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GRAND JURY

County of Yolo

PO. Box 2142
Woodland, CA 95776

June 30, 2004

The Honorable; Ste
Advisory Judg:
Yolo County :Su
725 Court Stre;
Woodland, CA 6

phe

Dear Judge Mock: :

On behalf of the Yolo County Grand Jury, it is ‘my distinct"honor to present to you and to our
fellow citizens of Yolo County our Final Report for 2003-2004.

Shortly after you swore-in this Grand Jury and presented the court’s charge in July 2003, we
quickly organized ourselves and set about on a course that would enable us to conduct our business
professionally and efficiently. We conducted four full-scale investigations and 30 in-depth reviews of
local agencies, including all of Yolo County’s jails, police departments, and all fire departments and
fire districts. In addition, we processed and issued 16 subpoenas and heard and signed six criminal
indictments.

Also in the course of our term, we received 29 citizen’s complaints on a variety of matters. Each
was carefully reviewed, evaluated and an action decided upen. Those not acted upon were generally
out of our purview or had more appropriate avenues for remedy. Others do not merit reporting. However,
the matters selected for further review and investigation were warranted by the seriousness of the
issues involved.

The complexity of managing govemment presents a challenge for administrators and elected officials.
Certainly for the most part, these dedicated public servants are deing an admirable job carrying out
their duties,as is expected by the citizens. However, in some cases the Grand Jury found areas of
concern and made recommendations that should appropriately address and remedy those matters.

This Grand Jury has given itself unselfishly to its civic responsibility. The culmination of our work
is this Final Report, a product of thousands of hours in meetings, interviews, tours, inspections, research,
investigations, hearings, and evaluating, decision-making and writing.

We proudly speak with one voice as we submit to you our Final Report.

Sincerely,

l/—’. "
&( AV
Craig Travis
Foreperson
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Grand Jury, PO. Box 2142, Woodland, California 95776 » (530) 666-8225

The 2003-2004
Yolo County Grand Jury

Elizabeth Amaral, West Sacramento Marlyn Knudson, Woodland
Charles Beauchamp, Davis Kathleen Luna, Woodland
William Blodgett, Davis George Sominers, Davis
R.A. Bo Bohannon, West Sacramento  Greg Stovall, Davis

Frances Cervantes, Wesz Sacramento  Thomas Torres, Woodland

Patricia Dearborn, Davis Craig Travis, Davis, Foreperson
Sherman Finch, Davis Wendy Twichell-O’Neal, Davis
Anne Hawke, Davis Suey Wong, El Macero
Frank S. Joule, Woodland Michael York, Esparto

1

The following were sworn-in as grand jurors but were unable to
complete their terms: Suisan Weinheimer-Boyle and Joan Wright.
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The California Constitution requires each county to
appoint a Grand Jury to guard the public interest by moni-
toring local government. The Yolo County Superior Court
appoints 19 Grand Jurors each year from a pool of velunteers.
The Yolo County Grand Jury is an official, independent body
of the Court, not answerable to administrators or the Board
of Supervisors.

Unlike grand juries in other states, a California Grand
Jary’s primary responsibility is to promote henesty and
efficiency in government by reviewing the operations and
performance of county and city governments, school districts,
and special districts. Based on these reviews, the Grand Jury
issues a report that may state its findings and recommend
changes in the way government conducts its business. Copies
are distributed to public officials, county libraries, and the
news media. The govemning body of any public agency must
respond to Grand Jury findings and recommendations within
90 days. An Elective Officer or Agency Head must respond
to Grand Jury findings and recommendation within 60 days.
‘(See appendix for responses to the 2002-2003 Grand Jury
report.)

The Grand Jury also investigates complaints from private
citizens, local govemment officials, or government employ-
ees. Complaints must be submitted in writing and should
include any supporting evidence available (you can request
a complaint form at your local library or from the Grand
Jury at P.O. Box 2142, Woodland, CA 95776). Grand Jurors
are sworn to secrecy and, except in rare circumstances,
records of their meetings may not be subpoenaed. This
secrecy ensures that neither the identity of the complainant

nor the testimony offered to the Grand Jury during its
investigations will be revealed. The Grand Jury exercises its
own discretion in deciding whether to conduct an investiga-
tion or to report its findings on citizen complaints. Any juror
who has a personal interest in a particular investigation is
recused from discussion and veting regarding that matter.

The findings in this document report the conclusions
reached by the Grand Jury. Although all the findings are
based upon evidence, they are the product of the Grand Jury’s
independent judgment. Some findings are the opinion of the
Grand Jury rather than indisputable statements of fact. All
reports included in this document have been approved by at
least 12 jurors.

The Grand Jury’s final responsibility is to consider crim-
inal indictments, usually based on evidence presented by the
District Attomey. On its own initiative, however, the Grand
Jury may invesiigate charges of malfeasance (wrongdoing),
misfeasance (a lawful act performed in an unlawful manner),
or nonfeasance (failure to perform required duties) by public
officials.

To be eligible for the Grand Jury, a citizen must be at
least 18 years old, have resided in Yolo County for at least
one year, exhibit ordinary intelligence and good character,
and possess a working knowledge of English.

Following a screening process by the Court, Grand Jurors
are selected by lottery. If you are interested in becoming a
Grand Juror, submit your name to the Jury Commissioner,
725 Court Street, Room 303, Woodland, California, 95695,
or telephone (530) 666-8600.
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Investigations

Yolo County Assessor’s
Office

REASON FOR REVIEW

In response to a complaint alleging that a county appraiser
was performing property appraisals on a private-pay basis
during county work hours, the Grand Jury interviewed the
Yolo County Assessor.

BACKGROUND

The Office of County Assessor is an elected position.
The County Assessor oversees a staff of six property ap-
praisers. County appraisers are forbidden from performing
appraisals of property on a private basis during work hours.
Appraisers maintain a record of the appraisals they make as
individual activities rather than hourly units.

Al} county appraisers are required to sign a Form 70(
Conflict of Interest Statement. The statement is kept on file
in the County Recorder’s office. The Assessor reported
receiving a complaint from a member of the community
alleging that an appraiser was performing appraisals on a
private basis during county work hours. The allegation could
not be proven for two reasons: 1) the complainant did not
cite a specific time the alleged infraction was to have oc-
curred and 2) appraisers report their work in bulk report rather
than with a breakdown of hourly units per assignment. The
Assessor maintains that no alleged problems with appraisers
have been substantiated regarding private appraisals. As a
preventive measure, the Assessor has reminded staft of the
conflict of interest requirement.

FINDINGS

1. A Conflict of Interest form is required by state law.

2. All appraisers sign a Conflict of Interest Statemnent.

3. Conflict of Interest Statements are filed in the Recorder’s
Office.

4. Appraisers’ work is not recorded in an hourly format.

5. The present procedure for tracking work will not identify
problems should appraisers engage in conflict of interest
activity.

RECOMMENDATIONS

04-01 The Yolo County Assessor should develop a time
sheet that reflects the appraisers’ hours.

RESPONDENTS

Yolo County Assessor

SOURCES

Persons Interviewed
Yolo County Assessor

Documents Examined
Form 700 Conflict of Interest Statement

Yolo County Flood Control &
Water Conservation District

REASON FOR REVIEW

In response to two complaints, the Grand Jury interviewed
members of the Board of Directors for the Yolo County Flood
Control and Water Conservation District, the General Man-
ager and Assistant General Manager. The complaints alleged
a lack of supervision, abuse of overtime, abuse of sick leave,
lack of training, lack of faimess in promotional opportunity,
inequitable pay increases, water regulation problems, “fudg-
ing numbers” in favor of farmers, water canal construction
problems, gate maintenance problems, chemical safety prob-
lems and poor morale. Additionally, the 2001-02 Grand Jury
recommended that subsequent grand juries review the dis-
trict’s operations for the next two years. This is year two of
that recommendation. Finally, the 2003-04 Grand Jury is
following up on the 2002-03 recommendation that the District
be reviewed to “monitor progress toward improved staff
morale.”

BACKGROUND

Two interviews were conducted. In September 2003, the
Grand Jury interviewed the General Manager and the Assis-
tant General Manager. A follow-up interview was conducted
in January 2004 with the General Manager and the Board of
Directors.

The Board of Directors serves as the governing body for
the Yolo County Flood Control & Water Conservation District
(YCFC&WCD). The Board is a voluntary body, appointed
by the Board of Supervisors. Each Board member serves a
four year term. The Board of Directors oversees its own
budget, setting water rates, hiring management, determining
salary rates and other expenses. The Board works closely
with management to set policy and approve actions, such as
contracts.

The General Manager was hired by the YCFC &WCD in

(INVESTIGATIONS: Yolo County Flood Control & Water
Conservation District—continued on next page)
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July 2003. Prior to working for the Water District he worked
with the Kings River Water Association overseeing 28 water
districts in Fresno, Tulare and Kings Counties. He was named
Conservationist of the Year, holds a degree in engineering,
and is experienced in using electronic databases for water-
related records, including accounting. Upon taking the posi-
tion of General Manager he began holding regular meetings
to clarify expectations and establish procedures that will best
serve the water district and employees. He now meets
regularly with upper management and has an open door
policy for all employees.

The District has an in-house safety officer and plans to
update the safety plan. Safety meetings are held periodically
-and the Joint Powers Insurance Authority (JPIA) provides a
newsletter for all employees, which contains safety infor-
mation. Employee injuries are reported to supervisors or to
the office.

The District has implemented a training program that
allows reimbursement for education and/or training that is
job related. Job opportunities are posted both internally and
externally. The District plans to implement an education
requirement for entry level employment. The District is
anditing job positions to insure better uniformity and improve
accountability. By formalizing the employment process, the
District seeks to make the process for employment and
promotion more fair. The four supervisors, the Assistant
Manager and General Manager are qualified for management
by seniority, experience, training or education. Salary differ-
ences are based on years of service and job title.

A laptop computer system is used to document water
usage and record billings. The District bills users for the
water. The system has been phased in and all reports indicate
satisfaction from users and overall improvement in the
system.

The Board tours the facilities annually. The Board has an
in-house engineer and an outside analyst to help identify
infrastructure problems and solutions. Among the challenges
facing the District is funding for general maintenance of
canals and equipment and the District is looking into applying
for grants.

A supervisor is assigned the responsibility for developing
the maintenance program for weed abatement and the use of
herbicides is controlled by the County Agriculture Office.
The District has two licensed weed abatement applicators
on staff and they attend on-going training to maintain li-
censing.

The General Manager is aware of past morale problems
but there is no documented evidence that poor morale is
producing high employee turnover. He believes improved
communication and fair treatment of employees will improve
morale. The Board has opportunity to speak with employees
because several members of the Board are farmers and have
occasion to speak with YCFC&WCD employees in the

course of farming. The Board believes that the General Man-
ager’s expertise and professionalism as a manager has im-
proved the morale situation. The General Manager updated
operations, gives employees more responsibility and provides
consistent treatment among employees. The Board wants
their process of dealing with issues to be transparent and
they invite feedback from users of the District’s water
services.

FINDINGS

6. There exists a hierarchy of supervision beginning from
supervisors to upper management to the Board of Direc-
tors.

7. Promotions have been given to employees with experi-
ence and/or expertise and the Grand Jury did not find a
lack of fairness in job promotions or salary.

8. Training is available and sometimes required.

9. Improvement of morale is being addressed through

management practices and review of policies.

10. The Ditchtender’s Handbook governs water regulation
and the computer system records water usage.

11. The District Board of Directors selected a new General
Manager who has both skill and demonstrated success in
supervision and team building.

12. None of the allegations involving “fudging of numbers,”
abuse of overtime, abuse of sick leave, or safety issues
was substantiated.

RECOMMENDATIONS

04-02 Set a schedule for regular, on-going safety training.

RESPONDENTS

Board of Directors, Yolo County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District:
Recommendation 04-02

SOURCES

Persons Interviewed

The General Manager

The Assistant General Manager
The Board of Directors

Documents Examined
Confidential Employee Data
— Years of employment
- Job title
— Salary
Ditchtenders Handbook
Employee Handbook
Water Management Plan (Draft) 1999
Yolo County Flood Control & Water Conservation District

(INVESTIGATIONS: Yolo County Flood Control & Water
Conservation Disirict—-continued on next page)
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newsletter, “Watermark: News for Water Users”, Summer

2003
Yolo County Flood Control & Water Conservation District

Rules and Regulations (amended 1999)

Yolo County Housing
- Authority

REASON FOR REVIEW

In response to repeated citizen complaints regarding the
Yolo County Housing Authority (Housing Authority) Execu-
tive Director’s personnel and management practices, as well
as Housing Authority residents’ complaints of intimidation
and verbal abuse, the Grand Jury initiated an investigation.
Similar complaints were submitted to the Yolo County Board
of Supervisors (BOS), the Housing Authority Commissioners,
the Teamsters Unicn and others. The complaints culminated
in citizens voicing their complaints to the BOS during the
public comment portion of mid-year meetings. In view of
the BOS's February 17, 2004 adoption of a resolution to
fully address the issues raised and their adoption of a number
of recommendations (see below), the Grand Jury elected not
to investigate further.

BACKGROUND

The Yole County Housing Authority was established in
1950 by the Board of Supervisors to administer public
housing for low-income residents. Currently the Housing
Authority owns low-income housing in Woodland, Winters,
West Sacramento, Knights Landing, Esparto and Yolo; ad-
ministers migrant iabor camps in Madison, Dixon and Davis,
as well as the federal Section-8 Housing Program.

Yolo County does not fund any Housing Authority pro-
grams but has statutory responsibility for the Housing Au-
thority, which it exercises through the Housing Authority
Commissioners who are appointed by the Board of Super-
visors. The Housing Authority Commissioners sets policy for
the Housing Authority, appoints and evaluates the Executive
Director and approves the annual budget.

The current Executive Director was appointed in 1998.

In 1999, the Housing Autherity Commissioners estab-
lished the Yolo Housing Foundation, a non-profit corporation
to fund permanent low-income housing in Yolo County.

In early 2003, the Housing Autherity employees joined
the Teamsters Union.

FINDINGS

13. The Housing Authority and its Executive Director have
been the subjects of repeated Grand Jury reviews and/
or investigations over the past five years.

14. The nature and scope of the complaints have varied little

[5.

16.

over the past five years.

In February 2004, the Yolo County Board of Supervisors,

at the request of petitioning complainants resolved (with

the avowed cooperation of the Executive Director) to
fully and decisively address the issues raised by Housing

Authority personnel and residents. The following are

among the actions recommended by the County Adminis-

tration Officer, submitted to and approved by the Board
of Supervisors:

A. That the Board refer the allegations of intimidation,
manipulation, and verbal abuse by the Housing Au-
thority Executive Director back to the Housing Au-
thority Commission for reconciliation and resolution.

B. That the Board recommend the Housing Authority
adopt the County Value of “Doing Right By People.”

C. That the Board recommend the Housing Authority
consider hiring a mediator to resolve the uncertainties,
confusion, and conflict between residents and also be-
tween residents and the Executive Director:

D. That the Board recommend the Housing Authority and
Executive Director consider filling the vacant Resident
Initiative Coordinator position(s}) as soon as feasible.

E. That the Board recommend the Housing Authority and
Executive Director support the resident organization
called “Hopes and Dreams” in updating and clarify-
ing the organization’s by-laws so therve is improved
understanding about the responsibilities and the au-
thorities of the “Hopes of Dreams” organization, as well
as its relationship to the Housing Authority.

F. That the Board recommend the Housing Authority
Executive Director and the Chair of the Housing
Authority Commission return to the Board in I-2
months with a progress report on resolving the current
issues and allegations and continue to provide monthly
reports until the issues are resolved.

It was also recommended that the Board of Supervisors

consider strengthening the organizational links between

the Yolo County Board of Supervisors and the Housing

Authority Commission. Steps suggested that the Board

might consider included:

A. Review the 1950 Resolution establishing the Yolo
County Housing Authority and consider Amendments
relating to Housing Authority Commission Perfor-
mance and Reporting Standards and any other up-
dating necessary.

B. Create a Board of Supervisors’liaison to the Housing
Authority,

C. Set up a regular series of meetings via 2x2s between
the Board of Supervisors and the Housing Commis-
sioners.

(INVESTIGATIONS: Yolo County Housing Authority—
continued on next page)
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D. That the Board recommend the Housing Authority
Commission and Executive Director provide an annu-
al report and presentation to the Board of Supervisors.

E. That the Board consider an annual joint meeting
between the Housing Authority Commission and the
Yolo County Board of Supervisors.

RECOMMENDATIONS

04-03 The Board of Supervisors, the Yolo County Housing
Authority Board of Commissioners and the Execu-
tive Director of the Yolo County Housing Aunthority
should review their initial authorizing statutes and
subsequent amendments to properly delineate their
level of authority, scope of responsibility and over-
sight functions.

The Board of Supervisors, the Yolo County Housing
Authority Board of Commissioners and the Execu-
tive Director of Yolo County Housing Authority
should decisively address all unresolved issues.

The Board of Supervisors should schedule progress
reports as a quarterly “agenda item” of the Board of
Supervisors meetings

Failing timely and significant resolution of these
issues, the Board of Supervisors should consider
contracting for an independent consuliant’s “per-
formance audit” and/or contacting Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) to provide training,
model operating plans and program reviews for the
Housing Authority.

04-04

04-05

04-06

RESPONDENTS

Yolo County Board of Supervisors:
Finding 13, 14, 15, 16;
Recommendation 04-03, 04-04, 04-05, 04-06

Yolo County Housing Authority Board of Commissioners:
Finding 13, 14, 15, 16;
Recommendation 04-03, 04-04

Yolo County Housing Authority, Executive Director:
Finding 13, 15;
Recommendation 04-03, 04-04

SOURCES

Grand Jury Reports: 1999-2003

YCHA responses to Grand Jury Reports: 1999-2003

Articles from Daily Democrat: 2003-2004

Articles from Davis Enterprise: 2003-2004

Letters of complaint from employees concerming management
practices/personnel issues.

Letters of complaint from residents and/or tenant organi-
zations.

Letters from residents and/or tenant organizations supporting
the YCHA Executive Director.

Board of Supervisors meetings: 2003-2004
Board of Supervisor meetings: minutes: 2003- 2004

Yolo County Office of
Education

REASON FOR REVIEW

This matter came to the Grand Jury’s attention through
citizen complaints following a series of investigative articles
appearing in the Sacramento Bee beginning September 2003,
(available at www.sacbee.com). The Bee’s on-going series
identifies alleged improprieties and/or misconduct in the
formation and operation of the California Administrative
Services Authority (CASA), a joint powers authority, formed
by the Sacramento City Unified School District (SCUSD)
and the Yolo County Office of Education (YCOE). A Grand
Jury’s term of office is fixed at one year and this report
reflects work through the publication deadline of April 30,
2004. The consequences of ongoing work by the California
Public Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS), Social
Security Administration (SSA), SCUSD and YCOE are not
included in this report because the results are not yet avail-
able.

BACKGROUND

CASA is a governmental joint powers authority (JPA)
formed in June 2000 to provide administrative services to
school districts and to establish a cost neutral, altemative
benefits system for nonrepresented classified employees of
SCUSD and YCOE. YCOE was recruited by CASA pro-
moters and joined primarily for the CASA benefits program.

The CASA program was. designed to provide enhanced
benefits to its employees at the same cost that SCUSD and
YCOE would otherwise incur if the participating employees
were covered under the CalPERS program. The stated pur-
pose of the enhanced benefits was to attract and retain high
quality administrators for the member agencies. To participate
in CASA, an employee takes an unpaid leave of absence
from his or her member agency and simultaneously CASA
hires the employee and contracts the employee’s services
back to his/her former employer. YCOE has 14 contract
employees participating in CASA compared with 101 CASA
participants who are current or former employees of SCUSD.

Many issues of improprieties and/or misconduct were
raised before the SCUSD Board of Education. As a result
they commissioned MGT of America {MGT) to conduct a
performance audit of CASA. MGT reported its findings to
the SCUSD Board of Education in December 2003. The MGT
repoit, containing recommendations and responses are available
at www.scusd.edu.

(INVESTIGATIONS: Yolo County Office of Education—
continued on next page)






