
As to the manager's paid leave of absence and the $29,000 lump sum wage payment on the 
manager's final day of employment, the trustees justified the board's decision by referring to its 
"Retirement Agreement and Mutual Release" negotiated with the manager. 

As to the reimbursement for the lumber, the response stated that the board of trustees "decided 
the claim was meritorious, and approved the claim." 

Findings 

1. Although the credit card abuse allegations were confirmed, the abuse was due to carelessness on the 
part of the employee and not due to intentional fraud. 

2. The SMVCD manager failed to apply appropriate disciplinary actions against the employee for the 
misuse of the SMVCD credit card. 

3. The district's grievance procedure was not followed when the employee alleged a hostile work 
environment existed. 

4. A majority of the trustees stated to the Grand Jury that because of a fear of a lawsuit from the 
employee they agreed to pay $15,000 toward the legal fees of the employee who had misused the 
SMVCD credit card. One trustee told the Grand Jury that the board of trustees wanted to "smooth 
things over," and another trustee said that the board wanted to "make it go away." 

5. The Grand Jury finds that before the manager received the 13.5 percent raise, the additional $2,000 
a month for four months, and the lump sum wage payment of $29,000, his wages had been in line with 
those of managers in other mosquito abatement districts in Northern California. 

6. The Grand Jury finds that theSMVCD manager was an "at-will" employee; that is, the manager 
could be terminated without cause and without the specially negotiated retirement package. The Grand 
Jury found that the board of trustees used taxpayers' money to entice the manager into retirement by 
granting extra wage increases and payments, paying for a leave of absence amounting to more than 
$40,000, and allowing the manager to remain as an employee while using accrued vacation time until 
retirement on June 30, 2009, in spite of the manager's "at-will" status. 

7. The wage increases and the lump sum wage payment were negotiated in order to increase the 
manager's retirement compensation, since the manager's retirement compensation is based upon a 
percentage of the highest amount of wages earned by the manager prior to retirement. 

8. The Grand Jury finds that the board of trustees reimbursed the manager $38,000 of the $45,000 
legal fees the manager incurred during the manager's personal conflicts with the spouse of an SMVCD 
employee. 

9. The board of trustees reimbursed the manager $6,900 for lumber which the manager regarded as his 
own without proof of ownership, condition or its original cost. 

10. Without a receipt or adequate proof of ownership the board of trustees paid the manager $675 for 
lava rock (based upon CUlTent costs) that sat on SMVCD property for years. 



11. The Grand Jury finds that it is in disagreement with the judgment of the SMVCD Board of Trustees 
in approving the Retirement Agreement and Mutual Release negotiated between the SMVCD manager 
and the trustees. 

12. The board of trustees violated the Brown Act (Government Code, § 54950 et seq.) by circulating a 
document outside of a board of trustees meeting to gather trustees' signatures. The document authorized 
the $2,OOO-per-month pay increase to the manager for four months. 

13. The board of trustees violated the Brown Act by having a sign-in sheet placed at the 
entrance to the room in which meetings were held without clearly stating that signing the sheet 
was voluntary and that all persons could attend a meeting regardless of whether or not the 
person signed it. 

14. At the meetings attended by the Grand Jury the SMVCD President of the Board of Trustees failed 
to control the meetings, in that he allowed constant interruptions by the district's manager. 

15. Regarding appointments to the board of trustees, there is no process in place for screening 
applicants, and there is no accountability in place for poor representation by trustees. 

16. The SMVCD Personnel Manual contains no policy or procedure for employee performance 
evaluations, and the SMVCD employees interviewed by the Grand Jury indicated that no evaluations 
have been conducted. 

17. For many years the manager stored personal property on S.MVCD premises. On .March 17, 
2009, the board of trustees adopted a resolution (Resolution 2009-01) prohibiting the storage of 
employees' personal property on SMVCD grounds. 

Recommendations 

1. The Grand Jury recommends that those SMVCD trustees who approved the Retirement Agreement 
and Mutual Release between the trustees and the manager consider resigning. 

2. The Grand Jury recommends that the City Councils of the City of Redding, the City of Anderson, 
the City of Shasta Lake and the Shasta County Board of Supervisors adopt a selection process that 
includes personal interviews for all appointments and reappointments to the board of trustees of the 
SMVCD. 

3. The Grand Jury recommends that the SMVCD trustees receive training on the Brown ,Act and on 
the laws (and the SMVCD's own policies) concerning anti~harassment, vacation and sick leave accrual, 
and grievances. 

4. The Grand Jury recommends that the president of the SMVCD Board of Trustees control meetings 
by establishing, publishing and enforcing rules concerning the public comment period and by 
preventing interruptions. 

5. The Grand Jury recommends that the SMVCD policy and procedures manual be revised to include 
definitive procedures for job performance evaluations. 



6. The Grand Jury recommends that aU SMVCD employees, including the manager, receive annual 
written job performance evaluations. 

Responses reg uired 

The Shasta Mosquito Vector and Control Board of Trustees as to
 
Recommendations 1,3,4,5,6.
 

•	 The Redding City Council as to Recommendation 2. 

•	 The Anderson City Council as to Recommendation 2. 

•	 The City of Shasta Lake City Council as to Recommendation 2. 

•	 The Shasta County Board of Supervisors as to Recommendation 2 

Method of lug uiry 

The grand jury interviewed: 

SMVCD Board of Trustees 

•	 SMVCD District Manager 

•	 SMVCD District Employees 

•	 Shasta County Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

The Grand Jury reviewed the following: 

•	 Constitution of California Article XVI, §6, Gifts or Loans of Public Moneys or Pledging of 
Credit Prohibited 

•	 The Ralph M. Brown Act 

•	 "The Brown Act" (2003), a publication of the California Attorney General's Office at 
http://caag.state.ca.us/publications/2003 Main BrownAct.pdf 

•	 SMVCD Policy and Procedures Manual 

•	 SMVCD 2008-2009 Revenue and Expenditure Report 

•	 SMVCD Audited Financial Statements for the Fiscal Year, June 30,2007 and June 30,2008 



SMVCD 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 West Nile Virus Augmented Budget Expenditures 

Retirement Agreement and Mutual Release between SMVCD Board of Trustees and the 
SMVCD manager dated December 5, 2008 

Mosquito Vector Control Agency of California Salary Survey Report 2006 

•	 Invoices of the SMVCD processed by the Shasta County Auditor-Controller for legal expenses 
dated December 16,2008; for lava rock dated January 20, 2009; and for lumber dated January 
20,2009 

Various SMVCD agendas and meeting minutes 

Roberts Rules of Order 

•	 SMVCD letter from the manager to the SMCVD attorney, dated January 6, 2006, regarding 
Assembly Bill 1234 (Stats 2005, ch. 700; legislation pertaining to ethics training and claims for 
travel and meeting expenses) 

Note, to the district's manager from board of trustees president dated September 18,2008 

SMVCD Resolution 2009-01 dated March 17, 2009, Setting Guidelines for the Storage of 
Personal Property on District Grounds. 

•	 Review of 452 pages of Shasta County Superior Court documents regarding the conflicts 
between the SMVCD Manager and the spouse of an SMVCD employee 

The Grand Jury attended: 

Four meetings of SMVCD District Board of Trustees. 



Attachment 2 

CITY OF 
ANDERSON 

September 15, 2009 

The Honorable Stephen H. Baker
 

Presiding Judge, Shasta County Superior Court
 

1500 Court Street
 

Redding, CA 96001
 

Dear Judge Baker: 

On behalf of the City of Anderson, we wish to express our thanks and appreciation for the work of the 

2008-2009 Shasta County Grand Jury. 

As required by California Penal Code Section 933.05, the City of Anderson offers the following response 

to Shasta Mosquito Abatement District - Just compensation or just a gift? 

Recommendation No.2: 

The Grand Jury recommends that the City Councils of the City of Redding, the City of Anderson, the City 

of Shasta Lake, and the Shasta County Board of Supervisors adopt a selection process that includes 

personal interviews for all appointments and reappointments to the board of trustees of the SMVCD. 

Response: 

The City of Anderson has already implemented this recommendation. In December 2007, the City's 

appointee to the SMVCD advised the City that he would be unable to serve an additional term and the 
t 

City Clerk solicited applicants to fill the board vacancy. Two applications were received from interested 

citizens. At the City Council meetings of February 5 and February 19, 2008, these two applicants were 

interviewed publicly by the City Council. At the conclusion of these interviews, the City Council selected 

Mr. Larry Mower as the City's representative to the SMVCD for a four year term. 

Office ofthe Mayor - 1887 Howard Street, Anderson, California 96007-1804- Telephone (530) 378-6646 - Fax (530) 378-6666 
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The City of Anderson appreciates this opportunity to respond to relevant portions of the 2008-2009 

Shasta County Grand Jury Final Report. We believe the Grand Jury system helps strengthen the 

provision of local government services in California and we are pleased to provide our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Butch Schaefer 

Mayor, City of Anderson 

ds 


