

repotts to the Board of Supervisors in the future.
IS, The total cost of code enforcement is not clear from the Counfy Budget.

Response: The Resource Management Department disagrees with the finding, Costs associated with
the Department activities are readily available,

Grand Jury Reconnnendations

RI.  The County develop a focus and commitinent to vesolving the backlog of existing violutions by
adopting a policy within 90 days that will require Resource Managemen! staff to evaluate and

prioritize violations.

Response: The Department will further analyze and study the recommmnendation. The Departiment’s
budget for FY 2014/15 was increased for code enforcement activities and personnel which will help
reduce the backlog. As a matter of practice, Resource Management staff currently evaluates and
prioritizes all violations based on public health and safety, statf safety and availability, contractor
scheduling and available financial resources. The imunediate priority will remain those violations, both
backlogged and current, that pose the greatest threat to public health and safety and those that fall within

the categories prioritized by the Board of Supetvisors.

R2.  The Board of Supervisors, the Counly Executive Officer and the Direcfor of Resouice
Munagement work fogether to establish specific timelines for implementation of code
enforcement meusures, and that this be acconplished by Januaty 1, 2015,

Response: Actions to substantially improve the efficiency and timeliness of code enforcement have
already been implemented for the current year. The Department will continue to work with the Board of
Supervisors, County Executive Officer and County Counsel to address the backlog of cases and
implement code enforcement procedurtes in an efficient and {imely manner.

O Suite 101 O Sulre 102 O sulte 103 O Sulte 201 + Sulte 260
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R3.  The County assess the capabilities of its current permil tracking system to determine {f it Is
able to allow managerial oversight of the code violution process. If it is Jound inadeqnate,
Resource Munagenient staff subnit to the Board of Supervisors u proposal fe obfain an
appropriate persit tracking software system for consideration as part of the budget process,
This software should include the ability of staff in all affected departments fo view oulstunding
violations prior to building and land use permits belng issued,

Response: The Department plans to implement the recommendation in the future. The current permit
tracking system is a legacy program that is no longer supported or updated by thé parent compaity, The
system is deficient for current demands and incapable of being up-dated. Staffis preparing a Request
for Proposals (REP) to be disributed to a number of companies specializing in permit tracking software
programs for public agencies. The Department will forward a recommendation to the County Executive

Officer for consideration,

R4, A quarterly written report be submitted to the County Execative Officer and fo the Board of
Supervisors, beginning October 1, 2014, showing the progress made on resolving the backlog
of violations, An annual written repoit be submitted to the County Board of Supervisors and
County Executive Officer, prior to budget consideration, classifying the nature and type of
vielations and backlogs of cases.

Response: The recommendation to provide regular repotts to keep the Board of Supervisors and County
Executive Officer apprised of code enforcement activity will be implemented in the future.

RS, Beginning in fiscal pear 2014-2015, there be a separate cost accounting of both expenditures
and revennes associated with code enforcement so that the true cost to the general public and
County may be calculuted, including the costs frout all departinents that are involved in code

enforcement activities.

Response: The Resource Management Department will not be implementing the recommendation,
Costs associated with the department are readily available,

This concludes the response of the Director of Resource Management to the Fiscal Year 2013-2014
Shasta County Grand Jury Report,

Sincerely
\

=

Richard W. Simon
Director of Resource Management

*
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CITY OF REDDING

RICK BOSEITI, MAYOR
777 Cypwess Avenue, Redding, CA 96001
0. Box 49607¢, Redding. CA 96049.6071
530.225.4447  FAX 530.225.4463

August 20, 2014
B-080-600-800

The Honorable Gregory Gaul
Presiding Judge

‘snasta Cotnty Superior Coutt
1500 Court Street

Redding, CA 96001

Dear Presiding Judge Gaul;

'The Shasta County Grand Jury published a report titled ”Open Parks - Closed Meetings” in June
2014, The Grand Jury's report includes six findings and six recommendations, The City Council
of the City of Redding is thuncd to respond to the findings and the recommendations.
Theiefoxe, the purpose of this letter is t6 comply with that requirement:

F1,

F2.

F3,

The current Clty of Redding Park and Recreation Facilities Inipact Fees will not
financially support the LOS of 7.04 acres per 1,000 residents in the future.

Response: The Cify Council agrees that impact fees alone will not support the LOS
referenced above. It is possible, however, that other fundmg sources, such as grants,
could be utilized to maintain o enhance the LOS,

If the park development fee stays at its current level, the LOS will decline as the
population increases and residential development continues.

Response: The City Council respectfully disagrees with this finding, The LOS may or
may not decline, depending on the availability of other funding sources, such as grants,

The City of Redding is not suppoxtmg the 2004 Park Master Plan Goal of 10 acres per
1,000 residents,

Response;  The City Council tespectfully disagrees with this finding, The City of
Redding has actlvely pursued other ﬁmdmg sources, such as grants and private-public
parinerships, fo increase park amenities since the Pazks, Trails and Open Space Master
Plan was fivst adopted. The LOS has increased since the original Master Plan was fitst

adopted.



Letter fo Judge Gaul August 20, 2014

Re: Response fo Grand Jury Report “Open Parks — Closed Meetings™ Page 2
F4, A fee assessed on non-residential development would be an additional ﬁmding source to

F5.

F6,

R1.

R3.

support and prevent decline of the current LOS and reduce the burden on residential
development, '

Response; The respondent agrees with this finding, That is factually accurate..

The Community Service Advisory Commiltee (sic) has specific powers established in the _
Redding Municipal Code for making recommendations regatding city park funding, City
staff selected an additional volunteer committee (the ad hoc Advisory Group) which
duplicated a function of CSAC and resulted in different input and recommendations to
the City Council,

"Respuiser The City Council partially disagrees with the finding: The Redding

Municipal Code does not designate CSAC as the only commission or commitiee that has
the ability to review City-wide impact fees. The Advisory Group did not duplicate a
function of the Community Services Advisory Commission (CSAC), The Advisory
Group reviewed all City impact fees, in total, and provided valuable input to staff and the
City Council that may or may not have been available from CSAC.

City staff appointed an ad hoc Advisory Group that was not subject to the Brown Act to
review five development impact fees that affect City residents.

Response: The City Council partiaiiy disagrees with this finding. The primary purpose .

- of the Advisory Group was to work with staff and the City of Redding's consultants on

the background information and analysis that was needed in order to update the City of
Redding's impact fees and provide community input during that stage of the process. The
pritnaty purpose was not to sirply review final impact fees,

The City Council adopt fees to suppott the City's conrent LOS of 7.04 acres per 1,000
residents.

Response: The City Council does not intend to implement this recommendation, The
City Council reviewed this issue in detail in 2013 and detérmined that the existing Park
Development Fee should not be increased at this time. It is the City Council's
responsibility to consider all of the relevant facts and make the final public policy

. decision,

The City Council consider maintaining its current LOS through the Pack Development
Fee from new development to prevent decline in the LOS.,

Response:  The City Council does not intend to implement this recommendation. The
City Council reviewed this issue in detail in 2013 and determined that the existing Park
Development Fee should not be increased at this time. The City of Redding will,
however, continue to pursue other funding sources, such as grants, to maintain or increase
patk amenities, ‘ | ' ‘

As part of the Parks; Trails and Open Space Master Plan ten yeat review in 2014 the City
Council adopt a plan that can be realistically funded by the City.




Letter to Judge Gaul : August 20, 2014
Re: Response to Grand Jury Report “QOpen Parks — Closed Meetings” Page 3

R4,

—_—

anaty

R6.

Response: This recommendation will be implemented when the Master Plan-is updated,

The City Council nnplement a non-residential park development fee to support the
current LOS in ordet to share the cost burden with residential dcvclopment

Response:  The City Council does not intend to implement this recommendation, The
City Council reviewed this issu¢ in defail in 2013 and determined that the existing Park
Development Fee should nof be increased or expanded to include non-residential
development at this time. It is the City Council's responsibility to consider all of the
relevant facts and make the final public policy decision,

Sl wppointed committees do not duplicate the role of standing committees appointed
by the City Council,

Response: This recommendation has already been implemented, As noted above, the
City Council respectfully disagrees with F5 above.

Any committee having input to the 'City Council regarding impact fees be formally.
approved by City Council and subject to the Brown Act to allow for public par ticnpatlon
and ttanspalency in local govemment ,

Response: This recommendation will not be implemented because it is too broad and too
tigid. The City of Redding is an advocate for public palttmpatlon and transparency. The
City of Redding has an excellent record in this area. It is not practical or advisable,
however, for every ad hoc working group to adhere to this recommendation, The City of
Redding wi]i continue to fully comply with the provisions of the Brown Act.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Grand Jury's report The City of Reddmg
appreciates and respects the important ﬁlnchon that the Shasta Counly Grand Jury serves | in local

government,
Sincerely, :
o "p’ﬂ:;-) f ------
c;,,coé Ll
Rick Bosetti
Mayoi
REB:KS:ly

NAGrandiund 08:20- HGreadlunyParkFeesCC.dee

Ci

Honorable Council Members

Kurt Starman, City Manager

Rick Duvernay, City Attorney

Pam Mize, City Clerk

Members of the Community Services Advisory Cominission
Eleanor Townsend, Shasta County Grand Jury Forepetson



CITY OF REDDING

OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
777 Cypress Avenuie, Redding, CA 96001
.0, Box 496071, Redding, CA 96049.6071
530,225.4060  FAX 530,225.4325

Kurt Starman, Cliy Manager

Barry Tippln, Assistant ity Manager Augllst 5 201 4
3

Greg Clark, Deputy City Manager B-080-600-300

The Honorable Gregory Gaul
Presiding Judge

Shasta County Superior Court
1500 Court Strest

Redding, CA 96001

Dear Presiding Judge Gaul:

The Shasta County Grand Jury published a report titled "Open Parks - Closed Meetings" in June
2014, The Grand Jury's report includes six findings and six recommendations. The Grand Jury
requested that the City Manager of the City of Redding respond to the findings and the
recommendations. Therefore, the purpose of this letter is to honor the Grand Jury's request:

Fl.  The current City of Redding Park and Recreation Facilities Impaét Fees will not
financially support the LOS of 7.04 acres per 1,000 residents in the future.

Response! The respondent agrees that impact fees alone will not support the LOS
referenced above, It is possible, however, that other funding sources, such as grants,
could be utilized to maintain or enhance the LOS.

2. If the park development fee stays at its current level, the LOS will decline as the
population increases and residential development continues.

Resi)onse: The respondent respectfully disagrees with the finding, The LOS may or may
nof decline, depending on the availability of other funding sources, such as grants.

F3.  The City of Redding is not supporting the 2004 Park Mastel"‘PIan Goal of 10 acres per
1,000 residents. '

Response: The respondent respectfully disagrees with the finding. The City of Redding
has actively pursued. other funding sources, such as grants and private-public
partnerships, to increase park amenities since the Parks, Trails and Open Space Master
Plan wis first adopted. The LOS has actually increased since the original Plan was first
adopted. : '



Letter fo Judge Gaul August 5, 2014
Re: Response to Grand Jury Report “Open Parks — Closed Meetings” Page 2

F4,

IS,

FG,

R1.

R2,

R3.

A fee assessed on non-residential development would be an additional funding source to
support and prevent decline of the current LOS and reduce the burden on residential

development,

Response;  The responderit agrees with this finding. That is a public policy decision,
however, that is best made by the elected City Council.

The Community Service Advisory Committee (sic) has specific powers established in the
Redding Municipal Code for making recommendations regarding city park funding, City
staff selected an additional volunteer committee (the ad hoc Advisory Group) which
duplicated a function of CSAC and resulted in different input and recommendations to
the City Council.

Response: The respondent partially disagrees with the finding, The Redding Municipal
Code does not designate CSAC as the only commission or comunittee that has the ability
to review City-wide impact fees. The Advisory Group did not duplicate a function of the
Community Services Advisory Commission (CSAC).

City staff appointed an ad hoc Advisory Group that was not subject to the Brown Act to
review five development impact fees that affect City residents.

Response: The respondent partially disagrees with this finding, - The primary purpose of
the Advisory Group was to work with staff and the City of Redding's consultants on the
background information and analysis that was needed in ovder to update the City of
Redding's impact fees and provide community input during that stage of the process, The

primary purpose was not to simply review the final impact fees, ‘

The City Council adopt fees to support the City's current LOS of 7.04 acres per 1,000
residents,

Response:  The City Manager' is not able to implement this recommendation. Policy
decisions are made by the City Couicil of the City of Redding.

The City Council consider maintaining its current LOS through the Park Development
Fee from new development to prevent decline in the LOS,

Response:  The City Manager is not able to implement this recommendation, Policy
decisions are made by the City Council of the City of Redding,

As part of the Parks, Trails and Open Space Master Plan ten year review in 2014 the City
Council adopt a plan that can be realistically funded by the City.

Response: This recommendation will be implemented when the Master Plan is updated,



Letter to Judge Gaul ' August 5, 2014
Re: Response to Grand Jury Report “Open Parks - Closed Meetings" Page 3

R4.

RS,

R6.

The City Council implement a non-residential park development fee to suppott the
cutrent LOS in otder to share the cost burden with residential development,

Response: The City Manager is not able to implement this recommendation, Policy
decisions are made by the City Council of the City of Redding. :

- Staff-appointed committees do not dupiicate the role of standing committees appointed

by the City Couneil,

Responsé: This recommendation is already in place. As noted above, the respondent
respectfully disagrees with F5 above.

Any commitiee having input to the City Council régarding impact fees be formally
approved by City Council and subject to the Brown Act to allow for public participation
and transparency in local government,

Response: This recommendation will not be implemented because it is too broad and too
rigid. The City of Redding is an advocate for public participation and transparency. The
City of Redding has an excellent record in this area. It is not practical or advisable,
however, for every ad hoc working group to adhere to the recommendation. The City of
Redding will continue to fully comply with the provisions of the Brown Act.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Grand Jury's report, The City of Redding
appreciates and respects the important function that the Shasta County Grand Jury serves in Jocal
govermmnent,

If you have any questions regarding this malter, please do not hesitate to contact me at 225-4060.

KS:1s

Sincerely,

7

urt Starman
City Manager

NAGrandfur\L03-05- 1 Grandfury ParkFeesCM doc

C:

Honorable Mayor and Council Members

Rick Duvernay, City Attorney

Pam Mize, City Clerk ‘

Eleanor Townsend, Shasta County Grand Jury Foreperson



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

1450 Courl Strest, Suite 3088
Redding, Californla 96001-1680
(630) 225-5557

(800) 479-8009 .

(630) 225-5169-FAX

July 22, 2014

The Honorable Gregory Gaul, P1681dmg Judge
Shasta County Superior Court

1500 Cowt St., Rin, 205

Redding, CA 96001

DAVID A, KEHOE, DISTRICT 1
LEONARD MOTY, DISTRICT 2
PAM GIACOMINI, DISTRICT 3
BILL SCHAPPELEL, DISTRICT 4
LES BAUGH, DISTRICT &

Re:  Response of Board of Supervisors to Fiscal Year 2013-2014 Grand Jury Repont

Dear Judge Gaul:

The Shasta County Board of Supervisors appreciates the time and dedication which the
2013-2014 Grand Jurors confributed fo their charge, The following findings and recommendations
are under serious consideration and discussions are being held regarding solutions to any unresolved

problems.

RESPONSES AND FINDINGS

A, An Evolving Mission in a Changing County: Volunteer Fire Conmpanies

FINDINGS

The Grand Jury findings:

Fi, The Deyelopment and consideration of a Master Fire Plan can provide a forum for '
the community aud County staff to discuss emergency fire and medical response
expectations, realities and opportunities for the areq served by Shasta County Fire,

Response:  The Boatd of Supervisors agrees with the finding,



The Honorable Gregory Gaul, Presiding Judge
Shasta County Superior Court
July 16,2014

Page 2 of 6
RECOMMENDATIONS
‘The Grand Jury recommends:
Rl Shasta County use the development and consideration of @ Master Fire Plan by

July 1, 2015 as a vehicle to explore any or all of the Issues, problems and options
outlined in this report on the future of Shasta County Fire,

Response:  The Board of Supervisors plans to ensure implementation of the recommendation in
the future. ‘

B. Not in My Backyard — Land and Building Code Violation Management
FINDINGS

The Grand Jwry findings:

Fl. The lack of timely application of the County’s current code enforcement process
has contributed to the existing backlog of cases, As of March 25, 2014, the County
has.a backlog of 1,728 building and land use code violations, of wiich 611 are
over fen years old. '

Response:  The Board of Supervisors agtees with the finding.
" ‘l!l",: ', !jrl._ \ - L

F2, There Is a lack of specific fimeélines for the steps within the code enforcement
process (figure 1}, As a result the County does nof conduct timely follow-up action

to move cases to conclusion.

Response:  The Boatd of Supervisors agrees that the outline of the code enforcement process
presented in the referenced figure does not include specific timelines. However, the
Board of Supervisor’s disagrees with the finding. Limited resources ave directly
related to the departinent’s ability to conduct timely follow-up action to move cases

to conclusion,
I3, The County’s permit tracking system (Permifs Plus) is not providing enough

information to clearly understand the lype and the nature of the violations
occurring within the County or which open cases still need remediation,

Response:  The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding.




The Honorable Gregory Gaul, Presiding Judge..
Shasta County Superior Cowrt

July 16,2014

Page 3 of 6

F4,

Response:

I75,

Response:

RI.

Response:

Rz.

Response:

R3.

'K

The Board of Supervisors cannot provide effective oversight of the code
enforcement process becatise-dl doés not recelve written reports regarding code
enforcement acﬂviﬁes and statistics, '

The Board of Supervisors disagrees with the finding. The Board of Supervisors
receives adequate information through allernative methods of code enforcement
results,

The total cost of code enforcement is not clear from the County Budgel,

The Boa;d of Supervisors disagrees wnth the finding, Information regarding cost
associated with a depaltment s activities is readily available.

RECOMMENDATIONS -

The Grand Jury recommends:

The County develop a focus and contmlifinent to resolving the backlog of existing
violations by adopfing a policy within 90 days that will require Resonice
Management staff to evaluate and prm: itize violatlons,
R Wi e ' .

The Board of Supervisors will fuﬁhet analyze and study the recommendation. The
Board of Supervisors approved an increase budget for FY 2014-15 for code
enforcement activities and personnel, This will help to reduce the backlog. The
Departmetit’s practice is to prioritize all violations based on the health and safety of

the public and staff,

The Board of Supervisors, the Counly Executive Officer and the Direcfor of
Resource Muanagentent work fogether to establisk specific timelines for
implementation of code enforcement-measures, and that this be accomplished by

January 1, 2015,

The Board of Supetvisors disagrees with the recommendation, However, the Director
of Resource Management, County Counsel and the County Executive Officer are
working together to implement timelines for implementation of code enforcement

measures, 7'1 A

The Counly assess. ﬂre capabilifles af ifs cm reni permif fracing system to deteriiine
if it is able to allow managerial oversight of the code violation process, If it is
Sound inadequate, Resonrce Management staff subnit to the Board of Supervisors

M



‘The Honorable Grégory Gaul, Presiding Judge
Shasta County Superior Court

July 16, 2014
Page 4 of 6

Response:

R4,

Response:

RS,

Respornise:

a proposal to obtaiin an approprinte permit (racking software system for
consideration as part of the budget process. This software should include the
ability for staff in all aﬁ“ecred departments fo view outstanding violations prior to
building and land use pe: ‘mils being issued,

The Board of Supervisors coklcxii‘s with the recommendation and plans fo implement
the recommendation in the future, Staff is preparing a Request for Proposals (RFP)
for companies specializing in permit fracking software programs for public agencies.

A quarterly written report be submifted to the County Executive Officer and the
Board of Supervisors, beginning October 1, 2014, showing the progress made on
resolving the backlog of violations, An annual written report be submitted fo the
Counly Board of Supervisors and Counfy Executive Officer, prior fo budgef
consideration, classifying the nature and type of violations and backlogs of cases.

The Board of Supervisors plans to implement the recommendation in the future,

Beginning Fiscal Year 2014-2015, there be a separate cost accounting of both
expenditures and revenues associated with code enforcement so that the true cost
to the general public anid County 'may be calculated, including the costs from all
depa; timents that are in wolved in code enfo; ‘cemrent activifies.

I

'The' Boald of Supel visors will not unplement the recommendation. Costs associated
with the department’s actmtles ate Leadﬂy avmiable

1 :

C. Incarceration in Shasta County A lepmt on the Shastfi County Jail, Sugar Pine
Conservation Camp; and Shasta County Juvenile Rehabilitation Facility

I,

Response!

FINDINGS
The Grang Jury findings:
There are no education services avallable for lliterate inmates,

The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding.



The Honorable Gregory Gaul, Presiding Judge
Shasta County Superior Court

July 16, 2014

Page 5 of 6

RECOMMENDATION

The Grand Jury recommends; ;

RI, The Shasta County Jail administration should determine within the next 60 days of
the issuance of this report if tliere is a need Jor education services targeting
llliterate inmates, If 50, the program should be put in place by October 1, 2014,

Response:  The Board of Supervisors will not require the Department to implement the
recormmendation, There is not a significant need for educational services targeting
illiterate inmates at the Shasta Coimnty Jail. Quality ecucational services and programs
are offered inmates inchiding a G.E.I). program; the Alternative Custody Program
offers a Vocations Certificate program in partnership with Shasta College.
Additionally, limited - resources prevent implementation of recommendation.
However, staff will furthei examine alternative options fo expand literacy levels of
inmates,

D. Tinal Ohservation — Shasta County Coroner’s Office
FINDINGS

The Grand Jury findings; )

I, The procedures utilized in the Yplo County facility, which do nof allow the persons
in the observation room to heal¥ what is being sald in the autopsy room do not
align with Shasta County’s antopsy profocols, This hindered observers from fully
understanding the procedures that were being conducted and the findings that
were mude (lm'ing the m:topsy. : T

Response: Tha Board of Supemsms aglees wﬂh the finding,

( .
B . . 1]
¥ H

2, Observers were not madé dware of an optmn fo view the autopsy from luside the
examination room.

Response!  The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding,

F3, The attendance by Grand Jury members at these autopsy procedures assures
transparency, accountability and due process,

Response: The Boatd of Supervisors agrees with the finding,



© L
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The Honorable Gregory Gaul, Presiding Judge .
Shasta County Superior Court = » '

July 16,2014
Page 6 of 6

R1i

Response;

R2.

Response:

3 v
o

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Grand Jury recommends:

The Shasta County Sheriff/Coroner ensure that audio is present in all observation
rooins where autopsies are being performed on behalf of Shasta County.

The Board of Supervisors concurs with the recommendation and the department has
partially implemented the recommendation. The Coroner’s Office has audio
capabilities in its facility, The Shasta County Coroner cannot ensure audio is present
in facilities not under its control, gulhorily, or jurisdiction,

The Shasta County Sheriff/Coioner ensure that observers are glven the option of
staying in the examination reom with the medical examiner or observing from the
observation room during autopsies performed on behalf af Shasta County.

The Shasta County Board-of Supetvisor's concurs with the recommendation and the
department has partially implemented the recommendation. This is the practice in
place at the Shasta County Coroner’s. Office. However, due to space resttictions,
exposure to contagious pathogens, practice by the Forensic Pathologist, and other
reasons as necessary, observers may be restricted from the examination room,

This concludes the response of the Shasta County Board of Supetvisors to the FY 2013-2014
Grand Jury Report. ' C o

Very truly yows,

55

.+« LES BAUGH, CHAIRMAN
- Board of Supervisots
~County of Shasta
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DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT glircefé?é:l W. Simon, AICP
1855 Placer Street, Redding, CA 96001 '

July 17,2014

The Honorable Gregory Gaul

Presiding Judge, Shasta Counly Superior Court
1500 Court Street, Room 205

Redding, CA 96001

Re:  Response of Director of Resource Management to Fiseal Year 2013-2014 Shasta County
Grand Jury Report “Not In My Backyard (Code Violation Management)”
Dear Judge Gaul,

The. Resource Management Depattment respects the efforts and thoroughness of the 2013-2014 Grand
Jury, and appreciates the opportunity to review and respond to the report entitled “Not In My Backyard

(Code Violation Management),”

FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND RIISPONSES

.Grand Jury Findings

F1,  The luck of tiniely application of the County’s cnrrent code enforcement process las
contributed to the existing backlog of cases. As of March 25, 2014, the County has a backlog

of 1,278 building and land use code violation, of which 611 are over ten years old.

Response: The Resource Management Department agrees with the finding,

2, .Therels a lack of specific timelines for the steps witl in the code enforcement process (Iigure
1), As a result, the County does not conduct timely follow-up action lo inove cases to

conclusion. .

Response: The Resource Management Department agrees that the outline of the code enforcement
process presented in the referenced figure does not include specific timelines, Procedural timelines
relevant to the County’s cade enforcement and nuisance abatement process are prescribed in the County
Code and state codes related to civil, administrative and crimirial proceedings. For the most part these
represent minimum rather than maximum timeframes to ensure due process, The ability to conduct
timely follow-up action is a function of the Departinent budget and staff resources and not published
timelines, Therefore, the Department disagrees with the finding that the County does not conduct timely
follow-up action as a result of not having specific published timelines.

O Snite 204 B Sufte 200
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The Honorable Gregory Gaul

Shasta County Superior Court o o

July 14,2014 : ¢
Page 2 of 3

T3, The County’s permit tracking system (Permils Plus) is not providing enough inforination to
clearly nnderstand the type and the nature of the violations occurring within the County or

whicl open cases still need remediation.
Response: The Resource Management Department agrees with the finding.

F4.  The Board of Supervisors cannot provide effective oversight of the code enforcement process
because if does nof receive written reports regarding code enforcement uctivities and statistics. -

Response: The Resource Management Department partially 'disa;grees with the finding, The depémnent
provides sufficient information to the Board of Supervisors through other means regarding code
enforcement activities and statistics. However, the Department plans to provide additional written

reporis to the Board of Supervisors in the future.
IS, - The fotal cost of code enforcement is not clear fron the Conunty Budgel,

Response: The Resource Management Depariment disagrees with the finding. Costs associated with
the Department activities are readily available.

Grand Jury Recommendations

R1.  The Couniy develop a focus and connnifment to resolving the backlog of existing violations by
adopting « policy within 90 days that will require Resource Management staff to evaluate and

priovitize violations.

Response: The Department will further analyze and study the recommendation. The Depariment’s
budget for FY 2014/15 was increased for code enforcement activities and personnel which will help
reduce the backlog, As a matter of practice, Resource Management staff currently evaluates and
prioritizes all violations based on public health and safety, staff safety and availability, contractor
scheduling and available financial resources. The immediate priority will remain those violations, both
backlogged and current, that pose the greatest threat to public health and safety and those that fall within

the categories prioritized by the Board of Supervisors,

R2.  The Board of Supervisors, the County Executive Officer and the Director of Resotirce
Munagement work together fo establish specific timelines for implementation of code
enforcement mensures, and that this be accomplished by January 1, 2015,

Résponse: Actions to substantially improve the efficiency and timeliness of code enforcement have
already been implemented for the current year, The Department will continue to work with the Board of
Supervisors, County Executive Officer and County Counsel to address the backlog of cases and
implement code enforcement procedures in an efficient and timely manner.

O Suite 203 - Osuie 201 : Sulre 200

O Sute 10! - 9 Suire 102 .
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The Honorable Gregory Gaul .
Shasta County Superior Court - ‘ .
July 14,2014 '
Page 3 of 3

R3.  The County assess the capabilities of its current permif tracking system to defermine {f it is
able to allow managerial oversight of the code violation process. If it is found inadequate,
« Resonrce Management staff submit lo the Board of Supervisors a.proposil to obtain an
appropriate permit tracking software system for consideration as part of the bmlget process,
This software should include the.ability of staff in all affected departments to view oufstanding .
wio!aﬁons prior to building and land use permits being Issued,

Response: ’ﬂle Dep'n ment plans to nnplement the recommendation in the future, The current permit
tracking system is a legacy program that is no longer supported or updated by the parent company. The

. system is deficient for current demands and incapable of being up-dated. Staff is proparing a Request
for Proposals (RFP) to be distributed fo a number of companies specializing in permit tracking software '
programs for public agencies. The Department will forward a 1ecommendatlon to the County Executive

Officer for consideration.

&4, A quarterly written report be submitted to the County Executive Officer and fo the Board of
Supervisors, beginning October 1, 2014, showing the progress made on resolving the backlog
of violations. An annual written report be submitted fo the County Board of Supervisors und
County Executive Officer, prios fo budge! cansidemtmn, classifying the nature and type of

vielations and backlogs of cases. -

Response: The recommendation to provide regular reports to keep the Board of Supervisors and County
Executive Officer apprised of code enforcement activity will be implemented in the future,

RS, Beginning In fiscal year 2014-201S, there be a separate cost accounting of botl expenditures
and revenues assoclated with code enforcement so that the true cost fo the gener al public and
County may be calculated, Including the costs from all departments that are in volved.in code

enforcement aclivities,

Response: The Resource Matagement Depariment will not be implementing the recommendation,
Costs associated with the department are readily available,

This concludes the response of the-Director of Resource Management to the Fiscal Year 2013-2014
Shasta County Grand Jwry Repot. ~

~p 0
M i’

Richard W. Simon
Director of Resource Management
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COUNTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER (NORTH STATE) (00 4 o

July 11, 2014

The Honorable Gregory Gaul

Presiding Judge, Shasta County Superior Court *
1500 Court St., Rm. 205

Redding, CA 96001

Dear Judge Gaul:

Re: Reshonse of County Yxecntlve Officer to Fiscal Year 2013-2014 Grand Jury Report
The County Executive Officer appreciates the timo and dedication which the 2013-2014 Grand
Jurors contributed to their charge. The County has implemented changes pursuant to the Grand

Jury’s Findings and Recommendations.

FINDINGS AND RESPONSES

A,  Notin My Backyard — Land and Building Code Violation Management

FINDINGS

The Grand Jury findings:

Fl,  The lack of timely application of the County’s current code enforcement
process has contributed fo the existing backlog of cases, As of March 25, 2014,
the County has a backlog of 1,728 building and land use code violations, of
which 611 are over ten years old,

Response:  The County Bxecutive Officer agrees with the finding,

F2,  There is a lack of specific timelines for the steps within the code enforcément

process (Figure 1), As a resulty the County does not conduct timely follow-up

action fo move cases to conclusion,

Response:  The County Executive Officer disagrees with the finding, The difficulty in
conducting timely follow-up is a direct consequence of limited resources,
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I3,

The County’s permit tracking system (Permits Plus) is ot providing enough
information to clearly understand the type and the nature of the violations
occurring within the County or which open cases still need remediation.

Response:  The County Executive Officer agrees with the finding,

F4,  The Board of Supervisors cannot provide effective oversight of the code
enforcement process becanse It does not receive written reports regarding code
entforcement activitles and statistics,

Response:  The County Bxecutive Officer partially disagrees with the finding, There are other
methods of receiving results from code enforcement activities, :

XS, The total cost of code enforcement is not clem' Sfron the County Budge,

Response:  The County Executtve Officer dlsagiees wuh the ﬁnding Information regarding
cost associated with a department’s activities is readily available.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Grand Jury recominends:

Rl

Response:

2.

Response:

R3,

The County develop a focus and commitment fo resolving the baclklog of -
existing violations by adopting a pollcy within 90 days that will require
Resource Management staff to evaluate and priovitize violations.

The County Bxecutive Officer will further analyze and study the
recommendation, Resource Management’s budget was increased for FY 2014-15
for code enforcement activities. to include two full-time Building Inspectors and
an Agency Staff Services Analyst to assist with code enforcement. The additional
staff will allow the Department to resolve the backlog of existing violations. The
Department cutrently evaluates and prioritizes violations based on. health and

safety of the public and staff,

The Board of Supervisors, the County Executive Officer and the Director of
Resource Management work together fo establish specific timelines for
implementation of code enforcement measures, and that this be accomplished

by January 1, 2015,

The County Bxeoutive Officer will further analyze and evaluate current

" implementation of the recommendation,

The Counly assess the capabilifies of ifs current permit fracing system fo
defermine If it is able to allow managerial oversight of the code violation
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Response:

'.R 4‘

Response:

RS,

Response:

process, If it is found incdequate, Resource Muanagement staff submit fo the
Board of Supervisors a praposal fo obtain an appropriate permit tracking
software system for consideration us part of the budget process, This software
should Include the ability for staff in all ajffected deparfments to view
outstanding violations prior to building and land use permits being Issued,

The County Executive Officer plans to implement the recommendation in the
future,

A quarterly ivritten report be submitted to the County Executive Officer and the
Board of Supervisors, beginning October 1, 2014, showing the progress made
on vesolving the backlog of violafions, An annual written report be submitted to
the County Board of Supervisors and County Executive Officer, prior to budget
considerafion, classifying the nature and fype of violations and backlogs of
cases.

The County Executive Officer plans to implement the recommendation in the
future.

Beginning Fiscal Year 2014-2015, there be « separate cost accounting of both
expenditures and revenues associated with code enforcement so that the true
cost to the general public and County may be calculated, including the costs
from all departments that are involved in code enforcement activities.

The County Executive Officer will not implement the recommendation.
Information regarding cost associated with a department’s activities is readily
available, '

B. An Evolving Mission in a Changing County: Volunteer Fire Companies

FINDINGS

The Grand Jury findings:

F1.  The Development and consideration of a« Muaster Fire Plan can provide a forum
for the community and County staff to discuss emergency fire and medical
response expectations, realities and opportunities for the area served by Shasta
County Fire,

Response:  The County Executive Officer agrees with the finding,

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Grand Jury recommends:
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R1,  Shasta County use the development and conslderation of « Master Fire Plan by
July 1, 2015 as « vehicle fo explore any or all of the issues, problems and
options outlined i this report on the future of Shasta County Fire,

Response:  The County Executive Officer plans to implement the recommendation in the
- fufure.

This concludes the response of the Shasta County Executive Officer to the FY 2013-2014 Not in
My Backyard ~ Code Violation Management and An Evolving Mission in a Changing County —
Volunteer Fire Companies Grand Jury Report,

Sincerely,

awrencé G. Lees
County Executive OffiCer

1.GLijd
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GARY G. GIBSON

GREGORY S, GAUL
Asst. Presiding Judge

Prestding Judge
September 4, 2014

Melissa Hunt

Chair, RABA Board of Directors
777 Cypress Avenue

Redding, CA 96001-3396

Re:  Grand Jury Report - Wheels on the Bus

Dear Ms. Hunt:

This is to acknowledge receipt of )ﬁ)ur response dated August 20, 2014 to the 2013-2014
Grand Jury report regarding “Wheels on the Bus,”

I would like to thank you for your response fo the Grand Jury Report, Pursuant to the

provisions of Penal Code §933, I shall transmit your response fo the Office of the County
Clerk to be maintained on file there, An additional copy shall be provided to the Cletk of the

Court also to be maintained on file.
Thank you again for your response,
Sincerely,

Gregory S, Gaul
Presiding Judge

ce:  Office of the County Clerk (original response)
Melissa Fowler-Bradley, Clerk of the Court (for Adinin file)

Grand Jury

/

1500 COURT STREET, ROOM 205 REDDING, CA 96001 © Phone (530) 2456761 « Fax {530) 225.5339



August 20, 2014
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The Honorable Gregory S. Gaul
Presiding Judge

Shasta County Superior Couit
1500 Cowt Street

Redding, CA 96001

SUBJECT:  Response to 2013-2014 Shasta County Grand Jury Report

Dear Honorable Gregory S. Gaul:

The Shasta County Grand Jury published a report title “Wheels on the Bus” in June 2014 related to
the operation of the Redding Area Bus Authotity (RABA), The Grand Jwry’s report includes seven
findings and six recommendations, The Grand Jury has requested that the RABA Board of Directors
respond to six of the findings and all the recommendations within 90 days, The Board met on
August 18, 2014, to receive the report and consider responses to the findings and recommendations,
The purpose of this letter is the Board’s response to the Grand Jury report.

FINDINGS

Ri.  Because 52% of the regular Board meetings are cancelled, the public’s ability to monitor
(fhe) RABA Board activity is compromised,

Response: The respondent respectfully partially disagrees with this finding, Although it is
tiue that Board meetings are often cancelled, that does not necessarily mean that the public
does not have the ability to monitor the Board’s activity. Board agendas, staff repouts,
minutes, policies and technical/planning documents are available on the RABA website or
by request. The cancellation of meetings may, however, inhibit the public’s ability to
pacticipate in the Board’s activity due to the lack of predictability.

F2.  RABA does not have broad based citizen input to reflect the community as a whole.

Response: Therespondent respectfully disagrees with this finding, RABA seeks public input

through various avenues including: _
o Board of Director meetings: Scheduled monthly with the ability to provide input on
items on the agenda as well as a standing item to address the Board on non-agendized

topics,

REDDING AREA BUS AUTHORITY (www.RABAride.com)

777 CYPRESS AVENUE, REDDING, CALIFORNIA 96001-33986 » (530) 2254171 » FAX (530) 245-7024
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F3.

F4,

J The Social Services Transportation Advisory Committee (SSTAC): Quarterly
meetings with social service agencies and transportation providers, Similar public
input process as Board of Director meetings noted above,

. The Shasta Regional Transpottation Agency’s (SRTA) Uninet Transit Needs process,

. RABA’s website and social media forums

. RABA participation in community events: RABA provides service for community
events such as the Shasta District Fair, the City of Redding’s Energy Fair, Project
Homeless Connects, and Kool April Nites

. The Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP): RABA staff and their consultants solicited
input from the general public with community meetings, over 1000 surveys and local
advertising, and

. RABA’s 2010 Marketing Plan included solicitations through phone surveys from the
general population (not just RABA riders) with questions concerning service
awareness, scrvice preferences, barriers to using the service and brand appeal.

The on-time iracking of buses is done by the bus operator and is not verified by RABA.

Response: The respondent agrees with this finding, However, it is important to note that the
process employed by the contractor operatot includes random, independent checks by a road
supervisor and does not rely on the bus driver to repost the timed performance, RABA staff’
then receives monthly performance reports and reviews them for contract compliance.

There is a potential for greater coordination of Demand Response type services within Shasta
County and potential for partnerships with buses running along state highways from out of
the county,

Response: The respondent respectfully partially disagrees with this finding. Thereis certainly
the potential to coordinate and partner with other transportation providers to minimize
duplication of services within RABA’s service area. RABA agrees with this assertion, It is
important to understand that RABA does not provide Demand Response type service to the
general public, RABA’s Demand Response system is actually a federally regulated
Complimentary Paratransit service for certain eligible customers who are pre-approved
through an exlenstve application process, The customers are unable to ride the fixed route
service due to physical or mental disabilities. This service is limited to origins and
destinations within 3/4 mile of the fixed route and musl meet certain requirements relative
to pick-up/drop-off windows, time on the bus, etc, RABA does not provide Demand
Response type service outside of this sexvice area,

Atreas along state highways out of the county are the responsibility of other service providers
in their corresponding jurisdictions. These are not areas that RABA can or should provide
Demand Response type service, However, in an effort to provide comprehensive service to
the public, RABA coordinates, to the extent practical, with other regional transportation
agencies regarding routes and schedules, In addition, paiking space is allocated at the
Downtown Transit Center for other area providers to allow customers to fransfer to the

RABA system,
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F5.

6,

Bus schedules and route maps were not available to the extent stated on the RABA website
which inhibits casual ridership and ability of riders to use the system,

Response: The respondent agrees with this finding

RABA cannot keep pace with operating cost increases without increasing ridership, raising
rates, cufting service or a combination of these actions.

Response: The respondent agrees with this finding

" RECOMMENDATIONS

R1.

R3,

The Grand Jury recommends that RABA change its by-laws to hold bi-monthly or quarterly
meetings.

Response: The RABA Board of Directors will consider changes to its policies that may
reduce the annual number of scheduled meetings. This may provide a more consistent
meeting schedule for the public to provide input, However, as noted in the response to
Finding F1 above, changing the meeting times does not necessarily increase the ability of the
public to monitor Board activity which is available through other forums but it may provide
a more consistent ability to participate in Board activity.

The Grand Jury recommends that whenever route changes ave proposed, or at least every two
or three years, RABA appoint an ad-hoc committee representing business, social service
agencies, riders, non-riders, and governmental agencies to review community issues related
to RABA over a sef time period. This committee’s membership should reflect the divergent
views of the communily as a whole, not just riders and social service agencies, and provide
a public forum for discussion of RABA issues and possible changes.

Response: RABA does not intend to implement this recommendation, Every five to seven
years, RABA undergoes a very extensive and comprehensive total system review that
culminates in a new SRTP, This document typically includes major route changes and
utilizes an extensive public outreach process, It typically takes data over multiple years
beyond adoption to realize any trends that are attributable to the changes made.
Consequently, any major changes to routes or fares between SRTP updates ave rare and, per
RABA Policy, would be subject to an extensive community outreach process to gain public
input prior any modifications and would receive full Board consideration. Most changes, if
any, to routes or fares in between updates are minor in nature and made for operational
purposes, In addition, the other avenues for public input are still available to the public
including Board of Directors meetings, the SRTA unmet needs process, the website,
customer service channels and the SSTAC, As such, the need for an ad-hoc commiitee is not

wartanted with RABA’s minimal staff allocation,

‘The Grand Jury recommends that RABA incorporate GPS technology to track buses for on-
time performance before the next bus operator condract extension,
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R4,

RS.

R6.

Response: RABA intends to implement this recommendation. However, it may not meet the
intended timeline, The capital plans for both the recently adopted SRTP (enclosed) and the
recently approved Seven Year Financial Plan includes provisions for upgrading the
technology on the buses to include GPS technology. Staff expects this procurement fo be in
place by the end of the 2016-17 fiscal year, The initial term of the cwirent contract with
RABA’s operator ran through Juae 30, 2014, The RABA Board executed the first two-year
option on the contract that will expire on the June 30, 2016, Unless the Board executes the
second two-year option on the contract, the GPS technology for on-time performance will
likely not be available by this date. However, if the Board executes this second opfion,
RABA should be able to meet the Grand Jury timeline,

The Grand Jury recommends that RABA develop partnerships that benefit RABA and its
customers in the areas of Demand Response and regional bus service with SRTA that could

help reduce operating costs,

Response: RABA agrees with this recommendation, SRTA is currently contracting with a
consultant to provide recommendations on how to efficiently utilize the Consolidated
Transportation Services Agency (CTSA) and other transportation providers to best serve the
communily needs. RABA staff will work closely with SRTA to develop options to
coordinate and consolidate transportation services by multiple providers to ensure
duplication of services is minimized and resources are shared to provide the most efficient
and convenient service fo the community. However, regional bus service outside the RABA
service area is the responsibility of other jurisdiction providers and involvement is limited
to commnunication and coordination of services.

The Grand Jury recommends that within one year, RABA needs to have bus arrival times
posted at locations used by its riders and update the information on locations stated on the
website where schedules and maps ave available and insure distribution of and post schedules
and maps at service agencies, schools, high volume rider destinations and transit stops,

Response: RABA intends to implement this recommendation, The RABA Board recently
approved the SRTP, The SRTP proposes itnprovements to the fixed route system and

includes recommendations on how the information is communicated to customers. This will
include updated stop and schedule information at transit stops, transfer centers, and the
RABA website. Staff will also update the Ride Guide distribution list to reflect curent
agencies and outlets. Inaddition, RABA intends to update its GPS technology and Intelligent
Transportation Systems that will likely include real time bus monitoring and text messaging

of arrival times and delays.
The Grand Jury recommends that RABA explore partnerships to help increase ridership,

Response: RABA will continue to pursue partnerships with local businesses and agencies
that not only meet the specific transportation needs of their clients, but also serve the general
public as well. These partnerships will likely include limited express services operating with
fower stops and duing peak travel periods and may include funding -and performance
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agreements with the partner agency or business. The performance of these routes are usually
predicated on meeting elevated passengers per hour rates and farebox ratios.

Should you have any questions, please feel fiee to contact Assistant Director of Public Works, Chuck
Aukland, at (530) 225-4170,

Sincerely,

elissa Hun
“hair, RABA Board of Directors

CAism
LARABAN2_Staff Reports\AUG\2014 RABA Grand Jusy Response Letter,wpd

Enclosed-Short Range Transit Plan
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Final February 6, 2014

Responses to the Shasta County Grand Jury Report Fiscal Year 2012-2013

This report addresses the responses received to the findings and recommendations concerning the
investigations completed and published by the 2012-2013 Grand Jury. Section 933 of the
California Penal Code requires that responses to the final report of a Grand Jury be submitted to
the court no later than 90 days after the report’s release to the public if the respondent is a
governing body or 60 days if the respondent is an elected official. The responses must be sent to
the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court.

All responses to Grand Jury Report Fiscal Year 2012-2013 were received in a timely manner.

The Grand Jury may require elected officials and governing boards to respond to its reports. The
Grand Jury may not require department heads or other officials who are appointed (rather than
elected) to respond to reports. Nothing prohibits the Grand Jury, however, from inviting or
requesting a response from responsible parties. Penal Code section 933.05 requires responses to
contain specific information. Respondents must state whether they agree or disagree with each
finding. Disagreement with all or part of a finding must be explained.

Respondents must state with regard to each recommendation the extent to which the
recommendation has been implemented, when it will be implemented, whether the
recommendation requires additional study, or why the department or public entity will not
implement the recommendation.

All responses to the findings and recommendations of the Grand Jury Report Fiscal Year
2012-2013 met the statutory requirements.

Last year’s Grand Jury Report contained seven investigative reports, of which five included
recommendations aimed at solving various problems identified by the Grand Jury. The
following are the findings and recommendations made in the five reports, the responses received
from the responsible boards and officials, and the results of this year’s Grand Jury investigation
into whether the agreed-to recommendations were implemented. We determined that the
governing boards and officials implemented all of the prior Grand Jury’s recommendations.

Report: Quality Takes Time
Recruitment/Hiring Process for Correctional Officers

This report addressed the hiring of correctional officers to staff the Shasta County Jail.
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The Sheriff was required to respond to Finding 1 (F1) and Recommendation 1 (R1) the Shasta
County Administrative Officer was requested to respond to F2 and R2.

Findings

F1

F2

F3

While the hiring process is lengthy and cumbersome a revision of current procedures
and/or the lowering of current standards could result in the hiring of less qualified
correctional officers.

Sheriff’s Response: “The respondent concurs with the finding.”

Applicants were not fully informed of the length of time necessary to complete the
recruitment/hiring process.

Shasta County Chief Administrative Officer’s response: “The County Executive Officer
agrees with this finding and concurs with this recommendation. A more thorough
explanation of projected time frames to all pre-qualified applicants has been
incorporated into Shasta County’s hiring process.”

The delay in opening the third floor of the jail was due to the lack of adequate
correctional officer staffing and extensive recruitment/hiring process.

No response required or requested.

Recommendations

R1

R2

The Sheriff’s office and Shasta County Support Services (SCSS) should continue to
adhere to the standards of the current recruitment/hiring process.

Sheriff’s Response: “The respondent concurs with the Recommendation.”

In order to minimize the number of applicants who withdraw from the process, SCSS
should fully inform them of the projected timeline of the remaining steps in the hiring
process. This should be done at the time that applicants are informed that they have
passed the written test.

Shasta County Chief Administrative Officer’s response: “The County Executive Officer
agrees with this finding and concurs with this recommendation. A more thorough
explanation of projected time frames to all pre-qualified applicants has been

’

incorporated into Shasta County’s hiring process.’

Report: Facilitating Conservation

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District
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This report addressed the resources and services provided to the public through the Western
Shasta Resource Conservation District (WSRCD).

The Board of the WSRCD was requested to respond to all findings and recommendations.
Findings

F1 Additional members added to the Board of Directors would allow for a greater diversity
of opinion in the operation of the district and would reduce difficulties in setting up
subcommittees due to constraints imposed by the Brown Act.

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board’s response: Response requested,
but not required. No response received.

F2 Marketing the availability of the resources of the WSRCD to the public on selected “fee
for service” projects would both promote resource conservation and assist the District in
meeting its financial obligations.

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board’s response: Response requested,
but not required. No response received.

F3 Inmate labor from the Sugar Pine Conservation Camp is the most economical way for the
WSRCD to obtain experienced and qualified labor at minimal cost while working on
selected projects.

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board’s response: Response requested,
but not required. No response received.

F4 The WSRCD website is out-of-date and fails to provide the public with necessary
information.

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board’s response: Response requested,
but not required. No response received.

Recommendations

R1 The Grand Jury recommends that the WSRCD seek out interested citizens in order to
nominate them to the Shasta County Board of Supervisors for appointment to the board.
This should be accomplished within the next three months.

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board’s response: Response requested,
but not required. No response received.

R2 The Grand Jury recommends that the WSRCD review its practice of not marketing “fee
for service” contracts with a view toward performing such services for private
landowners who would not otherwise avail themselves of conservation work on their
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R3

R4

property. This review should be undertaken as soon as possible following the addition of
new members to the Board.

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board’s response: Response requested,
but not required. No response received..

The Grand Jury recommends that the WSRCD continue to utilize (through Cal-Fire)
inmate labor from the Sugar Pine Conservation Camp as a means of obtaining
experienced and qualified labor while at the same time keeping down the cost of services
provided.

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board’s response: Response requested,
but not required. No response received.

The Grand Jury recommends that the WSRCD review and update its website for the
specific purpose of providing the public with accurate, relevant and timely information
concerning its activities and the dates, times and agendas of the WSRCD Board meetings.
The review and update of the website should be completed within three months (the
committee feels that 3 months is adequate).

Western Shasta Resource Conservation District Board’s response: Response requested,
but not required. No response received.

Report: What is a Permissible Gift?

City of Redding Employee Conduct and Honesty Policy

This report addressed a complaint brought by a member of the public concerning gifts allegedly
received by a City of Redding employee.

The Redding City Council was required to respond to F1, F2, F3, and F4 and R1, R2, R3, R4,
and R5.

Findings

F1

F2

The City of Redding’s Conduct and Honesty Policy disallows the acceptance of gifts.
However, the policy does not define “gifts”; therefore, misinterpretation is possible.

Redding City Council’s response: “The respondent agrees with this finding.”

City employees lack an understanding of what constitutes a gift and what constitutes a
violation of the policy.

Redding City Council’s response: “The respondent agrees with this finding, more
clarification would be beneficial.”
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F3

F4

While city management reviews FPPC 700 Forms Schedule D&E only if reported gifts
are over $440, there is no provision to alert management of city employees receiving
lesser gifts.

Redding City Council’s response: “The respondent respectfully disagrees with this
finding. Designated City employees must report any gift that is worth $50 or more on
FPPC Form 700.”

Violations of the Honesty and Conduct Policy concerning acceptance of gifts are not
enforced.

Redding City Council’s response: “The respondent respectfully disagrees with the
finding. Violations of the City’s Employee Conduct and Honesty Policy are subject to
disciplinary action as deemed appropriate by City management.”

Recommendations

R1

R2

R3

R4

The Grand Jury recommends the Redding City Council, working with city management,
revise and adopt an Employee Honesty and Conduct Policy specific to accepting gifts.

Redding City Council’s response: “This recommendation will be implemented by
October 31, 2013.”

The Grand Jury recommends the Employee and Honesty Conduct policy clearly defines
what is a gift, what is an acceptable gift, and set a maximum value any employee may
receive.

Redding City Council’s response: “This recommendation will be implemented by
October 31, 2013.”

The Grand Jury recommends the Redding City Council, working with management,
develop a vehicle for employees not required to file FPPC 700 forms to report gifts
received.

Redding City Council’s response: “This recommendation will be implemented by
October 31, 2013.”

The Redding City Council adopt a policy that requires department heads or immediate
supervisors to review all FPPC 700 Forms to determine if employees are adhering to the
adopted City gift policy.

Redding City Council’s response: “The City does not intend to implement this
recommendation. Compliance with the requirements set forth in the Political Reform Act
is the individual responsibility of each employee (similar to filing an individual tax
return). Enforcement responsibilities are specified in state law. Enforcement does not



159
160

161
162

163
164

165
166

167
168
169
170

171

172

173

174

175

176

177
178
179
180

181

182

183
184
185

186
187
188
189

RS

involve oversight by supervisors or department heads and that responsibility should not
be imposed upon them by City policy.”

The Grand Jury recommends the Redding City Council develop a plan to enforce the
adopted City gift policy.

Redding City Council’s response: “This recommendation will be implemented by
October 31, 2013.”

Follow-up conducted by the current Grand Jury Fiscal Year 2013-2014 with the City of
Redding:

The current impaneled Grand Jury conducted a follow-up investigation with the City
of Redding administrative staff to determine if actions for implementing those
recommendations agreed as above were completed. All recommendations and actions
agreed upon have been addressed.

Report: Diploma or Certificate of Completion?

Shasta Union High School District,

Special Education Department Adult Transition Program

This report addressed complaints received from parents of students in the Shasta Union High
School District (SUHSD) Special Education Department’s Adult Transition Program.

The SUHSD Board of Trustees was required to respond to F1 and R1. The Director of Special
Education was requested to respond to F1, F2 and R1 and R2.

Findings

F1

There has been a lack of communication between SUHSD’s Special Education
Department and the parents/guardians of special needs high school students regarding
graduation options (Diploma vs. Certificate of Completion pathways).

The SUHSD Board of Trustees’ response: “With respect to the required response to the
first finding in the report, the Board acknowledges a communication breakdown between
the Shasta Union High School District’s (SUHSD) Special Education Department and

)

some parents of special needs high school students regarding graduation options.’
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F2

F3

F4

F5

The Director of Special Education’s response: “With respect to the required response to
the first finding in the report, the Special Education Department acknowledges a lack of
communication with some parents/guardians of special education students regarding
graduation options. This is an area where improvement can be made.”

There is no adequate forum for groups of parents/guardians to communicate with the
special education staff on a regular and ongoing basis.

The Director of Special Education’s response: “With respect to the required response to
the second finding in the report, the Special Education Department acknowledges a
regular forum for parents to communicate with special education staff would improve
parents understanding of the special education graduation options and allow them to ask
general questions about the programs available to their students.”

The Adult Transition Program Parents’ Club funds were not managed according to
district policy; however, this has since been rectified.

The SUHSD Board of Trustees was responsive to several of the parents’ concerns, for
example reinstating the use of a van and resuming recycling.

Based on the ratio of staff to students of 1:2 the SUHSD Adult Transition Program is
staffed appropriately when compared to other local school districts.

Recommendations

R1

The Grand Jury recommends that by September 1, 2013 the SUHSD Board of Trustees
finalize the Course of Study Decisions document. It should contain a clear explanation of
the outcomes of choosing the educational pathway leading to a diploma versus the
pathway leading to a certificate of completion. The district should provide it to
parents/guardians in a timely fashion.

The SUHSD Board of Trustees’ response: “With respect to the required response to the
first recommendation in the report, the Board agrees communication is a priority and it
can always be improved. The Board has been assured by the Superintendent and the
Director of Special Education that the Course of Study Decisions document, along with
other written material (the Adult Transition Program pamphlet and the Special
Education Program Completion Conditions document) are to be provided to all pertinent
parents in a timely fashion. These documents contain a clear explanation of the
pathways leading to a diploma versus the pathway leading to a certificate of

>

completion.’

The Director of Special Education’s response: “With respect to the required response to
the first recommendation in the report, the Special Education Department will distribute
to all pertinent parents during each Individualized Educational Program meeting in the
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R2

2013-2014 school year and beyond, the following documents: Course of Study Decisions
document, the Adult Transition Program pamphlet, the Special Education Local Planning
Area, Community Advisory Committee Parent Handbook and the Special Education
Program Completion document.”

The Grand Jury recommends that SUHSD schedule regular meetings between
parents/guardians and the special education staff to address and discuss general concerns
beginning at the start of the next semester.

The Director of Special Education’s response: “With respect to the required response to
the second recommendation in the report, to improve communication the Special
Education Department has taken the following steps: the creation of a district wide
phone message and e-mail system to inform parents of upcoming Special Education
Local Planning Area, Community Advisory Committee, and Area 2 Board workshops and
events; connecting parents to Rowell Family Empowerment (a local parent support
agency); the production of a parent newsletter to be delivered quarterly; and open access
to the Director of Special Education at the start of the next semester during “Back to
School Night” in the fall and the “Curriculum Faire” in the spring, as well as other
school functions. Parents will be informed of these functions and opportunities for an

1

open dialogue regarding the special education program.’

Follow up conducted by the current Grand Jury Fiscal Year 2013-2014 with the Shasta
Union High School District

The current impaneled Grand Jury conducted a follow-up investigation with the
Shasta Union High School District administrative staff to determine if actions for
implementing those recommendations agreed as above were completed. All
recommendations and actions agreed upon have been addressed.

Report: Let There Be Light - At A Discount

Big League Dreams

This report addressed a complaint received from a member of the public concerning the
electricity rate provided to Big League Dreams Redding, LLC by Redding Electric Utility.

The City Council was required to respond to F1, F2 and F3 as well as R2 and R3. The Redding

Electric Utility Director was requested to respond to F1 and F4 as well as R1 and R4.

Findings
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F1 The Redding Electric Utility staff report dated September 8, 2011 contained misleading
and inaccurate information which led to misunderstanding as to the savings afforded Big
League Dreams Redding, LLC under the recommended “blended rate” rate.

The City Council’s response: “The respondent agrees with this finding.”

The Redding Electric Utility Director’s response: “The respondent agrees with this
finding.”

F2 The City Council failed to follow its established procedure concerning its Consent
Calendar when it considered and approved a rate reduction for Big League Dreams
Redding, LLC during its regular meeting on September 20, 2011.

The City Council’s response: “The respondent respectfully disagrees with this finding.
When considering the Consent Calendar, City Council members and members of the
public are entitled by law (Brown Act) to comment on individual items on the Consent
Calendar. Additionally, Council Members are permitted to vote no on an item found on
the Consent Calendar while voting to approve the balance of the Consent Calendar. On
September 20, 2011, the City Council of the City of Redding followed its procedures.”

F3 The City Council failed to respond to a request from a member of the public that the item
related to the electric rate change for Big League Dreams Redding, LLC be taken off the
Consent Calendar and moved to the general agenda.

The City Council’s Response: “The respondent respectfully disagrees with this finding.
City Council Policy 204 states “It shall be the prerogative of any Council Member to pull
any agenda item off the Consent Calendar, and place it on the regular portion of the
agenda.” At the meeting of September 20, 2011, a member of the public spoke on the
agenda item regarding the stadium lighting rate for Big League Dreams. At the end of
his dialogue, he requested the Council to reconsider the item being on the Consent
Calendar. Following this comment, no Council member asked for the item to be removed
from the Consent Calendar.”

F4 Redding Electric Utility adjusted the electrical billings for Big League Dreams Redding,
LLC retroactive to June 2011 without specific City Council approval.

The Redding Electric Utility Director’s response: ‘“The respondent agrees with this

)

finding but notes that the adjustments were within staff authorities.’

F5 The rate reduction afforded Big League Dreams Redding, LLC was in substantial
compliance with the terms of the Big League Dreams Redding, LLC lease agreement.

Recommendations

The Grand Jury recommends:
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R1

R2

R3

R4

Redding Electric Utility ensure that all staff reports provided to members of the City
Council are complete and accurate.

The Redding Electric Utility Director’s response: ‘“The Redding Electric Utility staff has
implemented this procedure in the past and will continue to implement this procedure.”

The City Council follow its established procedure and either remove an item from the
Consent Calendar to allow for discussion or allow no separate discussion of that item.

The City Council’s response: “The City Council will partially implement this
recommendation immediately. While the Council has consistently adhered to its policies
and procedures and did so at the subject meeting in 2011, language changes will be
made on the agenda to more clearly describe the Council’s established practice with
respect to consideration of the Consent Calendar. The new language will be as follows:

Consent Calendar

The Consent Calendar contains items considered routine and/or which have been
individually scrutinized by City Council Members and are anticipated to require no
further deliberation. If a member of the public wishes to address an item on the Consent
Calendar, please fill out a “Speaker Request” form and submit it to the City Clerk before
the Consent Calendar is considered. It shall be the prerogative of any Council Member,
before the Consent Calendar is acted upon, to: (1) comment on an item; (2) respond to
any public comment on an item; (3) request the record reflect an abstention or nay vote
on an item; or (4) remove an item and place it on the Regular portion of the agenda for
delivery of a staff report and/or an extended discussion or deliberation.”

The City Council respond to and verbally approve or disallow any request from the
public that an item on the Consent Calendar be moved to the general agenda.

The City Council’s response: “The recommendation will not be implemented. City
Council Policy 204 states “It shall be the prerogative of any Council member to pull any
agenda item off the Consent Calendar, and place it on the regular portion of the agenda.
Should a member of the public request an item to be removed from the Consent Calendar,
it is the prerogative of any individual Council Member to grant said request. A new
policy requiring the Council as a body to act would actually be more restrictive than the

>

current practice.’

Redding Electric Utility fully inform the City Council and the public whenever any
significant retroactive rate reduction is afforded any large commercial customer.

The Redding Electric Utility Director’s response: ‘““The respondent will implement this
recommendation immediately.”
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Follow-up conducted by the current Grand Jury Fiscal Year 2013-2014 with the City of
Redding:

The current impaneled Grand Jury conducted a follow-up investigation with the City
of Redding administrative staff to determine if actions for implementing those
recommendations agreed as above were completed. All recommendations and actions
agreed upon have been addressed.
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