


 
  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

“The only way to make sure people you agree with can speak, is to 
support the rights of people you don’t agree with.” 

  

E.H. Norton 

Representative 

U.S. Congress 

 



 
 



Yuba County Grand Jury Final Report    June 26, 2008 
    Page i of viii 
 

Table of Contents 
 
 
Foreperson’s Letter ..................................................................................................... iii 
 
Members of the 2007-2008 Grand Jury ........................................................................ v 
 
History of the Grand Jury ........................................................................................... vi 
 
 
Reports and Investigations: 
 
City of Marysville ........................................................................................................... 3 
 
Juvenile Hall / Maxine Singer Youth Guidance Center .............................................. 9 
 
Marysville Levee District ............................................................................................ 13 
 
Marysville Police Department (MPD) ......................................................................... 25 
 
River Highlands Community Service District ........................................................... 33 
 
Wheatland Elementary School District Building ...................................................... 41 
Located at 711 Olive Street, Wheatland, California 
 
Wheatland Police Department (WPD) ........................................................................ 51 
 
Yuba County Airport ................................................................................................... 55 
 
Yuba County Community Development and Services Agency ............................... 59 
Building Department 
 
Yuba County Sheriff’s Department Jail Division ...................................................... 71 
 
 

 
 



Yuba County Grand Jury Final Report    June 26, 2008 
    Page ii of viii 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank. 
 



Yuba County Grand Jury Final Report    June 26, 2008 
    Page iii of viii 
 

 

 



Yuba County Grand Jury Final Report    June 26, 2008 
    Page iv of viii 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank. 



Yuba County Grand Jury Final Report    June 26, 2008 
    Page v of viii 
 

 
2007-2008 YUBA COUNTY GRAND JURORS 

 
 

Kathleen “Kathie” H. Anderson Wheatland 

Robert “Bob” A. Carpenter, Foreperson Pro Tem Camptonville 

Howard C. Coffey Browns Valley 

Franklin “Frank” De Board, Sgt. At Arms Marysville 

Don Elliott Marysville 

Richard “Rick” L. Fagan Marysville 

Grant P. Garcia, Foreperson Marysville 

Pamela J. Roberts, Secretary Marysville 

Meldine L. Rodda, Librarian Marysville 

Charles W. Schumacher Marysville 

Olive A. Sultzbaugh Oregon House 

Richard “Rick” K. Sumner Browns Valley 

Lillian R. Vazquez, Treasurer Oregon House 

 



Yuba County Grand Jury Final Report    June 26, 2008 
    Page vi of viii 
 

 
History of the Grand Jury 

 
 
Some historians believe that the earliest versions of the Grand Jury existed in Athens, 
where the Greeks used citizen groups to develop accusations.  Others find traces of the 
concept in the Teutonic peoples, including early Anglo-Saxons.  Evidence also exists that 
the early French developed the “King’s Audit”, involving citizens who were sworn and 
required to provide fiscal information related to the operation of the kingdom. 
 
Most commentators, however, believe that the Grand Jury arose as an institution in 
England.  In the first millennium, English individuals prosecuted criminals with the King 
personally involved in the system.  Anglo-Saxon King Aetheired (980-1016) appointed a 
dozen landowners to investigate alleged crimes.  In 1166, King Henry II established a 
system of local informers (twelve men from every hundred) to identify those who were 
“suspected of” various crimes.  If the suspects survived their “trials by ordeal”, they paid 
fines to the King.  The “informers” were fined, however, if they failed to indict any suspect or 
even enough suspects.  After 1188, they became tax collectors as well and after the reign of 
Henry III, they were charged with looking into the condition and maintenance of public 
works. 
 
The Magna Carta, signed by King John in 1215, did not mention the Grand Jury, 
specifically, but did establish various procedures to ensure fairness in the dispensation of 
justice.  Thereafter, until the mid-1300s, the twelve-man juries served both to present 
indictments and also to rule on the validity of charges.  During Edward III’s reign from 1312-
1377, the twelve individuals were replaced by twenty-four knights, called “le grande inquest” 
and the twelve became a “petit jury” responsible only for declaring innocent or guilty 
verdicts.   
 
Ultimately, in the 1600s the English Grand Jury developed as a process to determine 
whether there was probable cause to believe that an accused individual was guilty of a 
crime. Grand juries, reached their English pinnacle of citizen protectors in 1681, when they 
refused to indict enemies of King Charles II for alleged crimes.  Ironically, English laws 
establishing grand juries were repealed in 1933. 
 
The use of juries in earliest American colonial history was limited.  However, procedures 
similar to grand juries were used to hear criminal charges of larceny (Boston, 1644), holding 
a disorderly meeting (Plymouth, 1651), and witchcraft (Pennsylvania, 1683). 
 
In the early 1600s, colonial representatives of the English monarchs made laws and 
prosecuted violators.  The first grand juries recommended civil charges against those crown 
agents, thus establishing themselves as representatives of the governed, similar to grand 
juries today.  The first grand juries also looked into government, misconduct of neglect.  For 
example, the first colonial grand jury, established in Massachusetts in 1635, “presented” 
town officials for neglecting to repair stocks, and also considered cases of murder, robbery, 
and spousal abuse.   
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Other early grand juries performed a variety of administrative functions, including audits of 
county funds (New Jersey), inspections of public buildings (Carolinas) and review of taxes 
and public works (Virginia).  Virginia grand juries also investigated whether each family 
planted two acres of corn per person. 
 
Later on during colonial times, grand juries considered criminal accusations and 
investigated government officials and activities.  Grand jurors included popular leaders such 
as Paul Revere and John Hancock’s brother.  These grand juries played a critical role in the 
pre-revolutionary period.  For example, three grand juries refused to indict John Peter 
Zenger, whose newspaper criticized the royal governor’s actions in New York. 
 
Although he was ultimately prosecuted by the provincial attorney, Alexander Hamilton 
defended him and a petit jury acquitted him.  Grand juries also denounced arbitrary royal 
intrusions on citizens’ rights, refused to indict the leaders against the Stamp Act of 1765, 
and refused to bring libel charges against the editors of the Boston Gazette in 1766.   
 
After the Revolutionary War ended, the new federal constitution did not include a grand jury.  
Early American leaders such as John Hancock and James Madison objected.  Thereafter 
the grand jury was included in the Bill of Rights, as part of the Fifth Amendment, which 
states in pertinent part:  “No person shall be held to answer for a capital or otherwise 
infamous crime, unless on a presentment of indictment of a Grand Jury, except in cases 
arising in the land or naval forces, or until today, the federal grand jury remains an integral 
part of the justice system, used by federal prosecutors for a variety of potential crimes.” 
 
As the various states were admitted to the Union and adopted their legal and operating 
procedures, almost every one initially included some reliance on grand juries to either 
review criminal indictments or inquire into government activities, or do both.  Some states’ 
grand juries were very active in administrative affairs, even including recommending new 
laws.   
 
Throughout this state-by-state development, the underlying concept remained the same:  
ordinary citizens, neighbors, and others on grand juries were a necessary part of 
government to ensure that public prosecutors were not swayed by personal or political 
prejudices, and that government officials efficiently and effectively performed jobs. 
 
Today, all states except Connecticut and Pennsylvania, and the District of Columbia may 
use grand juries to indict and bring criminal to trial.  Twenty-three states and the District of 
Columbia require that grand jury indictments be used for certain more serious crimes.  
California and twenty-four other states make use of grand jury indictments optional.  All 
states and the District of Columbia use grand juries for investigative purposes. 
 
Currently, the California grand jury has three basic functions: 
  
1.  To weigh criminal charges and determine whether indictments should be returned. 
 
2. To weigh allegations of misconduct against public officials and determine whether to 

present formal accusations requesting their removal from office. 
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3. To act as the public’s “watchdog” by investigating and reporting upon the affairs of 
local government. 

 
Of these functions, the watchdog role is by far the one most often played by the modern 
grand jury in California.  It is estimated that between 83 and 85 percent of the average 
grand jury’s time is spent in investigating county agencies.  The reporting function of the 
grand jury is central to its effective operation in the public interest.  Grand juries have issued 
reports on the conduct of public officials and other matters pertaining to local governance 
for hundreds of years.  The final report, containing the grand jury’s findings and 
recommendations on the subjects of its investigations is the normal end product of the 
grand jury’s activity in the performance of its watchdog function and is the formal means by 
which the grand jury seeks to effectuate its recommendations. 
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2007-2008 Yuba County Grand Jury 

Final Report  
 
 
 

Subject of Investigation 
 

 
City of Marysville  

 
 

Reason for Investigation  
 

 
The City of Marysville was selected for review under California Penal Code Section 925a, which 
states: 
 

“The Grand Jury may at any time examine the books and records of any 
incorporated City or joint powers agency located in the county. In addition to any 
other investigatory powers granted by this chapter, the Grand Jury may 
investigate and report upon the operations, accounts, and records of the officers, 
departments, functions, and the method or system of performing the duties of 
any such City or joint powers agency and make such recommendations as it may 
deem proper and fit.” 

 
The City Committee of the Grand Jury determined to investigate and review the City of 
Marysville’s budget and associated financial statements, as they represent one of the primary 
methods used to monitor the performance of the city’s management. 
 
 

Background to the Investigation 
 

 
The City of Marysville (hereafter referred to as “the City”) is located along Highway 70 
approximately 40 miles north of Sacramento in Yuba County.  Marysville was incorporated on 
February 5, 1851 under the laws and regulations of the State of California.  The population was 
estimated to be 12,530 in 2005 by the U.S. Census Bureau.  The fiscal year period is July 1 
through June 30.  
 
The City operates under a city manager-council form of government.  The City provides the 
following services:  police, fire, wastewater treatment and collection, storm drainage, street 
maintenance, street light maintenance, and park maintenance.  Solid waste collection is 
provided by a franchise vendor and water service is provided by an independent company.     
   
In addition to the City, the Fire Department also services the District 10 and Hallwood 
communities. 
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Method of the Investigation 

 
 
The City Committee of the Grand Jury conducted interviews with city management, a city 
council member, and the mayor.  These interviews were conducted with no less than two 
committee members present.   
 
Documents reviewed include the annual operating budget for Fiscal Year 2007-2008, 
Independent Auditor’s Reports for 2005-2006 and 2006-2007, Baseball Facilities Use 
Agreement, and City of Marysville Public Financing Certificate-B Street Project.  Interview 
questions were developed during review of these documents. 

 

Facts and Observations 

 
The City budget process is initiated by the city manager.  Department heads are requested to 
submit estimated revenues and expenses for the upcoming year.  The city manager reviews the 
department head requests and makes a recommendation to the City’s budget committee.  The 
budget committee consists of two city council members and the administrative services 
manager, and is responsible to review the estimates, discuss with department heads as 
needed, revise the estimates as it believes appropriate, and forward the proposed budget to the 
city council. 
  
The city council reviews the budget at publicly held study sessions and revises as it deems 
advisable.  After this initial review, copies of the proposed budget are made available to the 
public, and a date is set for a final public hearing.  At the conclusion of the public hearing, the 
city council makes the final revisions and adopts the budget.  Copies of the city budget can be 
obtained by contacting City Hall. 
 
Budgetary control is maintained through monthly reports on all revenue and expenditure 
accounts, as well as special reports summarizing the financial position of the City.    
 
At any public hearing after the adoption of the budget, the city council may amend or 
supplement the budget by motion adopted by a majority vote of the city council. 
 
The financial statements of the City reflect detail for the general fund, special funds, and agency 
funds.  The general fund expenses are categorized between 16 different departments or 
divisions.  Within each department, costs are itemized by over 30 various cost classifications 
(labor, parts, gas, etc.)   Revenues of the City are detailed by over 100 sources of income.  The 
financial statements are well organized and offer more than sufficient detail to monitor and 
control the revenues and expenses of the City.       
 
Page 6 of the 2007/2008 budget states that: 
 

“Internal controls exist within the accounting system to insure safety of assets 
from misappropriation, unauthorized use or disposition and to maintain the 
accuracy of financial record keeping.” 
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The City Municipal Code and Generally Accepted Accounting Principles as established by the 
Governmental Accounting Standard Board form the guidelines under which the City operates its 
accounting and financial reporting functions.  The City has very few written internal policies and 
procedures with regards to these functions.  Each year an independent certified public 
accountant is contracted to examine the financial statements in accordance with government 
auditing standards.  The Grand Jury City Committee reviewed the audits for the years ending 
6/30/06 and 6/30/07.  It was the opinion of the auditing firm that the City financial statements 
present fairly, in all material respects, the respective financial position of the City.  No material 
weakness of internal controls was identified during the course of the audit.  Also, the results of 
these audits did not disclose any instance of noncompliance that would be required to be 
reported under government auditing standards. 
 
The Marysville general fund budget for the 2007/2008 fiscal year was approved for a total of 
$8.53 million.  The police department budget is $3.52 million and the fire department budget is 
$1.51 million. Together, these departments account for 59% of the total expenditures.  The fire 
department changed from a city-operated fire department to a contract fire department operated 
by California Department of Forestry (CDF) in November of 1997.  It was determined at the time 
that the change offered the City the best financial advantage.  During fiscal year 1999/2000, 
staffing was reduced from 4 personnel 24-hours a day to 3 personnel 24-hours a day to reduce 
costs.  In 1999/2000, the contract cost was $691,000, as compared to the 2007/2008 budget of 
$1.34 million.  The contract with CDF is an annual contract.  No in-depth study has been 
performed since 1997 to determine if operating with a CDF contract continues to be 
advantageous to the City.        
    
The City maintains a baseball operations fund to segregate costs assumed by the City in its 
Baseball Facilities Use Agreement with the Yuba-Sutter Community Baseball, Inc. (YSCBI).  
YSCBI currently manages the Goldsox baseball team and leases what is commonly known as 
“Bryant Field” from the City.  Goldsox baseball started in the 2000 season after major 
improvements to Bryant Field.  The owners subsequently filed bankruptcy and the City became 
the owners of a baseball team.  The 2001 baseball season was cancelled while legal issues 
were resolved.  The City ran the team during the 2002 season, and finished the year with a 
$221,300 deficit.  Members of the Grand Jury City Committee observed that in an Appeal- 
Democrat article dated October 15, 2002, one city councilman estimated that the City had 
absorbed $2 million dollars in losses associated with baseball, and therefore decided to review 
the issue further.  In February 2003, the City signed the current agreement with YSCBI, and 
substantially cut their annual losses.  The agreement is a three-year rolling agreement, with a 
5% annual increase in fees paid by YSCBI to the City.  In accordance with the agreement, the 
City will receive $51,050 for the fiscal year 2007-2008.  However, total expenses absorbed by 
the City for its responsibilities under the agreement are budgeted to be $90,531.  Therefore, net 
cost to the City in the baseball operations fund is budgeted at $39,500.  Net cost to the City for 
the 2005/2006 year was $77,385 and was estimated to be $63,582 in 2006/2007.  Positive 
aspects of the baseball operations include community entertainment, a small sales tax base, 
summer employment, and the use of Bryant Field, which represents a major investment.  The 
stadium currently is named All Seasons RV Stadium.   
 
The City has budgeted for 63.5 employees, excluding the fire department and including two 
grant-funded positions.  The cost to the general fund for salaries, wages, and benefits is $4.9 
million, which is 57% of the total budget.  The police department accounts for 36 of the total 
employees and $3.2 million of employee costs.  As stated above, the contracted employee cost 
for the fire department is budgeted at $1.34 million.  Therefore, total employee cost is $6.2 
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million and is 73% of the City budget.  Employees are budgeted to be reduced by 2 during the 
2007/2008 fiscal year, 1 position in administrative and 1 position in the police department.  Over 
the last eight years, employees were at a high of 73 in the 2001/2002 fiscal year and at a low of 
62 in the 2003/2004 fiscal year.  City management is keenly aware of the impact of employee 
costs.  Reorganization/reduction of staff is considered whenever possible, but must be balanced 
with the services required by the community.  Hiring new employees must be approved by the 
city council.   
 
General fund revenues for the 2007/2008 year are budgeted at $8.2 million.  Sales tax and 
property tax in lieu of sales tax account for $2.3 million which is 28.5% of the budget.  In the 
City, a sales tax rate of 7.25% is applied to taxable sales.  The City receives 1% applied to 
taxable sales.  Taxable sales reported by the state for the 2005/2006 year totaled $205 million.  
Several of the City’s larger sales tax generators have been gas stations as the cost of fuel 
continues to increase.  Property tax is the next largest revenue source at $950,000 (11.5%).  
Property tax is levied based on 1% of assessed valuation, and the City receives a little under 
$.19 of every property tax dollar billed.  The City also receives $935,000 in Motor Vehicle 
License Fees, $680,000 in Yuba Sutter Disposal tipping fees, and $335,000 of Franchise Taxes 
(fees charged to gas, electric, cable television, and solid waste collection companies for using 
City streets.)  In June of 2005, the City began installing red light violation cameras at various 
locations.  Presently there are four red light cameras, recording an average of 1,000 red light 
violations per month.  The 2007/2008 budget includes $1.1 million of revenues for red light 
violations. There is an annual cost of $295,000 to operate and maintain the red light cameras.  
Additional revenues of $130,000 are received for fire department services to the District 
10/Hallwood communities.  The above income sources equal 78% of the general fund budget. 
 
In the City there are limited opportunities for residential growth, which restricts increases in 
property tax revenues.  However, there has been continued interest in commercial/industrial 
projects within the City.  Two developments, one on the North and one on the South side of 
Ninth at B Streets are evidence of this interest.  The City is also reviewing the possibility of 
selling certain parts of Washington Park for development.  During 2006, the City issued $4.9 
million of Taxable Certificates of Participation.  This borrowing is being used to acquire and 
improve a 5-acre site on the East side of B Street, South of 14th Street. The City intends to lease 
the parcel for commercial purposes, or sell the parcel for future development.  All these projects 
offer the advantage of increasing both sales tax and property tax revenues.   
 
It is projected the general fund will have an unreserved fund balance of $1.3 million on June 30, 
2008.  The budget states: 

 
“Spending from reserves and using one-time revenues generated from the sales 
of property and other activities will be kept at a minimum in order to slow down 
the rate of erosion of the City’s reserve.“ 
 

These reserves will be of major importance to the City if revenues decline resulting from the 
current downtrend in the economy.   The Grand Jury was informed there are no restrictions 
imposed on the city council with regards to spending funds gained from the sale of city property.   
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Findings and Recommendations 

 
Finding 1 
 
There are no restrictions imposed on the city council with regards to spending funds gained 
from the sale of city property. 

  Recommendation 1   Draft an ordinance requiring funds received from the sale of city 
property to be deposited in a reserve account.  The funds would be limited to use on 
capital improvement projects. 

 

Finding 2 

Although losses have been decreased substantially, Goldsox baseball continues to cost the City 
of Marysville.  Net costs to the City for the 2005/2006 year were $77,385, estimated to be 
$63,582 in 2006/2007, and budgeted to be $39,500 in 2007/2008. 

 Recommendation 2 Enter into discussions with Yuba-Sutter Community Baseball, 
Inc, to explore the potential for negotiating a new agreement. 
Any new agreement should move the City to a minimum of a 
breakeven cost. 

 
Finding 3   
 
The fire department changed from a city-operated fire department to a contract fire department 
operated by California Department of Forestry (CDF) in November of 1997.  No in-depth study 
has been performed since 1997 to determine if operating with a CDF contract continues to be 
advantageous to the City. 

 Recommendation 3 Conduct a study to verify that operating the fire department 
through a contract with CDF continues to be advantageous to 
the City. 

 
 

PASSED and ADOPTED by the Yuba County Grand Jury on the 17th day of May, 2008. 
 
 
 

Response Required 
 
Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05 require that specific responses to both the findings 
and recommendations contained in this report be submitted to the Presiding Judge of 
the Yuba County Superior Court from: 
 
City Administrator, City of Marysville 
City Council, City of Marysville 
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2007-2008 Yuba County Grand Jury 

Final Report  
 
 
 

Subject of Investigation 
 

 
Juvenile Hall / Maxine Singer Youth Guidance Center 

 
 

Reason for Investigation  
 

 
California Penal Code Section 919 (b) states: 
 
“The grand jury shall inquire into the condition and management of the public prisons within the 
county.” 
 
 

Background to the Investigation 
 

 
The Yuba-Sutter Bi-County juvenile center is located in the City of Marysville.  The center 
consists of the Juvenile Hall (Hall), the Maxine Singer Youth Guidance Center (Camp) and the 
Secure Housing Unit (SHU).  The center is a Yuba-Sutter bi-county facility located at 1023 14th 
Street, Marysville, California.  Present capacity is 60 in the Hall, 60 in the Camp and 15 in the 
SHU.  The units are capable of housing both male and female minors.   
 
The Hall has separate male and female wings.  The cubicles in the Hall are 7 by 11 feet. Three 
of the cubicles have double bunks with the remainder single beds.  Each cubicle in the Hall has 
an intercom that connects with the control area that is manned 24/7.  The female wing in the 
Hall was part of the old county hospital built in 1916 and remodeled in 1976.  There are two 
classrooms in the Hall and a common area between the wings.  The common area serves as a 
study area and library.  The common area also has a television and video tapes for viewing.  
The Hall has an outside area for recreation.  
 
The Camp has a female dorm with 12 beds and a male dorm with 48 beds.  The dorms are in 
separate buildings.  Each dorm has half walls separating the sleeping areas, and also has a 
common area.  There are two classrooms in the Camp.  The Camp has an outside area for 
recreation. 
 
The SHU is a high-walled structure with an outside common area covered on top with chain link.  
The enclosed area of the SHU has seven double-bunk cells and one cell for disabled.  There is 
a common area within the enclosed area of the SHU. 
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The three units, Hall, Camp and SHU, are adjacent but are separated by security fencing.  They 
have monitored entrance and exit points.  There is a dining facility located between the Hall and 
the Camp.   
 
The staff members have a minimum of an associate’s degree and peace officer training which 
requires a full background investigation.  In addition there are two full-time therapists, one for 
the Hall and one for the Camp.   
 
The center has operated under a joint powers agreement between Yuba and Sutter counties 
since 1976.  Yuba County Probation Department (YCPD) is the administrative agent and all 
employees are Yuba County employees.  Oversight of the center is by a panel, two from the 
board of supervisors of each county, the county administrators and the chief probation officer.  
The panel meets quarterly.  The operation of the facility is in accordance with the guidelines of 
the California Code of Regulations Title 15 and Title 24. 
 
 

Method of the Investigation 
 

 

Interviews were held by the Yuba County Grand Jury Law Committee with a minimum of two 
members. There were a total of four visits.  Interviews were conducted with the staff of the 
YCPD as well as staff at the juvenile hall.  Residents of the Hall and the Camp were also 
interviewed.  

During the tours, members of the law committee were able to interact with both staff and 
residents, as a group and individually. On one occasion, members of the Law Committee ate 
lunch with the minors of the Juvenile hall. 

 

Facts and Observations 
 
Currently there are 43 residents in the Hall and 45 residents in the Camp.  The goal of the 
YCPD is to have a ten-to-one inmate-to-staff ratio at the Hall and Camp (California Code of 
Regulations Title 15 Section 1321.)  At the current time, the SHU is not utilized and has not 
been for the last two years.  If money becomes available for a retrofit of the Hall, it is planned to 
use the SHU as temporary housing during the work.   
 
The recent realignment of the California Youth Authority (CYA) resulted in the release of some 
offenders back to county facilities.  There was only one minor released from the CYA that would 
have been eligible to return to the Yuba County bi-county facility.  The individual was on 
probation so did not return to the county.  It is expected that the state will be releasing money to 
the counties because of the realignment of the CYA.  If this occurs, there will be money to 
improve and modernize the Hall. 
 
The YCPD has become proactive in an attempt to control the number of juvenile offenders.  
Officers are placed in the local schools to counsel students.  Tough truancy enforcement actions 
are an effort in controlling the number of residents. 
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The YCPD will only accept juveniles from another county if that county’s probation department 
shares the treatment philosophy.  Presently there is a contractual agreement with Sutter, Placer 
and Colusa counties to house their juvenile offenders.  Residents come into the Hall and are 
held for trial while they go through the court process, usually a period of 5 days.  There is no 
separation by gang affiliation in either the Hall or Camp. 
 
The tour of the facility began with the SHU.  Except for some dust in the outside recreation area, 
the SHU was neat and clean.  It has not been utilized for some time; however, the staff 
periodically inspects the area and checks the operation of the utilities, lights, plumbing and 
communications.   
  
The floor of the entrance corridor of the Hall was covered with carpet which was well-worn and 
badly stained.  The control room for the Hall is manned 24/7 and has views of the corridor and 
common area, as well as monitors for other areas of the Hall.  There is a medical unit just off the 
entrance area.  Upon arrival, residents are given a physical by a county medical doctor and a 
TB skin test and are interviewed for any medication they require.  Medications are kept in a 
locked cabinet within the medical unit, which is also locked. 
 
The classrooms of the Hall are in portable buildings located within the Hall grounds.  The Law 
Committee, accompanied by staff, visited one of the classrooms in the Hall.  The short visit did 
result in some disruption to the class in session, but order was quickly restored. 
 
The female wing of the Hall is to one side of the common area.  Not all the cubicles were 
occupied and one of the unoccupied cubicles had a leaky faucet which caused a small puddle of 
water to accumulate on the floor.  There was also a shower area in the female wing.  The 
remodel of the Hall in 1976 resulted in the addition of 28,000 sq. ft. addition to a 2,000 sq. ft. 
building along with redundancy in the wiring and plumbing, making additional modifications 
easier.  The addition includes the male wing. 
 
The male wing of the Hall is located on the opposite side of the common area from the female 
wing.  There was a shower area in the male wing.  This area was in need of maintenance.  
There was paper on the windows and some of the doors did not fit.  The staff indicated that any 
remodel of the Hall would include replacement of the doors and windows of the cubicles.  
 
The kitchen area in the dining facility was neat and clean.  The dining area seats sixty-four 
persons, four to a table.  The table units with attached seats are affixed to the floor.  The units 
were manufactured by the Prison Industry Authority (PIA).  Meal times for the Hall and Camp do 
not coincide.  If there are juvenile offenders in the SHU, meal trays are transported in a “hot 
cart” from the dining facility to the SHU.  The Law Committee was served and dined with the 
Hall residents.  The hot lunch was more than adequate.  Residents that are on “room 
confinement” and not allowed to eat in the dining facility have meal trays delivered to their 
rooms.  Meals are varied and menus are posted several days in advance in accordance with 
California Code of Regulations Title 15 Article 12.  
 
The dorms in the Camp have a large, open area with half walls.  The furniture in the common 
area was built by the PIA.  The dorms were neat and clean.  The residents are responsible for 
the cleanup and appearance, which is encouraged by the staff. The furniture in the common 
area is over 5 years old, with no scratches or indications of misuse apparent.   
 
There is a large building within the Camp enclosure which originally was a vehicle maintenance 
building for the county public works department.  In this building there is a large open space that 



Yuba County Grand Jury Final Report    June 26, 2008 
    Page 12 of 77 

is utilized as a gymnasium with a basketball court with a basket at each end.  There is a well-
equipped wood shop area in the southeast area of the building and some teaching aids for 
electrical wiring assembly in the northwest area.  There is a laundry area in the separate room 
where all the laundry for the entire facility is done.  The laundry equipment is industrial quality 
and is run by the residents. 
 
There are two classrooms in the building.  The Law Committee observed a math class in 
progress in one of the rooms.  The class was beginning algebra and all the students had a text 
book and appeared to be paying attention to the instructor.  The teachers in the Hall and Camp 
are from Yuba County Office of Education.  Education is ongoing, as required by California 
Code of Regulations Title 15 Section 1370, with an emphasis on science, literature and 
mathematics. 
 
In a separate building between the dorms and the gymnasium is a fully-equipped kitchen facility 
which could be used for teaching cooking skills.  The facility was neat and clean.  At the time of 
the tour, it was unused and had not been used for some time.   
 
Following the tour of the facility, the Law Committee interviewed a member of the staff.  It was 
mentioned that if a juvenile comes to the facility with a drug or alcohol problem, there is no 
avenue to help the individual through Bi-County Mental Health.  Recently, the YCPD has 
designated funds to hire a drug and alcohol counselor. 
 
 

Findings and Recommendations 
 

Finding 1 
The carpet in the entrance corridor area of the Hall is badly stained.  

Recommendation 1   Replace or remove as necessary. 
 

Finding 2 
Several cubicle doors in the Hall wings do not close properly and some windows will not open. 

 Recommendation 2 Replace or repair as necessary. 
 

Finding 3   
The fully-equipped kitchen area in the Camp is not utilized. 

 Recommendation 3 Develop a program to teach cooking skills to residents.  This is 
a life skill that is beneficial in any family environment. 

 

PASSED and ADOPTED by the Yuba County Grand Jury on the 3rd day of June, 2008. 
 
 

Response Required 
 

Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05 require that specific responses to both the findings 
and recommendations contained in this report be submitted to the Presiding Judge of 
the Yuba County Superior Court from: 
 
Yuba County Chief Probation Officer 
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2007-2008 Yuba County Grand Jury 

Final Report  
 
 
 

Subject of Investigation 
 

 
Marysville Levee District 

 
 

Reason for Investigation  
 

 
The Marysville Levee District was selected for review under California Penal Code section 
933.5, which states that the Grand Jury may at any time examine the books and records of any 
special purpose assessing or taxing district located wholly or partly in the county or the local 
agency formation commission in the county, and, in addition to any other investigatory powers 
granted by this chapter, may investigate and report upon the method or system of performing 
the duties of such district or commission. 
 
 

Background to the Investigation 
 

 
The Cities Committee of the Yuba County Grand Jury chose to investigate the Marysville Levee 
District due to strong community interest concerning levee conditions. The Marysville Levee 
District has one full time employee, the District Superintendent, who has been with the district 
for twenty-six (26) years.  The Marysville Levee Commission is composed of three (3) elected 
officials with an average tenure of five and one half (5½) years.    
 
 

Method of the Investigation 
 

 
The Yuba County Grand Jury Cities Committee had three meetings with the Marysville Levee 
Commission and the Marysville Levee District Superintendent to discuss the current condition, 
funding, maintenance, and future requirements that have been recently mandated by the State 
of California and the US Army Corps of Engineers regarding the levees protecting the City of 
Marysville.  These meetings were conducted with no less than two committee members present. 
 
 
 



Yuba County Grand Jury Final Report    June 26, 2008 
    Page 14 of 77 

Facts and Observations 
 
 

The Cities Committee from the Yuba County Grand Jury interviewed the three members of the 
Commission plus the District Superintendent of the Marysville Levee District.  A follow up 
meeting was held with the chairman of the commission to clarify several points. 
 
The levees protecting Marysville were built after the1875 flood.  [See Exhibit A - Levee Map.]  
Marysville proper has not flooded since 1875; however Linda, Olivehurst and surrounding areas 
have flooded several times.    
 
Commission members stated the Marysville Levee System is in good condition with most areas 
currently at or close to the 100 year flood protection level.  A study is currently underway to 
check for under-seepage and the composition of the levees.  Test drilling is being performed to 
a depth of 140 feet below the base of the levees in over one hundred forty (140) locations on 
the Marysville Levee System.  This study is being funded by the State of California.  At this time 
the requirement for 200 year flood protection has not been defined by the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers.  Until the current under-seepage study and the 200 year protection 
requirements are defined, the cost for additional work is unknown.  The Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) requirement for flood insurance is 100 year flood protection. [See 
Exhibit B - Appeal-Democrat column dated August 31, 2007.]  
 
An inspection performed by the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers found that maintenance on a 
section of levee between Hallwood Boulevard and Walnut Avenue was unacceptable.  That 
discrepancy was corrected and re-inspected in mid November.  [See Exhibit C - Memorandum 
Department of Water Resources 29 November 2007; and Exhibit D – Appeal-Democrat column 
dated December 11, 2007.] 
 
Additional repairs may be needed upon completion of the under-seepage study. Commissioners 
anticipate funding for additional repairs to come from the California State Bond issue that was 
passed November 2006.   The major source of funding for the Marysville Levee District is 
derived from a property tax assessment of twenty ($20.00) dollars for each residential parcel 
and twenty-five ($25.00) dollars for each commercial parcel.  Although these assessments are 
sufficient for normal operation, any unforeseen emergency will require the levee district to 
remove funds from their reserve account.  If additional local funds are needed, a rate increase 
would need to be considered.  A rate increase must be approved by a vote of sixty-six (66%) 
percent the people.  Prior to placing a measure on the ballot for approval, a study would be 
completed by an independent agency to assess the district’s needs.  Such a study is currently 
underway.   [See Exhibit E - Appeal-Democrat column dated February 27, 2008 (stating that 
some seepage areas have been located and will require repairs); see also Exhibit F - Appeal-
Democrat column dated October 30, 2007.] 
 
The Commissioners expressed concern that the current budget is insufficient to hire additional 
personnel who could be trained in levee procedures.  However, the Levee Commissioners are 
planning a training drill in the near future, which will include the City of Marysville, Marysville 
Fire Department, Marysville Police Department and California Division of Forestry-Cal Fire 
Camp Crews.  The Commissioners stated this training will enhance coordination between 
agencies in the event of a levee failure.  Also, if the above mentioned rate increase were to 
pass, funding would be available to acquire additional personnel. 
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The Marysville Levee District has a very detailed action plan that is driven by water depth.  The 
plan calls for voluntary evacuation when the water rises to seventy (70) feet and a mandatory 
evacuation at seventy seven (77) feet.  The levels of the Yuba and Feather Rivers are 
measured by Staff Markers at the E Street Bridge, Simpson Lane Bridge, Buchannan Street, 
Yuba Sutter Disposal site, Jack Slough, 14th Street and four (4) at the 5th Street Bridge.  These 
Staff Markers are supplemented by four (4) electronic markers provided by the State of 
California, two (2) on the Yuba River and two (2) on the Feather River.  The Staff Markers are 
preferred as the electronic markers are inoperative if electrical power is not available.  If a 
breach occurred, the City of Marysville would be underwater in approximately forty-five (45) 
minutes.  Based on previous experiences, not all citizens will follow the voluntary/mandatory 
evacuation requirements, and the Levee District, Police and Fire Department will be unable to 
fully enforce these requirements.  The last evacuation was in 1997.  
 
 

Findings and Recommendations 
 
 
Finding 1 
 

The Yuba County Grand Jury Cities Committee finds that the Marysville Levee District is 
doing an excellent job.  

 
Recommendation 1      None 
 

Finding 2 
 

The Marysville Levee District budget is not sufficient.   Current tax assessment has been 
in effect since the mid 1990’s (see Exhibit G – Budget.) 
 
Recommendation 2 Place a measure on a future ballot to increase the tax                                  

assessment for the Marysville Levee District. 
 
Finding 3 

   
Marysville Levee District operations are dependent on one extremely experienced 
employee. 

 
Recommendation 3     Develop contingency plan for hiring and training additional 

individual(s) in the operation of the Levee District. 
 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED by the Yuba County Grand Jury on the 25th day of March, 2008. 
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Response Required 
 
Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05 require that specific responses to both the 
findings and recommendations contained in this report be submitted to the 
Presiding Judge of the Yuba County Superior Court from: 
 
Findings and Recommendations 2 – 3: Marysville Levee Commissioners 
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2007-2008 Yuba County Grand Jury 

Final Report  
 
 
 

Subject of Investigation 
 

 
Marysville Police Department (MPD) 

 
MARYSVILLE POLICE DEPARTMENT'S VISION STATEMENT: 

“The Marysville Police Department will be the role model in law enforcement in the Yuba-Sutter 
area, and will set the standards for the delivery of professional police service by which all other 

law enforcement agencies will be measured.” 

 
Reason for Investigation  

 
 
Section 925a of the California Penal Code provides that the Grand Jury may at any time 
examine the books and records of any incorporated city located in the county and may 
investigate and report upon the operations, accounts, and records of the officers, departments, 
functions, and the method or system of performing the duties of any such city and make such 
recommendations as it may deem proper and fit. 

 
 

Background to the Investigation 
 

 
The Marysville Police Department is adjacent to Marysville City Hall and located at 316 6th 
Street, Marysville, California.  The Police Department budget for fiscal year 2006-2007 was 
$3.43 million.  Currently the MPD is fully staffed at twenty-two sworn officers, twenty reserves, 
six dispatchers, and approximately twenty volunteers, including support staff.  Five sworn 
positions have been lost over the past year and, as vacancies arise, attempts are made to fill 
them from the reserves. 

The City of Marysville is 3.6 square miles with a population of approximately 13,000 residents.  
Two major California highways, State Route 20 and State Route 70, intersect within the city 
limits, resulting in heavy traffic of private and commercial vehicles.  The last official traffic count 
was conducted in 2003, and it was estimated that 180,000 vehicles travel through downtown 
Marysville each day. 
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Method of the Investigation 

 
 
Interviews were held by the Yuba County Grand Jury Law Committee with a minimum of two 
members present.  Interviews were conducted with members of the Marysville City Council, 
Marysville City Administration, Marysville Police Department, current and past employees of the 
Marysville Police Department and the Marysville Police Officers’ Association.  

The Law Committee was given tours of the Marysville Police Department facilities and the police 
vehicle maintenance facility located at the Marysville City Maintenance yard.  The committee 
reviewed Police Department Procedures, the 2006 Annual Review, the 2006-2007 Marysville 
City Budget and the Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST) July, 2007 Report. 

 

Facts and Observations 

 
Overview: 
The Marysville Police Department has been in a state of transition since 2006 when the 
previous Chief left the department.  An interim chief was hired, and he served until September 
2007, when a new Chief was hired.  
 
The department is currently authorized to have twenty-two sworn positions.  Presently, all of 
these positions are filled.  Salaries within the department are lower than salaries of surrounding 
communities resulting in the department being considered as a ‘training ground’ for higher 
paying positions elsewhere.  The department has experienced some turnover, as several 
officers have sought employment in other jurisdictions. 
 
Marysville Police Department is continually seeking grant monies from the federal government 
or the state to start new programs or continue old ones.  If the grant money runs out and there 
are no other funds available, programs will end and officers could be released.  However, 
decisions must be made on which successful programs will continue.  Police department senior 
staff stated that two sworn positions were released in 2007 due to grant funds no longer being 
available.  
 
The MPD has several job descriptions which are currently being rewritten because these job 
descriptions do not accurately describe what the employees are doing in the performance of 
their duties.  For example, the primary crime scene investigator for the MPD is classified as a 
clerk.  When the job descriptions are rewritten, they will be reviewed by the city staff for 
approval. 
 

Dispatch: 
The dispatch center is located on the ground floor in the MPD building and manages calls for 
the Marysville Police Department, Marysville Fire Department, Hallwood Fire Department and 
the District 10 Fire Department.  The dispatch center is manned 9 AM to 7 PM, Monday through 
Friday, by two dispatchers.  Part time dispatchers fill some of the gaps but not on a continuous 
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basis.  From 7 PM to 9 AM and on weekends, dispatch is manned by one individual plus 
volunteers, if available.  The department has a response time of two to three minutes on 
emergency calls within the City of Marysville. 

 

Vehicles: 
The Marysville Police Department has eleven patrol units; all except one have been purchased 
as used vehicles from the California Highway Patrol (CHP).  These vehicles have approximately 
100,000 miles when purchased, and are generally in good mechanical condition.  The last new 
patrol vehicle purchased was in 2003, and the cost was covered by a donation from a private 
citizen.  The Marysville City budget does not include monies for any new police vehicles.  Senior 
staff stated that the City is working on agreements with several other cities to obtain fully 
equipped and better maintained used patrol vehicles at a reasonable price.  These vehicles 
have fewer miles and are better maintained than those from the CHP.  

Currently, the vehicle maintenance for the police department is being performed by a City of 
Marysville employee at the city yards.  The Police Chief stated that minimal preventive 
maintenance is being performed on the police patrol vehicles.  

 

Computer: 
The Marysville Police Department (MPD) Computer System consists of ten servers, most being 
obsolete; only two are still under warranty.  The router is more than seven years old and is not 
upgradeable.  The majority of the computer equipment is from different manufacturers.  The 
MPD computer system does not have any redundancy.  The complete system appears to be 
running at maximum levels and cannot be expanded.    
 
The computer equipment is located in a very small room with no ventilation.  The equipment is 
currently being cooled by several standing fans that are maintaining the temperature at a 
reasonable level.  During the summer, the temperature in the computer room can reach levels 
considered dangerous for computing equipment.  A failure in one of the servers will result in a 
loss of data, as well as considerable down time for some portion of the system and the expense 
to procure new hardware.  The individuals in charge of the MPD computer system stated that a 
complete upgrade of the system could cost $80,000 dollars.  
 
The server software is Microsoft Server 2000, which is no longer supported by Microsoft. 
 
The computer system has no offsite storage for data should there be an equipment failure.  
There are fiber optic lines running from the MPD to the Marysville City Maintenance Yard.  With 
the proper hardware and software, that location could be utilized for offsite data storage. 
 
The MPD does have a backup power generator on the roof, which worked well during the 
January 2008 storms. 
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Traffic Control: 
A REDFLEX Photo system has been installed and is used to monitor red light violations at 3rd 
and E Streets, 3rd and F Streets, and 10th and G Streets.  The red light camera system is 
managed by the MPD and fully supports itself.   
 

Traffic Safety Fund: 
California Vehicle Code, Section 42200, states that California cities shall deposit funds, 
collected from any person charged with a misdemeanor under California Penal Code Section 
1463, into a Traffic Safety Fund.  The funds in said account shall be used exclusively for “official 
traffic control devices, the maintenance thereof, equipment and supplies for traffic law 
enforcement and traffic accident prevention, and for the maintenance, improvement, or 
construction of public streets, bridges, and culverts within the city” (see attached Vehicle Code 
Section 42200.)   
 
The county courts can identify that portion of the fines represented by misdemeanors that go to 
the City under California Penal Code Section 1463.  The City of Marysville does not have an 
account designated “Traffic Safety Fund.” 
 
 
 

Findings and Recommendations 
 
Finding 1 
Some police department job descriptions do not accurately describe what the employees are 
actually doing in the performance of their duties.  

Recommendation 1   Job descriptions should be reviewed and rewritten as 
necessary to reflect the work being done. 

 
Finding 2 
There is no “Traffic Safety Fund” in the Marysville City Budget as required by California Vehicle 
Code Section 42200. 

 Recommendation 2 The City should establish a Traffic Safety Fund in the budget, 
and expend the monies according to California Vehicle Code 
Section 42200. 

 
Finding 3   
The computer system is inadequate, obsolete and lacks offsite backup. 

 Recommendation 3 Upgrade the Marysville Police Department computer system 
and install backup at the City Maintenance Yard. 
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Finding 4   
Dispatch Center is not staffed 24/7. 

 Recommendation 4    Hire sufficient personnel to fully staff the Dispatch Center. 

 
Finding 5   
Police Vehicle Maintenance is performed by the City of Marysville at the city yard. 

 Recommendation 5    The MPD should have a dedicated mechanic for better 
control of repairs and preventive maintenance. 

 

 
PASSED and ADOPTED by the Yuba County Grand Jury on the 27th day of May, 2008. 

 
 
 

Response Required 
 
Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05 require that specific responses to both the findings 
and recommendations contained in this report be submitted to the Presiding Judge of 
the Yuba County Superior Court from: 
 
Chief, Marysville Police Department 
City Administrator, City of Marysville 
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CALIFORNIA VEHICLE CODE 
42200.   
 
(a) Of the total amount of fines and forfeitures received by a city under Section 1463 of 
the Penal Code that proportion which is represented by fines and forfeitures collected 
from any person charged with a misdemeanor under this code following arrest by an 
officer employed by a city, shall be paid into the treasury of the city and deposited in a 
special fund to be known as the "Traffic Safety Fund," and shall be used exclusively for 
official traffic control devices, the maintenance thereof, equipment and supplies for 
traffic law enforcement and traffic accident prevention, and for the maintenance, 
improvement, or construction of public streets, bridges, and culverts within the city, but 
the fund shall not be used to pay the compensation of traffic or other police officers.  
The fund may be used to pay the compensation of school crossing guards who are not 
regular full-time members of the police department of the city. 
 
(b) For purposes of this section, "city" includes any city, city and county, district, 
including any enterprise special district, community service district, or county service 
area engaged in police protection activities as reported to the Controller for inclusion in 
the 1989-90 edition of the Financial Transactions Report Concerning Special Districts 
under the heading of Police Protection and Public Safety, authority, or other local 
agency (other than a county) which employs persons authorized to make arrests or to 
issue notices to appear or notices of violation which may be filed in court. 
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2007-2008 Yuba County Grand Jury 
Final Report  

 
 
 

Subject of Investigation 
 

 
River Highlands Community Service District 

 
Reason for Investigation  

 
 
The Grand Jury received a complaint from a resident of Gold Village regarding the River 
Highlands Community Service District, hereinafter referred to as “RHCSD”. The complaint was a 
verbal description made to the Grand Jury’s Special Districts Committee questioning the failed 
sewage system and the lack of sufficient potable water within the district. The Committee was 
also requested to investigate the bond monies the RHCSD had distributed over the years.  
 
 

Background to the Investigation 
 

 
In 1976 or 1977, private developers started the processes required to form a community service 
district (CSD) within the boundaries of Yuba County.  In November of 1979, the Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCO) received from the Yuba County Planning Department their 
final approval:  “It is the finding of this department that the proposed project and the Community 
Service District, required to provide selected services as requested, are in conformity with the 
Yuba County General Plan.”  Formation of a CSD requires LAFCO approval.  The application, 
as approved by the County, encompassed approximately 425 acres.    
 
The Yuba County Board of Supervisor’s official record of July 9, 1980, declared RHCSD duly 
organized.  RHCSD was approved by LAFCO and formed on August 5, 1980, as an 
independent special district.  The district was formed to provide water, wastewater, solid waste, 
police and fire protection, street maintenance, garbage collection/disposal and other services to 
the planned development.  Another 147 acres of planned development, called Gold Village, was 
approved for annexation to the RHCSD by LAFCO in 1990.  
 
The boundary area for RHCSD consists of three noncontiguous areas along Hammonton-
Smartsville Road just west of its intersection with Highway 20.  There have been no subsequent 
boundary changes.  The district provides water and wastewater services to only the 84 homes 
in Gold Village, as the original River Highlands planned development did not occur. 
 
RHCSD issued a series of bonds for two distinct projects:  Gold Village subdivision and the 
development River Highlands, which is now known as Yuba Highlands.  The bonds issued were 
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to finance the construction of roads, sewer lines, a wastewater treatment plant, and a public 
water system for Gold Village.  For River Highlands, the bonds were issued to finance the 
development of the River Highlands Community Plan, and to develop other studies, preliminary 
engineering and facility plans.     
 
 

Method of the Investigation 
 

 
The Special District Committee began the investigation into RHCSD by interviewing residents of 
Gold Village.  After the interview, committee members attended two separate RHCSD board 
meetings. Committee members also attended a special bond training meeting presented by the 
RHCSD attorney. In total, the Committee conducted thirteen interviews.  All interviews where 
held with two or more committee members present.  Individuals interviewed included county 
officials, a LAFCO official, Gold Village residents and members of RHCSD board of directors.  
The Special District Committee requested documentation from RHCSD, Yuba County and 
LAFCO, and subpoenaed financial documentation from the official bank of record.  Documents 
reviewed included audit reports, financial statements, bond information, and a handout from the 
bond training session.   

 

Facts and Observations 

 
In the early 1990’s, RHCSD issued a series of bonds that were eventually refinanced under one 
bond in August 1993, for a total amount of $2,780,000.  The bonds were to finance the 
construction of roads, sewer lines, a wastewater treatment plant, and a public water system for 
the Gold Village subdivision. This bond is commonly referred to as the “1993R Bond”.  
Payments were to commence in 1995.  The amount of the bond was spread over the Gold 
Village Assessment District and based on an optimistic land value.  The Gold Village 
Assessment District consisted of 147 acres of Gold Village containing 85 finished lots and a 
single unfinished parcel, Lot 86.  Lot 86 was proposed for subdivision into an additional 113 
parcels.  The bond was allocated per parcel, $18,185 for each finished parcel and $1,234,000 
for Lot 86.  The bonds were not the general or special obligations of RHCSD.  The bonds were 
secured solely by assessments on the 86 lots.  RHCSD is the agent for collecting assessments, 
forwarding collections to the bank for payment to bondholders, and initiating foreclosure 
proceedings if needed. 
 
After the bonds were issued, the developers, Whitney Financial Group, substantially completed 
roads, lot pads, water and sewer systems for the 85 lots.  Whitney Financial used the majority of 
the bond funds.  They generated a preliminary subdivision map for the remaining 113 planned 
parcels for Lot 86, but never completed the improvements necessary to record the final map.  
Lot 86 remains a single, undivided and unimproved parcel.  
 
In 1996, Whitney Financial Group declared bankruptcy, leaving RHCSD with the legal 
responsibility to provide services to 12 occupied homes.  RHCSD managed, with monthly fees, 
to get the water and wastewater treatment systems up and functioning so that limited service 
could be provided.  
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No payments were made on the bonds except on the original 12 lots, and the 1993R Bond went 
into default.  A local contractor negotiated with bondholders to purchase the bonds for the 
remaining finished parcels at a discount.  The contractor proceeded to build houses on 72 
parcels.  Payments were not made on the $1,234,000 assessment on Lot 86.  In 1997, RHCSD 
received a court judgment for non-payment of assessments on Lot 86.  In 1998, RHCSD 
proceeded to foreclose on Lot 86 and sell it at public auction; however, the lot now had a $2.5 
million obligation to the bondholders, which was far in excess of the property value, so there 
were no bids.   
 
A Gold Village resident questioned why RHCSD was not moving forward to collect the court 
judgment on Lot 86.  Members of the Special Districts Committee reviewed the court foreclosure 
documents, and observed that a judgment for lien was levied on Lot 86.  RHCSD had the legal 
responsibility to foreclose on the property in default, but not to collect on the foreclosure.  Any 
monies received would be for the benefit of the bondholders and not RHCSD.  Therefore, 
RHCSD had nothing to gain by attempting to collect. 
 
The main issue was the disbursement of the $2.78 million in bond funds refinanced in 1993.  In 
interviews with the district’s board members, questions were asked about how this money was 
spent. There are also letters on file from a Yuba County supervisor questioning how monies 
were spent.  In 1995, correspondence between bond attorneys and RHCSD discussed 
accounting for the bond expenditures.  The 2003/2004 Yuba County Grand Jury investigated 
the bond expenditures.   
 
The Special Districts Committee requested all bond accounting records from RHCSD.  In a 
letter dated November 5, 2007 from the RHCSD attorney, the Special Districts Committee was 
advised that the RHCSD did not have these records.  The 2003-2004 Grand Jury report also 
made the following comment:   
 

“It was noted that a 2003 audit finding revealed that establishing the cost of fixed 
assets and improvements was difficult because of a lack of records.  Committee 
members were informed that a past district accountant had unexpectedly left the 
area and many records could not be located.”   

 
A draft report dated October 2007 from LAFCO also had comments on the lost records.   
 
The 2007/2008 special districts committee subpoenaed records from the bank handling the 
bond funds. The Committee was hopeful that such records could form the basis for a detailed 
accounting of the $2.78 million.  Records received did not help to identify detailed costs.  The 
bank’s release of funds was based on requests in the form of resolutions passed by the RHCSD 
board, and signed off by the district engineer.  Few invoices were available. 
 
In the early 1990’s, RHCSD issued bonds to finance the development of Yuba Highlands.  In 
July and August of 1995, the bonds were refinanced into two bonds, the 1991-B Improvement 
Assessment District Bonds, Phase 1C, Series A and B in amounts of $1,065,000 and $970,000. 
These bonds pertain to the 4,770 acres of the assessment district.  The Special Districts 
Committee noted that payment on these bonds was current, so no further review was 
performed.            
 
The Special Districts Committee reviewed copies of RHCSD audits from 2002 thru 2006.  It was 
revealed that there were no audits for the years 1997, 1998 and 1999; however, the audit of 
2000 expressed the following:  



Yuba County Grand Jury Final Report    June 26, 2008 
    Page 36 of 77 

 
“Reportable conditions involve matters coming to my attention relating to 
significant deficiencies in the design or operation of the internal control structure 
that, in my judgment, could adversely affect River Highlands Community Service 
District’s ability to record, process, summarize, and report financial data 
consistent with the assertions of management in the financial statements.”   

 
Audit reports for the years 2003, 2004, and 2005 recommended approval by an appropriate 
member of management to review and sign invoices prior to payment.  The 2005 audit made 
reference to the water and sewer funds losing money and recommended RHCSD should study 
the fee structure.  The 2006 audit indicated that the approval process recommendation had 
been corrected.  The Special Districts Committee also reviewed copies of the general ledger 
detail report for 2006 and 2007.  Although not trained auditors, the Committee’s review of audits 
and general ledgers did not reveal any substantial problems.  The current board of directors is 
focused on cost controls and improving operations. 
 
A Gold Village resident questioned the policy of RHCSD paying bills relating to the 1993R bond 
default. The bank of record is responsible for these costs.  RCHSD has been paying certain 
professional expenses and then billing the bank of record.  The Special Districts Committee was 
informed that the last billing was for $43,000 covering a three-year period. The billing also 
includes a certain percentage that the district is due for bond management.  A subsequent 
billing was forwarded to the bank of record on January 9, 2008 in the amount of $45,370 
covering the period from 7/13/06 through 6/3/07.  The RHCSD board of directors has 
discontinued this procedure, and the charges are now being billed direct to the bank of record.  
 
Documents reviewed and interviews conducted by the Special Districts Committee point to the 
fact that RHCSD has had problems for several years.  As early as 1996, RHCSD requested 
emergency funds for repairs and improvements for the wastewater treatment plant from Yuba 
County and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (CRWQCB).  The request 
stated that, “Without additional funding from some source, 18 families will be left with no water 
and sewer service to their homes and 65 lot owners will have lots that cannot be built on.”   
 
The wastewater treatment plant has not complied with regulatory requirements since 2002.  In 
March 2005, the California Department of Health Services detected unacceptable coliform 
levels in the district’s water system.  In the summer of 2006, there were water shortages due to 
a pump failure.  In October 2006, as a result of the failure of the aeration tank, financial reserves 
of the district were depleted.  Past audits report that the district is operating at a loss for the 
water delivery and wastewater treatment services.   
 
The RHCSD board of directors has continually consisted of only 3 members, while LAFCO 
regulations require 5 members.  A LAFCO official stated that under the current standards, 
RHCSD would not have been approved as a special service district.  
 
On October 19, 2006, RHCSD notified the CRWQCB that the treatment plant aeration tank had 
cracked, causing the entire treatment plant to fail.  Raw sewage entering the facility was 
bypassing the treatment units and being pumped into the effluent holding pond after being 
treated with chlorine tablets.  On October 23, 2006, the CRWQCB inspected the facility and 
found that the facility was poorly operated and maintained.  There were violations of the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination permit and there was an ongoing Cease and Desist 
Order from June 2002.   At the same time, RHCSD adopted Resolution 2006-08, declaring a 
state of emergency for the wastewater service area, advising homeowners to minimize flows to 
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the plant.  RHCSD requested the CRWQCB to provide an emergency loan or a grant to fund 
repairs.  In December 2006, RHCSD received a $100,000 loan from the CRWQCB.  RHCSD 
also received a $250,000 settlement from the district’s insurance company. 
  
On November 17, 2006 the CRWQCB issued a cleanup and abatement order.  This order 
required the district to cease irrigating the land with improperly treated wastewater, prevent all 
discharges to surface waters, properly dispose of the untreated wastewater already in the pond, 
and come into compliance with specified requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit. The district failed to comply, and the CRWQCB adopted a 
resolution to refer the violations to the Attorney General on March 15, 2007.  The Superior Court 
of California, County of Yuba appointed the Deputy County Administrator of Yuba County Office 
of Emergency Services as the receiver of RHCSD until May of 2009.  His responsibility was to 
oversee, approve, and implement the cleanup and abatement. The Court also ordered Yuba 
County to oversee repairs of the wastewater facility and bring it into compliance with state and 
federal laws.  It has since been determined that the plant cannot be repaired.   
. 
The estimated cost for a new wastewater treatment plant is $1.7 million.  The CRWQCB may 
give a grant in the amount of $850,000 (50% of cost), provided that Yuba County secure an 
additional $850,000 in matching funds, and further provided that Yuba County and RHCSD 
have an agreement stating that Yuba County will be responsible for wastewater treatment.  The 
county has applied to the United States Department of Agriculture for an $850,000 grant.  The 
grant review process is expected to take 30 to 60 days.  Yuba County is hopeful that this grant 
will be approved, which will meet the requirement for matching funds.  As of April 29, 2008, 
Yuba County and RHCSD are in negotiations to draft the agreement as required by the 
CRWQCB.  
         
Other questions and concerns expressed by Gold Village residents during the special district 
committee investigation are: 
 

• Why were homes permitted, constructed, and occupied, when a Cease and Desist order 
had been issued by the CRWQCB for violations of the wastewater treatment permit?  

• Is it possible to resolve the water shortage issues?  

• Were the construction and permitting of the original wastewater treatment plant and 
subsequent inspections handled properly?  

• Have the collection of bond assessments, through property tax billing, and subsequent 
payments to the bank of record been accounted for accurately? 

•  Have the 84 lots in Gold Village been completely relieved of bond indebtedness?  
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Findings and Recommendations 
 
Finding 1 
 
Concerns on how the $2.78 million in Gold Village bond funds were disbursed have been 
around for several years.  Unfortunately, it may not be possible to locate 15-year old records 
which would be used to prepare an accounting of the funds.  If records are located, professional 
services will be needed to audit the records. 

Recommendation 1 Yuba County should facilitate the organization of an ad-
hoc committee to discuss the degree of interest in pursuing 
an audit on the disbursement of $2.78 million in Gold 
Village bond funds. The committee should determine if 
such an audit could prove beneficial to Gold Village 
residents and if the costs justify the effort.  Members of the 
committee should include top county management, 
RHCSD board members, Gold Village residents, and 
others as deemed appropriate.              

 
Finding 2 
RHCSD, as a special service district, is a legal identity separate from any city or county.  As 
Gold Village was the only development within this district, the RHCSD’s primary responsibility 
was to provide water delivery, wastewater treatment and collections to the 84 homes.  However, 
with the failure of the wastewater treatment plant, the Superior Court of California, County of 
Yuba has ordered Yuba County to become responsible for overseeing the RHCSD.  Therefore, 
Yuba County could ultimately be held accountable for any community service district within its 
borders. 

Recommendation 2 Yuba County should develop training, education and 
support services for the service districts within its borders.  
Yuba County government should be pro-active with the 
community service districts in an effort to avoid a repeat of 
RHCSD.        

 
Finding 3   
Members of the current RHCSD board of directors and county officials in the Office of 
Emergency Services have worked extremely hard to resolve the problems of RHCSD.     

 Recommendation 3   None. 

 
Finding 4   
As described in the last paragraph of the “Facts and Observations,” there are other issues which 
were not investigated. 

Recommendation 4    The 2008/2009 Grand Jury should consider further review 
of the RHCSD issues. 

 
 

PASSED and ADOPTED by the Yuba County Grand Jury on the 5th day of June, 2008. 
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Response Required 

 
Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05 require that specific responses to both the findings 
and recommendations contained in this report be submitted to the Presiding Judge of 
the Yuba County Superior Court from: 
 
Findings 1 and 2 – The Yuba County Board of Supervisors 
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2007-2008 Yuba County Grand Jury 
Final Report  

 
 
 

Subject of Investigation 
 

 
Wheatland Elementary School District Building 

Located at 711 Olive Street, Wheatland, California 
 
 

Reason for Investigation  
 
 

The 2007-2008 Yuba County Grand Jury received a complaint regarding renovations to a 
Wheatland School District building without apparent plans, permits or inspections.  The Schools 
Committee decided to research the remodeling of 711 Olive Street, which was changed from an 
administrative office into a preschool. 
 
 

Background to the Investigation 
 

 
School construction is governed by California state law through the Division of State Architect 
(DSA).  When a school district determines that new facilities and/or remodeling are needed, 
they have plans drawn up and submitted to DSA.  DSA operates in a manner similar to the local 
building department in that they review and approve plans, as well as coordinate with other 
related departments to insure that school construction is completed safely according to 
applicable codes.   
 
At one time, the Wheatland Elementary School administrative offices were located at 711 Olive 
Street. With the construction of the Bear River School, the administrative offices were moved to 
111 Main Street, allowing 711 Olive to be remodeled into a preschool.    
 
 

Method of the Investigation 
 

 
The Schools Committee of the 2007-2008 Yuba County Grand Jury began its investigation by 
interviewing the complainant to determine if there was indeed a valid reason for an 
investigation.  After the initial interview, the Schools Committee reviewed state, county, local 
and school law.  All interviews were conducted by two or more grand jury members.  
Documents were either obtained through interviews or by a letter of request signed by the 
Grand Jury foreperson.   
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The Yuba County Grand Jury Schools Committee also interviewed personnel from six agencies 
in order to obtain regulatory information regarding the construction, remodeling, and/or 
renovation of buildings in California school districts.  
 
The interviews were conducted with personnel from the Yuba County Office of Education, Yuba 
County Building Department, California State Division of State Architect, Wheatland Elementary 
School District, Wheatland City Officials, Wheatland Fire Department, and Yuba County Fire 
Planner.  Subsequently, four telephone interviews were conducted to clarify several items that 
had been discussed during the personal interviews. 

 

Facts and Observations 
 
 

California Education Code Section 48200 defines students as children of ages 6 
through 18 years, corresponding to grades K-12.  Section 8235 defines 
preschoolers as being 3 through 5 years of age.   Because preschool children 
are outside the age of mandatory education, they are not considered to be 
students.   
 

 
Yuba County Office of Education 
 
The Office of Education has very limited jurisdiction over new construction, remodeling and/or 
renovation projects.  Plans for new school buildings are developed by a school architect and 
submitted for approval to DSA.  New school construction must comply with the Field Act, which 
mandates a higher design and construction requirement for California's public schools after a 
severe earthquake in 1933.   
 
Division of State Architect (DSA) 
 
DSA requires plans to be submitted for any construction or remodel that structurally modifies a 
building which houses students or faculty.  DSA coordinates construction progress with the 
Office of State Fire Marshall so that school buildings receive the required fire inspections as 
they are completed.  When a remodel is not managed by DSA, the school district administration 
is responsible for notifying the local fire inspection authority to inspect the building. 
 
Under California Education Code (refer to California Education Code Section 48200 which 
defines students and Section 8235 which defines preschoolers), preschool children are not 
considered to be students.  Preschool staff does not require the same certification as K-12 
teachers and are not considered to be faculty.   
 
Wheatland Building Department 
 
The Wheatland Building Department is not involved in any school construction, re-construction 
or renovation projects (see attached Building Code Section 101.17.14, which states that school 
construction is outside of the jurisdiction of the local building authority.) 
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Wheatland Fire Department 
 
Senior members of the Wheatland Fire Department stated that they had never received a 
request to inspect the building at 711 Olive Street.  They knew that the administrative offices 
had been moved to 111 Main Street, as they inspect that address regularly, but disclaimed 
knowledge of any renovation to 711 Olive Street or its intended use. 
 
Wheatland Elementary School District 
 
The Yuba County Grand Jury Schools Committee had two meetings with Wheatland Elementary 
supervisory personnel.  In the first meeting (September 14, 2007), the Committee received a 
tour of the Wheatland Elementary School District office, the new junior high school, and the 
preschool at 711 Olive Street.  Supervisory personnel indicated that the Olive Street address 
had been completely gutted and remodeled from the district office into a preschool.   
 
Wheatland Elementary personnel stated that they had conferred with DSA about the 711 Olive 
Street remodel.  Since no structural changes were being made to the building and the 
remodeled building would not house students or faculty, drawings were not required. 
 
The renovation of the 711 Olive Street site was completed by Wheatland Elementary District 
maintenance personnel who are not licensed contractors.  Despite the lack of oversight, and 
because of the way that the current laws are written, the construction was entirely legal.  
However, the Wheatland Elementary School District personnel were obligated to advise the 
Wheatland Fire Department that changes were being made to the building and that it would 
need inspection.   According to a fire department supervisor, no request was made.  
 
Supervisory personnel for Wheatland Elementary stated that 711 Olive St. had undergone fire 
inspection in September 2007.  Fire Department records indicate that the building was not 
inspected until November 12, 2007, which was after the initial interviews by Grand Jury 
committee members.  The inspectors found several items requiring correction, and when the 
building was re-inspected on December 31, 2007, all corrections had been completed. 
 
County Fire Planner 
 
The Yuba County Fire Planner confirmed that the California Fire Code requires that preschools 
undergo fire inspection.  In addition, Section 1006.2.4 of the California Fire Code requires that 
an approved fire alarm system be installed in the building.   
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Findings and Recommendations 
 
Finding 1 
The Yuba County Office of Education has very limited responsibility over school construction 
projects and renovations. 

Recommendation 1   The Yuba County Office of Education should review and remind 
school districts of their responsibilities regarding state policies 
on construction, renovation, and inspections. 

 

Finding 2 

The California state school construction and renovation codes are not clearly defined in one 
document. 

Recommendation 2 The Yuba County Office of Education needs to create and 
publish a procedures manual outlining existing codes related to 
school construction and renovation projects and distribute them 
to all Yuba County school districts. 

 

Finding 3 
To safeguard residents and office workers, it is required that buildings undergo rigorous 
inspections to meet building codes.  For similar reasons, the Division of State Architect 
regulates school construction.  The laws under which DSA operates allow certain school 
construction to escape their examination.  If it is a school property, it is outside the jurisdiction of 
local building authorities.  For construction to avoid oversight requires that certain conditions 
exist, and those conditions existed at 711 Olive Street.  Despite the lack of oversight, because 
of the way that the current laws are written, the construction would have been legal had the 
school personnel scheduled the required fire inspections. 

Recommendation 3   The Yuba County Superintendent of Schools should address 
this issue of inspection authority with the State Superintendent 
of Schools and help propose revised school construction 
legislation that will require inspection for any building that will 
house children, regardless of whether they are students. 

 
Finding 4 
According to the Wheatland Fire Department, 711 Olive Street was not fire inspected until 
November 12, 2007, after the School Committee met with the Wheatland Fire Department.  

Recommendation 4 The school district needs to maintain a log of all fire inspections 
of all district buildings to record all inspections and corrections.   

 

 
PASSED and ADOPTED by the Yuba County Grand Jury on the 3rd day of June, 2008. 
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Response Required 
 
Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05 require that specific responses to both the findings 
and recommendations contained in this report be submitted to the Presiding Judge of 
the Yuba County Superior Court as indicated as follows: 
 
Findings and Recommendations 1 – 3: Yuba County Superintendent of Schools 
 
Finding and Recommendation 4:  Superintendent, Wheatland Elementary  

School District 
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2007-2008 Yuba County Grand Jury 

Final Report  
 
 
 

Subject of Investigation 
 

 
Wheatland Police Department (WPD) 

 
 

Reason for Investigation  
 

 
Section 925a of the California Penal Code provides that the Grand Jury may at any time 
examine the books and records of any incorporated city located in the county and may 
investigate and report upon the operations, accounts, and records of the officers, 
departments, functions, and the method or system of performing the duties of any such 
city and make such recommendations as it may deem proper and fit. 
 
The last Grand Jury investigation of the Wheatland Police Department was included in 
the City of Wheatland report in the Cities section of the 2003-2004 Grand Jury report.  
Because the city has experienced rapid growth recently, the 2007-2008 Grand Jury 
decided to investigate the Wheatland Police Department. 
 
 

Background to the Investigation 
 

 
The City of Wheatland, located in Yuba County, has a population of approximately 
4,200 individuals in a 0.8 square mile area.  The Wheatland Police Department is 
located at 413 Second Street, Wheatland, California.  The total budget for the 
Wheatland Police Department is $720,000, which includes a supplemental Law 
Enforcement Fund of $100,000. 
 
The Wheatland Police Department presently has 6 officers, no reserve or volunteers.  It 
is in the process of hiring 2 full time people for the police force. 
 
Currently, the Wheatland Police Department is located in several temporary buildings 
which have been recently renovated and repainted.  The City of Wheatland has no 
holding facilities. 
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Method of the Investigation 

 
 
Interviews were conducted by the Yuba County Grand Jury Law Committee with a 
minimum of two members present.  Members of the Yuba County Grand Jury Law 
Committee visited the Wheatland Police Department and interviewed police department 
staff, as well as the senior staff at the Wheatland City Hall. 
 

Facts and Observations 

 
The tax revenues from the growth and development of the City of Wheatland will 
provide additional funding to expand the Wheatland Police Department to meet the 
future growth requirements of the city. 
 
911 calls are dispatched through the Yuba County Sheriff’s Department.  The Yuba 
County Sheriff assists the Wheatland Police Department when necessary.  Detainees 
are transported to Yuba County Jail for booking and holding. 
 
Police Department vehicles are purchased in used condition from other law 
enforcement agencies.  Presently there is an item in the city budget for a Police 
Department vehicle replacement fund to eventually have new vehicles purchased on a 
periodic basis.  New vehicles, fully equipped, cost approximately $47,000.  They 
presently have 3 fully-equipped police cars and 2 unmarked cars.  They use one of the 
unmarked cars for transporting prisoners to Yuba County jail and courts.  The Police 
Department is looking into grant money from the Air Quality Resource Board to help pay 
for hybrid vehicles. 
 
The Wheatland City Council and police department have a good working relationship. 
 
 

Findings and Recommendations 
 
Finding 1 
 
The Wheatland Police Department is run efficiently and is working for the future of 
Wheatland.  During this investigation, the Law Committee was impressed with the 
overall organization and cooperation of city management and police department.  
 

Recommendation 1   None. 
 
 

PASSED and ADOPTED by the Yuba County Grand Jury on the 25th day of March, 2008. 
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Response Required 
 
Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05 require that specific responses to both the findings 
and recommendations contained in this report be submitted to the Presiding Judge of 
the Yuba County Superior Court as follows: 
 
None required. 
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2007-2008 Yuba County Grand Jury 

Final Report  
 
 
 

Subject of Investigation 
 

 
Yuba County Airport 

 
 

Reason for Investigation  
 
 

The Grand Jury County Committee was concerned about security measures at the airport. 
 
 

Background to the Investigation 
 

 
In the community of Olivehurst, California, the United States Army Air Corp built an airfield in 
1940 and used it during World War II.  After the war, it was commissioned as a public use 
airport and the federal government deeded it, in a special agreement, to the City of Marysville.  
At the time Marysville already had an airport; therefore, the city gave it to the county.  Yuba 
County Airport was licensed as an approved airport on September 30, 1949 by the State of 
California.  “The airport is a general aviation facility with over 1,000+ acres of land which 
includes 265 acres available for industrial development within 8 industrial parks and improved 
sites of from 2.5 to 5 acres each…” according to an airport brochure. 

 
The Yuba County Airport (MYV) is a non-controlled airport.  Unlike a controlled airport, non-
controlled airports do not have an operating control tower.   
 
MYV has 2 runways.  The primary runway length is 6,006 feet and it is 150 feet wide.  The 
crosswind runway is 3,280 feet long.  The airport has aircraft t-hangars that are 100 percent 
occupied.  
 
 

Method of the Investigation 
 

 
A minimum of two members of the Grand Jury County Committee visited the Yuba County 
Airport manager’s office to inquire about the status of the perimeter fence and security fence 
and its need for repairs and upkeep. 
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Facts and Observations 

 
Yuba County is looking for ways to use the airport to attract large corporations.  The county 
airport, with its large runway, ample parking ramps and easy access, could be a great draw for 
those same corporations that use their flight departments to do business domestically and 
internationally.  The airport is a hub within an industrial/commercial area of opportunity.  
Although the airport has been designated as a Free Enterprise Zone, few businesses have 
purchased sites around the airport.  The airport generates income from hangar rentals and 
business space leases.  
 
The Department of Transportation gave the Federal Aviation Authority (FAA) the responsibility 
to govern and police all aspects of aviation, air, ground, buildings, personnel and the licensing 
thereof for the safety of the public. 
  
The FAA, through Homeland Security, mandated that all controlled airports were to install 
perimeter fencing and security fencing.  Perimeter fencing separates airport property from non-
airport property, while security fencing separates the general public from the air transport area, 
aircraft parking ramps, taxiways, runways and aircraft hangars. 
 
The Federal Aviation Authority (FAA) security officer at the regional Office in Sacramento, 
California told the County Committee, “The Yuba County Airport, not being a controlled airport, 
is not required to have perimeter or security fencing in place according to Advisory Circular (AC) 
107-1, and FAA Certified Flight Rules (CFR) regulations 139.”  
. 
Although not required, the Yuba County Airport Management has already repaired and added a 
complete perimeter fence and has begun constructing a security fence with automatic gates.  
When the security fence is completed, badges will be issued to business employees, as well as 
the owners of private airplanes who rent airport space.  Badge applicants will undergo a 
background check by the Yuba County Sheriff’s Department.  

 
As of May 2008, the county: 
 

• Has completed and repaired the perimeter fence to include fence along the railroad 
on the west side.  

 
• Has installed a new security fence to separate the public from the secure areas, 

hangars, taxiways, runways and parking ramps for airplanes.  
 
• Will issue magnetic security card badges for personnel who have passed the 

background checks with the Yuba County Sheriff’s Department. 
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Findings and Recommendations 

 
Finding 1 
Both fences are currently being installed. 

Recommendation 1    Continue work on fences until completion. 

 
 

PASSED and ADOPTED by the Yuba County Grand Jury on the 3rd day of June, 2008. 
 
 
 

Response Required 
 
Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05 require that specific responses to both the findings 
and recommendations contained in this report be submitted to the Presiding Judge of 
the Yuba County Superior Court from: 
 
Airport Manager 
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2007-2008 Yuba County Grand Jury 

Final Report  
 
 
 

Subject of Investigation 
 

 
Yuba County Community Development and Services Agency  

Building Department. 
 
 

Reason for Investigation  
 

 

The 2007 – 2008 County Committee of the Yuba County Grand Jury decided to investigate the 
building department because of numerous voiced complaints and the fact that the building 
department had not been investigated since 1995 -1996. 

 

 
Background to the Investigation 

 
 
The building department is part of the Community Development and Services Agency located at 
Suite 123 of the Yuba County Government Center on 8th Street in Marysville.  They published 
the following mission statement on their web page: 
 

“The Community Development & Services Agency coordinates the orderly growth 
and development of the County while ensuring proper housing, circulation and 
public health and safety of its residents.  The Agency provides direction, 
coordination, and administrative support for the Building, Environmental Health, 
Planning, and Public Works Departments.  The four Departments within the 
Agency and the Divisions within the Departments which include Code 
Enforcement, CUPA, Housing & Community Services, and the County Surveyor 
encompass all services necessary for the County to provide land use, building, 
housing, circulation and code compliance information in an efficient, courteous, 
professional and cost-effective manner to the residents of Yuba County.” 

 
According to the above mission statement, personnel behind the counter in Suite 123 represent 
the human interface for all land use issues within the county.  As part of the Community 
Development & Services Agencies, the building department derives its mission statement from 
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that of its parent organization to address its specific concerns.  The building department mission 
statement states: 

 

“The mission of this Building Department is to safeguard life, limb, health, property 
and public welfare while providing the highest level of customer service 
attainable.  We work diligently on our mission providing comprehensive plan 
review and field inspection of all residential, commercial and industrial 
construction, alteration, moving, demolition, repair, maintenance and use of 
buildings and structures within the County of Yuba.” 

 

Previously located on14th Street in Marysville, the Yuba County Community Development 
Departments were consolidated into the current Government Center location in March of 2003.    
At that time and since, the processes to obtain a building permit have undergone redesign and 
streamlining.  According to interviewees, an applicant for a building permit at the 14th Street 
building department would have to present plans at separate counters for code enforcement, 
environmental health and planning, sometimes several times, before obtaining a building permit.  
Today that process has been simplified into a single stop at one counter where plan packages 
are checked to determine completeness before submission.  When plan packages are 
complete, the associated data entered into the computer system allows fees to be calculated on 
the spot and a permit number assigned immediately.  Using the assigned permit number, the 
applicant can follow the progress of the plans through plan check by querying the permit 
number on the county web site.  The permit will not be issued until the plans have been carefully 
checked.  
 
 

Method of the Investigation 
 
 

The County Committee interviewed people who had buildings in various stages of completion as 
well as buildings that had been recently completed.  The Committee developed a set of general 
questions as talking points to help the interviewees relate their building department experiences. 
 
Follow-up interviews were conducted with senior staff of the Yuba County Community 
Development and Services Agency including Building, Environmental Health, Planning 
Department and Surveyor, as well as with building inspectors.  All interviews were attended by 
at least two members of the 2007-2008 Yuba County Grand Jury.   
 

 

Facts and Observations 
 
 
Permits 
 
According to one senior building official, the recent housing market slump has allowed the 
building department the time necessary to review internal processes and to streamline the 
building permit process.  One need only follow the steps below to obtain a building permit: 
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• Go to the building department and request an information packet detailing requirements 
to obtain a building permit (see attachment 1.) 

• Draw up plans with detailed calculations according to the specifications in the 
information packet.  

• Include a plot map of the property showing where the building will be constructed with 
the location of the building, driveway, well and septic system, if applicable. 

• Submit all plans and drawings to the building department and pay the required fees.  
Await issuance of the permit.  As stated by a senior building official, the goal of the 
department is to issue a permit within 2 weeks of receiving the completed package from 
either the landowner or interested contractor. 

• Schedule and pass a CDF fire inspection.   
• Attend a pre-construction meeting (not needed in all cases.) 

 
Receipt of the permit only occurs after all necessary departments have approved the plans and 
assessments for the permit.  Once the permit has been received, construction may commence.   
 
Interviewees 
 
A general observation by the Yuba County Grand Jury County Committee is that contractors 
and engineers, who deal with the building department regularly, had complaints about the 
department but were resigned to the situation.  Because of fear of reprisals, it was necessary to 
promise secrecy and anonymity to contracting professionals prior to their interviews about the 
building department.  Some contracting professionals refused the interview for fear that their 
identity might become known to the building department. 
 
Owner builders, as well as property owners who hired building professionals, related stories of 
frustration with the building department; however, they were not as concerned with anonymity.  
They were more outspoken about their feelings.  
 
Complaints 
 
Considering all the complaints that were heard, the County Committee went to the building 
department to determine how complaints are handled.  The County Committee learned that 
there is more than one type of complaint.  The first is a complaint about how a building code is 
being interpreted, while the second deals with how a building inspector or plan checker is doing 
the job or treating the customer. 
 
For a complaint about how a building code is being applied or interpreted, there is a formal 
appeals board.  The board consists of members of the community and one representative from 
the building department.  According to a senior building department representative, the appeals 
board has not met for at least 9 years, so either there are no complaints about application of 
building codes, or no one knows how to invoke the appeals board, or no one even knows that 
the board exists.   
 
In the case of a complaint about an inspector or plan checker, the immediate supervisor will be 
the first to hear and manage the complaint.  If there is no resolution at that level, the next level 
of management will be involved.  If there is still no resolution, the process continues until the 
senior building official attempts to resolve the complaint.  The County Committee learned that 
neither complaints nor resolutions are documented. 
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The senior building official whom the Grand Jury County Committee interviewed indicated that 
he had not been involved in a complaint in several years.  Given the several complaints that 
were heard in the field and despite the senior building officials declared lack of involvement, the 
County Committee wondered how many complaints had been addressed by lower management 
and what the resolutions were.  As a corollary, how many times was the same complaint solved 
because no record of the complaint and its accompanying resolution was documented?  The 
County Committee received no evidence of any complaints being resolved.   
 
Other Points 
  
County Committee interviews uncovered the following points: 
  

• Builders to whom the County Committee spoke told of inconsistencies in inspections.   
• One customer had built an ag-barn in a different county before moving to Yuba.  He told 

the Committee how the Yuba County plan checker did not tell him that a soils report was 
necessary.  As the concrete truck arrived to pour the foundation, the Yuba County 
inspector requested the soils report.  Fortunately, the customer had it ready.  Without the 
soils report, construction would have been delayed.  

• Due to the considerable number of housing starts, consultants were used to augment 
staff.  Several contractors claimed that these consultants actually slowed the permit 
process.   

• Newer construction techniques challenge the inspectors as well as the senior building 
officials.   

• Building inspectors have weekly supervised meetings to discuss issues that affect 
inspections.  The purpose is to share knowledge and make inspections more consistent.   

• Building department personnel indicated that senior building officials are good at 
developing strategy and policy.  

• Building inspectors approach their jobs very professionally.  
• Project fees were not always known at permit issue time and impact fees were not 

always explained.   
• Some residents in the foothills complained that they were required to install a sand filter.    

AdvanTex filters are widely used in some counties and considered better and cheaper 
than sand filters; however, Yuba County still views them as experimental.   

• Some contractors stated that plan checkers do not feel that they are doing their job 
unless they find something wrong.   

• The county surveyor is working to streamline the lot line adjustment process.   According 
to the county surveyor, lot line adjustments used to take 2 or more years to complete.  
Now, a lot line adjustment can be completed within the same year when a check of the 
documentation shows that the adjustment does not create a new parcel and does not 
violate land use restrictions or zoning requirements.  

• Senior building official’s stated goal is to issue a permit within 2 weeks of the receipt of 
the plan package.  The Grand Jury County Committee received information that in at 
least one case, a permit for a residence took over 9 months to be issued 

 
AdvanTex Effluent Filters 
 
Since AdvanTex filters were mentioned by at least one foothill resident and the County 
Committee had no knowledge of them, the County Committee decided to research the product. 
Here are major points that the Committee learned about AdvanTex filters: 
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• Both sand filters and AdvanTex filters are advanced effluent processors. 
• AdvanTex are from 15 to 25% cheaper than sand filters. 
• They have a significantly smaller footprint than sand filters.  
• AdvanTex filters require a maintenance contract.   
• Due to design, AdvanTex filters are much cheaper to repair than sand filters.   
• Due to sparse experience with AdvanTex filters, environmental health is introducing 

them into the county as experimental systems.  
 
Satisfaction Survey 
 
During the same time frame that the County Committee was gathering information, the 
Community Development and Services Agency was conducting a satisfaction survey.  The 
Grand Jury County Committee requested and received the detailed results of the survey for 
review, and the synopsis (copy attached) revealed the level of satisfaction that customers felt 
when dealing with community development agency departments. 
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Findings and Recommendations 
Finding 1: 
As mentioned above, every construction professional required a promise of anonymity and 
secrecy before agreeing to be interviewed about their experiences with the building department 
because of a fear of reprisals.    

Recommendation 1: The building department needs to build a friendly 
approachable reputation, especially with construction 
professionals. 

 

Finding 2: 
One general finding, gleaned from a review of the County Committee’s notes and the 

satisfaction survey, is that persons who had completed projects several years ago had more, as 
well as more severe, complaints than more recent customers.  The Grand Jury County 
Committee concluded that the building department is maturing and that the current staff is more 
professional and customer-focused than the prior field and counter staff (4 plus years ago.)  

Recommendation 2:   None. 
 

Finding 3: 
Senior building officials have questioned, even rejected, engineered “stamped” plans for homes, 
especially those that employ more modern construction techniques.   

Recommendation 3: Yuba County should retain the services of a licensed 
engineer to explain plans that employ new technology with 
which building officials are unfamiliar. 

 

Finding 4: 
Over the past few years the county has improved the quality of building inspection as reflected 
by the professional demeanor of the inspectors whom the County Committee interviewed.  

Recommendation 4: Inspectors should continue their supervised weekly 
meetings.  Field inspectors should also be allowed 
unsupervised meetings to compare field notes and 
educate themselves on new construction techniques.  

 

Finding 5: 
While the field interviews showed that newer projects suffered fewer complaints than older 
construction, there were still complaints and frustrations with the permit process.  

Recommendation 5: The building department needs to formalize a complaint 
process.  Complaints and their solutions should be 
documented.  Community Development and Services 
management should periodically review the complaint / 
solution database to determine that complaints are being 
resolved.  Customers of the building department need to 
be made aware that such a system exists and that there 
will be no reprisals for using it.  
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Finding 6: 
AdvanTex filtration systems are currently being introduced as experimental systems in Yuba 

County in locations where sand filters were the only effluent processing means.  The 
experimental program prudently allows the county Environmental Health Department to gather 
data from AdvanTex filter systems to compare with the large volume of available third party 
data.  Once satisfied that AdvanTex systems process effluent as well or better than sand 
filtration, AdvanTex filters can become mainstream selections for homeowners, especially in the 
foothills.   

 Recommendation 6:  None. 
 

Finding 7: 
The county surveyor has been working to simplify the lot line adjustment process.  As a 

result of his work, a lot line adjustment is cheaper and easier than before.   

 Recommendation 7:  None.   
 

Finding 8: 
During the housing boom, consultants were brought in to augment staff.  Some of the 

contractors interviewed claimed that the consultants were actually slowing the permit process.  
Now that the housing boom has abated, consultants are still in use in at least one department.   

Recommendation 8: Review the functions performed by the outside consultants 
and assess whether those activities could be accomplished 
more efficiently and cost effectively in-house. 

  

PASSED and ADOPTED by the Yuba County Grand Jury on the 5th day of June, 2008. 
 
 
 

Response Required 
 
Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05 require that specific responses to both the findings 
and recommendations contained in this report be submitted to the Presiding Judge of 
the Yuba County Superior Court, as follows: 
 
Findings and Recommendations 1, 3, 5: Community Development and Services Agency 
Manager  
 
Finding and Recommendation 4:    Senior Building Official  
 
Finding and Recommendation 8:  Planning Department Manager
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2007-2008 Yuba County Grand Jury 

Final Report  
 
 
 

Subject of Investigation 
 

 
Yuba County Sheriff’s Department Jail Division 

 
 

Reason for Investigation  
 

California Penal Code 919 (b).  The grand jury shall inquire into the condition and management 
of the public prisons within the county. 

 
Background to the Investigation 

 

The Yuba County Jail is located within the county courthouse in Marysville, California on Sixth 
Street between “B” Street and “C” Streets.  

The original jail was built in 1962 and a major renovation and an addition were completed in the 
early 1990s. The county jail has capacity for 428 inmates.  There are 85 to 90 beds for female 
inmates.  The county inmate population consists of those who were sentenced to jail, those who 
are awaiting trial and those awaiting sentencing.  When space is available, the county jail also 
holds Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) inmates. 

There are two police departments in Yuba County, one in Marysville and one in Wheatland.  
Neither has jail facilities and both utilize the Yuba County Jail for incarceration.  

 
Method of the Investigation 

 

Interviews were held by the Yuba County Grand Jury Law Committee with a minimum of two 
members present.  Interviews were conducted with present members of the Yuba County 
Sheriff’s Department and members of the Yuba County Jail Staff. 
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Documents reviewed by the Law Committee were: 

• Marysville Fire Department March 3, 2007 Fire/Life Safety Inspection Report .  (This 
report is mandated by Section 13146.1 of the California Health and Safety Code to be 
written every two years.) 

• Yuba County Environmental Health November 1, 2007 Report.  (This report is 
accomplished every year.) 

• Yuba County Sheriff’s Department Information Booklet.  (Given to each inmate at 
the time of booking.) 

• Yuba County Jail Release Report. 

• Yuba County Jail Commissary Statement.  (Listing of all commissary purchases by 
inmate.) 

• Yuba County Jail Inmate Property Form.  (Listing of inmate possessions at booking 
and returned upon release.) 

• Yuba County Jail Booking Report.  (Information collected during inmate booking.) 

• Yuba County Jail Classification Form.  (Inmate ranking by interviewing officer at time 
of booking.) 

• Yuba County Jail Intake Medical/Classification Screening Form. 

• Yuba County Banking Deposit Slip.  (Accounting of inmate’s funds available for 
commissary purchases.) 

• Jail Division Booking Check Sheet.  (Check sheet listing of items covered during 
inmate booking.) 

• Initial Custody Assessment Scale.  (Comprehensive numerical rating of inmate 
evaluation.) 

 

Facts and Observations 
 

Accompanied by Sheriff’s staff, the Grand Jury Law Committee was given a complete tour of the 
jail facility on September 6, 2007.  The tour followed the route that would be taken by an inmate 
upon arrival.  It started at the intake area and continued through the booking process. 

In 2006 the average daily jail population was 374 inmates.  The average consisted of 214 
county inmates and 160 Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) contract inmates.  The jail 
is staffed by 55 correction officers (Deputy I’s).  Daytime staffing averages 15 to 16 depending 
upon other duties, which include laundry, male and female programs, and transportation of 
inmates. 

There are approximately 10,000 bookings per year, but the jail is not over-crowded.  Twice a 
day, Monday through Friday, immigration busses ICE inmates between the jail and San 
Francisco.  ICE is notified every day of available space in the jail.  As space permits, ICE brings 
inmates from Reno and Sacramento to the Yuba County Jail.  This is a well-organized operation 
and brings funds to the county. 
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Deputy training is on-going for successful control of the jail population.  Training includes fire 
drills, fire arms, cell extractions and riot control. 

During booking, deputies constantly observe inmates for any signs of problems that would 
require additional assistance.  Incoming inmates are finger printed, palm printed and 
photographed.  This information can be submitted to the Department of Justice (DOJ) in 
Sacramento for processing if necessary to check against criminal arrest records.  Response 
time from the DOJ can be as low as 15 minutes.  A DNA swab is also taken, bagged and sent to 
the DOJ laboratory in Sacramento.  If the inmate refuses to submit to a DNA sample, a year can 
be added to the sentence.  Most incoming individuals are compliant; however, there are facilities 
for handling those who are not compliant.  There are several cells in the booking area that are 
utilized for temporary placement of inmates if necessary. 

There is a classification interview with incoming inmates for the purpose of placement within the 
jail population.  The time it takes to book an inmate varies depending upon circumstances, i.e. 
there may be data already in the booking system from a prior arrest that only needs to be 
reconfirmed.  Inmates are separated to protect them from everything including themselves and 
others, whether gangs, race or ethnicity.  No competing gang members are located together.  
Before the arresting officer leaves, the inmates are interviewed to evaluate their physical, 
mental or medical condition. 

There is a medical unit within a controlled area of the jail complex.  A doctor arrives at 6:30 a.m. 
Monday through Friday for sick call.  Sick call slips from the inmates are reviewed and a 
treatment is developed.  A physical examination is given to each inmate within 14 days of the 
time of booking, unless it is refused by the inmate.  The doctor performs physical examinations 
and prescribes treatment as necessary.  Drugs are stored in locked cabinets within the medical 
unit. 

Any money the inmate has at the time of booking is put into an account in the inmate’s name.  
There is a small commissary within the jail facility from which the inmate can purchase various 
items such as snacks and toiletries.  Purchases are deducted from the inmate’s account.  Prices 
for commissary items are consistent with small stores in the area.  An audit trail of the funds and 
purchases are printed and given to the inmate upon release. 

Inmate complaints are handled by the jail staff, if possible.  There are Grand Jury complaint 
forms available to the inmates.  Compared with previous years, there has been a reduction of 
inmate complaints that have come before the Grand Jury. 

The tour included the laundry and kitchen facility, which were both clean and neat.  A female 
trustee/female program coordinator oversees the laundry. There is a list of rules posted for 
those working in the laundry.   

Food service preparation is overseen by civilian employees and a food service manager.  There 
is also a medical clearance examination by the doctor prior to an inmate being assigned to be a 
food service worker. Training videos are available for kitchen personnel.  The meal portions are 
carefully measured to meet standards of the California Code of regulations Title 15 Section 
1240 for nutrition.  Meal trays are counted leaving and returning to the kitchen facility.  Kitchen 
duty is considered a prime job for inmates. 
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The Grand Jury Law Committee had lunch at the facility.  Random trays were taken from the 
meal cart and given to the Law Committee who dined in the library with several of the jail staff.  
The lunch meal was adequate with vegetables, fruit, tuna sandwich and drink.   

The library was stocked with up-to-date volumes on the law and the California Penal Code.  
Prisoners may come into the library to do legal research and work on legal matters. The library 
also has material for recreational reading.  Books are put on a cart for distribution to the 
prisoners. 

Visual monitoring of the jail area is extensive.  Cell inspections are performed on day and swing 
shifts in addition to hourly safety inspections.  The Sheriff inspects quarterly; the captain and 
lieutenant inspect weekly.  A sergeant and corporal inspect at least once a day.  During hourly 
inspections, a data collection device called a “Pipe” is used to track the location and time during 
the rounds.  The “Pipe” is inserted into compatible units located throughout the jail and the time 
and location data is recorded in the “Pipe”.  The data from the “Pipe” is downloaded to a 
computer and provides an audit trail.  Inspections of the jail facility by various agencies, county, 
state and federal are frequent and ongoing annually. 

One of the deputies working at the jail facility has created a computer program for the jail 
intranet that handles the majority of the forms used.  This has reduced the amount of paperwork 
generated during the process of handling prisoner information.  Data accumulated during 
booking and the inmate stay is recorded, archived and can be printed if necessary.  In addition, 
other forms such as duty schedules, inmate handbooks, and visiting schedules are posted on 
the intranet for all deputies to view. 

There is a secure elevator available to take inmates to the court area for any court proceedings 
they must attend. 

Keys are controlled at a central location.  

The jail was clean and no problems were observed during the tour.  
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Findings and Recommendations 

 
Finding 1 
The jail is not overcrowded and still accommodates offenders serving out their time on 
weekends. 

Recommendation 1   Develop a program that will use the weekend offenders 
that are working off a sentence to do some service within 
the community. 

Commendation: 
The Grand Jury Law Committee has determined that the Yuba County Jail facility is run 
efficiently. 

 
PASSED and ADOPTED by the Yuba County Grand Jury on the 3rd day of June, 2008. 

 
 
 

Response Required 
 
Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05 require that specific responses to both the findings 
and recommendations contained in this report be submitted to the Presiding Judge of 
the Yuba County Superior Court from: 
 
Yuba County Sheriff 
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California Penal Code 
Part 2 of Criminal Procedure 

Title 4. Grand Jury Proceedings 

Chapter 3. Powers and Duties of Grand Jury 

Article 2.  Investigation of County, City, and District Affairs 

§ 933.  Finds and recommendations; copies of final report; comment of governing 
bodies, elective officers, or agency heads; definition 
 
(a) Each grand jury shall submit to the presiding judge of the superior court a final report of its 

findings and recommendations that pertain to county government matters during the fiscal or 
calendar year.  Final reports on any appropriate subject may be submitted to the presiding judge 
of the superior court at any time during the term of service of a grand jury.  A final report may be 
submitted for comment to responsible officers, agencies, or departments, including the county 
board of supervisors, when applicable, upon finding of the presiding judge that the report is in 
compliance with this title.  For 45 days after the end of the term, the foreperson and his or her 
designees shall, upon reasonable notice, be available to clarify the recommendations of the 
report. 

 
(b) One copy of each final report, together with the responses thereto, found to be in compliance 

with this title shall be placed on file with the clerk of the court and remain on file in the office of 
the clerk.  The clerk shall immediately forward a true copy of the report and the responses to the 
State Archivist who shall retain that report and all responses in perpetuity. 

 
(c) No later than 90 days after the grand jury submits a final report on the operations of any public 

agency subject to its reviewing authority, the governing body of the public agency shall comment 
to the presiding judge of the superior court on the findings and recommendations pertaining to 
matters under the control of the governing body, and every elected county officer or agency 
head for which the grand jury has responsibility pursuant to Section 914.1 shall comment within 
60 days to the presiding judge of the superior court, with an information copy sent to the board of 
supervisors, on the findings and recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of that 
county officer or agency head and any agency or agencies which that officer or agency head 
supervises or controls. In any city and county, the mayor shall also comment on the findings and 
recommendations.  All of these comments and reports shall forthwith be submitted to the 
presiding judge of the superior court who impaneled the grand jury.  A copy of all responses to 
grand jury reports shall be placed on file with the clerk of the public agency and the office of the 
county clerk, or the mayor when applicable, and shall remain on file in those offices.  One copy 
shall be placed on file with the applicable grand jury final report by, and in the control of the 
currently impaneled grand jury, where it shall be maintained for a minimum of five years. 

 
(d) As used in this section "agency" includes a department. 
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§933.05. Responses to findings 
 
(a)  For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury finding, the responding 

person or entity shall indicate one of the following: 
 

(1)  The respondent agrees with the finding. 
 
(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the response 

shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an explanation of 
the reasons therefor. 

 
(b)  For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each grand jury recommendation, the 

responding person or entity shall report one of the following actions: 
 
(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the implemented 

action. 
 
(2)  The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the future, 

with a timeframe for implementation. 
 
(3)  The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope and 

parameters of an analysis or study, and a timeframe for the matter to be prepared for 
discussion by the officer or head of the agency or department being investigated or 
reviewed, including the governing body of the public agency when applicable.  This 
timeframe shall not exceed six months from the date of publication of the grand jury report. 

 
(4)  The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not 

reasonable, with an explanation therefor. 
 

(c)  However, if a finding or recommendation of the grand jury addresses budgetary or personnel 
matters of a county agency or department headed by an elected officer, both the agency or 
department head and the board of supervisors shall respond if requested by the grand jury, but 
the response of the board of supervisors shall address only those budgetary or personnel 
matters over which it has some decision-making authority.  The response of the elected agency 
or department head shall address all aspects of the findings or recommendations affecting his or 
her agency or department. 

 
(d) A grand jury may request a subject person or entity to come before the grand jury for the purpose 

of reading and discussing the findings of the grand jury report that relates to that person or entity 
in order to verify the accuracy of the findings prior to their release. 

 
(e) During an investigation, the grand jury shall meet with the subject of that investigation regarding 

the investigation, unless the court, either on its own determination or upon request of the 
foreperson of the grand jury, determines that such a meeting would be detrimental. 

 
(f)  A grand jury shall provide to the affected agency a copy of the portion of the grand jury report 

relating to that person or entity two working days prior to its public release and after the approval 
of the presiding judge.  No officer, agency, department, or governing body of a public agency 
shall disclose any contents of the report prior to the public release of the final report. 

 




