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indicated there are informal procedures in place to count money received from any and all 

sources. The Grand Jury reviewed documentation from a COSL employee detailing how cash 

should be handled. A summary of the email states that one or more employees count the cash, a 

receipt is given to the customer, another employee does a second count and the money is put into 

the safe until deposited in the bank.   

The City of Shasta Lake’s procedures for transporting cash to the bank for deposit put employees 

at potential risk. Armored car services are available, but the City of Shasta Lake has chosen to 

allow the transport of the cash deposits to the bank by one employee in a City vehicle, claiming 

an armored car would draw undue attention. 

  
The Shasta Gateway Industrial Park    

The Shasta Gateway Industrial Park was formed by the Shasta Dam Area Public Utility District 

(SDAPUD) before the City incorporated. Following the City’s incorporation in 1992, the 

SDAPUD was taken over lock, stock and encumbrances by the City. From 1992 until 2017, 

limited sales were made at the SGIP. Following the passage of Measure A, all available lots in 

the SGIP were sold to cannabis-related businesses. 

...and The Road 

As these properties begin to be developed, long-known ingress and egress deficits on the 

property may begin to pose a more significant safety hazard. A secondary access road is needed 

to ensure the safety of the employees and general public in the SGIP and surrounding areas. 

Currently, there is only one paved designated road in and out of the SGIP. In the case of an 

explosion, fire, or natural disaster, the road may be blocked. This necessitates a secondary access 

road for people to exit the area and first responders to enter the area.  

The COSL considers a narrow dirt lane to be an adequate secondary access, with a gate that may 

or not be locked This lane does not meet the criteria to be termed a secondary access according 

to the Shasta Lake Fire Protection District (SLFPD) and the Uniform Fire Code. During tours, 

another identified possible way out is through Knauf property, which is blocked by a locked 

gate. In order for a person to evacuate through that exit, the person would need to either wait for 

an employee of Knauf to unlock the gate or attempt to crash through the metal gate with a 

vehicle. 
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If a fire, explosion, or natural disaster occurred at or near the intersection of Shasta Gateway 

Drive and Ashby Road, a safe exit from the SGIP is not readily available. The Uniform Fire 

Code grants the lead agency, in this case, the Shasta Lake Fire Protection District (SLFPD), the 

authority to require the secondary road before plot splits or development can occur. According to 

the SLFPD, a secondary access road would be a paved road used daily as part of the public road 

structure in the City of Shasta Lake. This would not be any kind of emergency or temporary road 

that is not open to general use by members of the public 24 hours a day.  

The Grand Jury interviewed officials from the COSL and the SLFPD. All of those interviewed 

regarding the requirement for a secondary road agreed that it was necessary. Since 1992, the 

SLFPD has notified governing agencies (SDAPUD and COSL) numerous times that a secondary 

access road must be built to ensure the safety of the employees and general public in the SGIP as 

well as the public in the COSL and surrounding areas. The responses from the governing 

agencies have varied. On April 21, 1993, the SDAPUD advised the fire agency that the required 

secondary access road would be built before occupancy of a building (other than the incubator 

building) would be allowed. 

During a Shasta Lake Planning Commission meeting on July 20, 2017, a commissioner stated the 

commission would have to eventually establish a permanent secondary access for the Shasta 

Gateway Industrial Park.  

On July 11, 2017, the COSL was advised by the SLFPD Fire Marshal that no lots may be used, 

developed, or expanded in the SGIP until the secondary access road is completed. As of the 

writing of this report, no plans to build this secondary access road have been made. 

Ensuring Integrity - Ethics 101 

Since most cannabis transactions to the City are paid in cash, and many utility payments 

(approximately 75%) are made in cash, there exists the opportunity for misuse and/or theft. The 

Grand Jury inquired as to the procedures of the COSL for avoiding or mitigating these potential 

situations. The COSL could not provide a formal written set of policies and/or procedures, other 

than an informal email, after multiple requests. During interviews, the Grand Jury asked City 

officials and employees what precautions are currently taken to avoid the potential of misuse of 

funds. Those interviewed indicated they had not discussed the issue and felt there was no reason 

to as they had confidence in their existing system, which is only taking a two-hour on-line ethics 

course provided by the League of California Cities. Those interviewed felt this course was 

sufficient training to avoid situations involving unethical or illegal conduct. 
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City Infrastructure - What’s Next? 

The City of Shasta Lake is not prepared for the sudden proposed build-out of the Shasta Gateway 

Industrial Park. The City is required to provide electricity, water, sewer, and code enforcement to 

all residents within its jurisdiction.   

Following the passage of Measure A in August 2017, the City immediately enacted permit 

procedures for cannabis-related businesses and rushed through zoning changes but failed to take 

some important stakeholders into consideration. Those stakeholders were personnel in charge of 

the City’s public works and code enforcement. As recently as December 2017, many of those 

employees had not been provided with adequate usage studies to allow them to properly plan for 

increased infrastructure needs. The sudden influx of building permit applications has revealed a 

need for additional planning on the part of City staff. The requirement of additional data 

regarding the proposed demands on the electric, water and sewer systems for the proposed 

businesses resulted in a letter sent from the COSL to all current permit holders and applicants 

demanding specific use estimate surveys.  

The infrastructure issues include: 

 Electricity – The COSL indicated there is little tangible data as to the utility needs of 

cannabis businesses. The California Public Utilities Commission Policy and Planning 

Division published a report titled “Energy Impacts of Cannabis Cultivation”, which does 

provide tangible and useful data. Depending upon the usage type, electricity requirements 

could be minimal to overwhelming. Cultivation businesses require enormous amounts of 

power. Lighting for “Mixed Lighting” green houses are especially dependent upon a 

stable source of electricity. Mixed lighting includes the use of traditional translucent 

roofs for natural lighting augmented by artificial lighting (flood lamps). This is especially 

important as too little lighting can cause a cannabis plant to mature too soon. In addition, 

airflow and temperature control is imperative. Should the City experience brown or black 

outs during triple digit summer days, entire crops could be destroyed because of lack of 

fans for airflow and cooling. 

None of the utility infrastructure employees have the experience to adequately determine 

the electricity needs of these businesses. One interviewee answered a question about 

whether the City can provide the electricity needs of business applicants by stating, “We 

have seen applications with unheard of electrical loads.” Some of the larger operations 

may require substations to provide adequate electricity for their needs. Substations are 

expensive (estimates range in the millions of dollars) and take up to two years to build. 

Further, none of those interviewed could adequately explain who would pay for the 

additional facilities. The question was asked, “Who pays for the substation if the business 

owner goes out of business?” None of those interviewed could provide a definitive 

answer to how the encumbered expenses would be paid. The inability to determine future 

electricity requirements of these businesses may be a significant issue for the COSL. 

 Water – The City of Shasta Lake draws water directly from Shasta Lake. City personnel 

claimed there were sufficient water supplies for the additional businesses, but they were 
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unable to provide documentation to that effect. There is no clear data to indicate what 

future water requirements will be for the cannabis businesses. Regardless of quantity of 

water; however, the distribution system for that water system was first laid down in the 

1940’s and is in need of updating. According to personnel from the water department, the 

underground pipes may not provide adequate water for the businesses’ basic needs and it 

is unclear whether the supply will be within the standards for “fire flow.” Fire flow is 

defined as the quantity of water available for fire-protection in excess of that 

required for other purposes. The inability to determine on-site water needs of 

each business may become a significant issue for the COSL.  

 Sewer – The COSL has a robust wastewater treatment system. The City recently 

transitioned from a traditional chlorine-based system to a more natural bacteria/enzyme 

system.  While there does not appear to be a potential for excessive amounts of discharge 

from the cannabis businesses, the City does not, at present, have plans for any monitoring 

for pesticides or fungicides that could be washed into the treatment pools. Those 

chemicals could conceivably kill the bacteria in the pools, creating a situation in which 

the system would be taken out of production and thus impact the entire City. The City has 

mandated “sampling stations” for all the new facilities being constructed; however, there 

is no requirement that those stations be monitored, and the City has no plans to require 

adequate testing of the waste coming from the buildings. Should harmful discharges be 

released into the waste-water treatment system, there would be no way to hold the 

responsible party accountable. The lack of plans for monitoring discharges from these 

businesses may become a significant issue for the COSL. 

Code Enforcement – Whose Job Is It? 

Measure A specifically highlighted City code enforcement as a recipient of cannabis tax 

revenues. City Council Members, City law enforcement officials, City administration and staff, 

and cannabis industry members were interviewed to ascertain the current and future needs for 

code enforcement within the City. Although there exists a policy regarding the issuing of 

citations and the subsequent fines, there is no follow-up regarding suspected cannabis violations 

There is a disagreement as to what should be done with complaints about outdoor grows and 

noxious odors from those grows. Some of those interviewed believed this was a code 

enforcement officer function. Others believed it was a law enforcement issue. City employees 

interviewed who are involved with or knowledgeable about code enforcement reported that 

complaints regarding cannabis grows are not investigated. All of those interviewed for this 

report, who were asked if current code enforcement staffing was adequate for future projected 

needs, responded that code enforcement staffing was lacking. There are no plans in place to 

augment the current levels of staffing. It is incumbent upon the City to clearly state code 

enforcement and who is responsible for it. Current code enforcement activity, especially as it 

pertains to cannabis-related complaints is nonexistent. 
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The Conflict Between State and Federal Law 

There is a common thread in the disparity between federal and state cannabis laws with regards 

to the cannabis industry. The current United States Attorney General (USAG) has signaled a 

willingness to prosecute the cannabis industry in states with medical or recreational cannabis 

statutes in place. In January 2018, the USAG rescinded the previous administration’s 2014 “Cole 

Memo,” which ordered federal prosecutors in states with legal cannabis statutes to focus only on 

selected illegal cannabis activities, such as trafficking into other states or cultivation and use on 

federal property. This remains an issue that would significantly impact the City as well as the 

cannabis businesses.  

The Grand Jury explored the possible consequences should the Federal Government shut down 

all cannabis-related activities in the City of Shasta Lake. Were it to happen, the City could face 

severe financial consequences due to the loss of tax and fee revenues. This loss would limit the 

City’s ability to meet its financial obligations. The Grand Jury examined how projects with 

financial obligations, such as electrical substations, water distribution projects, or additional 

roads, could leave the City at risk should the permit holders go out of business or bankrupt. All 

the individuals interviewed were asked about the federal versus state law issue and how it would 

impact the COSL. None of the people interviewed expressed concern regarding this issue. Most 

interviewees related that federal action would not have any legal impact on the City, or that a 

federal crackdown would happen at all. Responses ranged from a laissez-faire posture in which 

they believed the City would wait and see what would happen to a belief that California 

lawmakers would protect them from federal overreach.  

FINDINGS 

F1. The City of Shasta Lake has not planned for an increase in law enforcement services that 

may be required because of an increase in cannabis-related businesses. Without such 

planning, law enforcement and the City of Shasta Lake will be reacting rather than being 

prepared as additional cannabis-related businesses become operational within the City 

limits. 

F2.  Since the passage of Proposition 64, code enforcement has been in a state of flux, leaving 

the citizens of the City of Shasta Lake with little recourse regarding cannabis complaints, 

except for civil litigation. 

F3. The City of Shasta Lake is not following generally accepted cash management standards, 

such as those set forth by the California Auditors Association. Mismanagement of cash 

could lead to serious accounting errors or criminal activity.  

F4. The City of Shasta Lake’s procedures for transporting cash deposits to the bank is unsafe 

and may place employees at risk. 

F5. A secondary access road in the Shasta Gateway Industrial Park is required by the Uniform 

Fire Code, which the City of Shasta Lake has adopted. The City is out of compliance and 

has ignored the Fire Marshall’s mandate, resulting in possible hazardous conditions in case 

of an emergency. 
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F6. The Shasta Lake Fire Protection District and its predecessor (prior to 1992) have not done 

all they can within its legal purview to ensure that the secondary access road be built, 

resulting in possible hazardous conditions in case of an emergency 

F7. The City of Shasta Lake’s on-line ethics training is insufficient to deal with possible ethics 

violations raised by the rapidly expanding cannabis industry. City employees do not have 

clear direction on how to deal with unethical or criminal situations.   

F8. The City of Shasta Lake’s current infrastructure is not adequate to handle the sudden 

proposed build-out of the Shasta Gateway Industrial Park. Unless the City planners collect 

and evaluate accurate data, they may not be able to provide needed electricity, water, 

and/or sewer services to the City of Shasta Lake. 

F9. There is currently one half-time position assigned to code enforcement. This is insufficient 

to handle cannabis-related code administration. Adequate training has not been provided 

regarding these codes. This may allow misinterpretation of City codes and ordinances, by 

cannabis businesses resulting in violations. 

F10. The City has not planned for infrastructure needs and has been reacting to issues as they 

arise. The City did not research and gather the information needed to effectively plan for 

issuing permits for this new industry. This has resulted in confusion to permit applicants, 

resulting in delays in building. 

F11. The cash received from cannabis-related businesses loses its identity when the City 

commingles it with the cash receipts from other sources such as utility payments. If the 

Federal Government asserts its authority regarding cannabis being federally illegal, the 

City of Shasta Lake could face severe financial consequences. 

F12. The City of Shasta Lake’s cannabis business permits require a sampling station in all 

manufacturing and cultivation facilities for testing discharge to wastewater. There are no 

procedures in place to require the City to conduct frequent and random testing to ensure 

viability of the wastewater treatment system. Should a business release harmful substances 

into the system, the City would have difficulty locating the source of the release and hold 

those responsible accountable. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Grand Jury Recommends: 

R1. By September 30, 2018, the City of Shasta Lake City Council, Shasta County Sheriff’s 

Office and other stakeholders begin planning sessions to discuss future law enforcement 

needs of cannabis-related businesses within the City.  

R2. By November 30, 2018, the City of Shasta Lake City Council determine how to address 

cannabis-related code enforcement. This should include written procedures delineating 

when a law enforcement presence is needed during a code enforcement response. 
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R3. By September 30, 2018, the City of Shasta Lake City Council direct the City Manager to 

write a policy that clearly details the handling of cash payments. The policy should be 

presented to the City Council in a public forum by November 30, 2018. The policy should 

require all funds from different sources maintain fiscal integrity and separate accounting. 

The City of Shasta Lake City Council should contact other cities and states who have 

expertise in successfully handling cannabis payments in order to ensure best practices are 

being followed. 

R4. Within one week of the publishing of this report, the City of Shasta Lake City Council 

institute a safe method of transporting cash deposits, such as entering into a contract with 

an armored car service for the secure transportation of cash Funds for this expense can 

come from permits, fees, and taxes from Measure A. 

R5. By December 31, 2018, the City of Shasta Lake City Council approve the construction of 

the required secondary access road in the Shasta Gateway Industrial Park. The funding 

options may include performance bonds, grants, assessments, and fees/tax increases. 

R6. By August 31, 2018, the City of Shasta Lake City Council direct the City Manager to 

notify all current permit holders and applicants that no further plot splits or building can 

continue or commence until the Shasta Lake Fire Protection District authorizes further 

activities in the Shasta Gateway Industrial Park.   

R7. By December 31, 2018, the Shasta Lake Fire Protection District Board explore all legal 

avenues to require the City of Shasta Lake to meet its legal obligation to complete the 

secondary access road in the Shasta Gateway Industrial Park.  

R8. By September 30, 2018, the City of Shasta Lake City Council direct the City Manager to 

write and implement procedures clearly stating the legal, civil, and administrative 

consequences of violating City policies regarding ethical conduct, such as employee theft, 

influence peddling, and/or special permitting exceptions for friends or associates. City 

employees and City officials should be trained annually on these procedures. The Grand 

Jury recommends these procedures be updated annually, include what steps employees 

should follow if actual criminal or ethical violations occur or are suspected, and detail the 

protections afforded to whistleblowers. 

R9. By August 30, 2018, the City of Shasta Lake City Council direct the City Manager to 

inform all permit holders and applicants in the Shasta Gateway Industrial Park that no 

further development will be allowed or approved until all required data and surveys have 

been submitted by businesses to and approved by the involved City infrastructure 

departments. 

R10. By December 31, 2018, the City of Shasta Lake City Council shall direct the City Manager 

to determine code enforcement needs and begin the hiring and training in cannabis specific 

code enforcement process for staff. As stated in Measure A, this money should come from 

cannabis-related permit fees and taxes. 
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R11. By August 30, 2018, the City of Shasta Lake City Council direct the City Manager to 

create and approve written procedures to require City staff to conduct sampling at the 

discharge stations of  the wastewater for each cannabis-related manufacturing or cultivation 

facility. Random inspections should occur weekly for the first year after initiation of the 

businesses’ production activities, in order to show consistency that harmful discharges are 

not occurring.  These random inspections should continue afterward on a monthly basis. 

Staff services could be paid from Measure A fees. 

REQUIRED RESPONSES 

Pursuant to Penal Code §933.05, the following response/s is/are required: 

From the following governing body/ies (within 90 days): 

 The City of Shasta Lake City Council F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 

and R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, R8, R9, R10, R11 

 The Shasta Lake Fire Protection District Board of Directors F5, F6 and R7 

The Grand Jury recommends that all governing bodies place their responses to all Grand 

Jury Reports on their Regular Calendars for public discussion, not on their Consent 

Calendars.  

INVITED RESPONSES 

The Grand Jury invites the following response/s: 

From the following governmental official (within 60 days): 

 City of Shasta Lake City Manager F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F7, F8, F9, F10, F11, F12 and 

R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, R8, R9, R10, R11 

DISCLAIMER (S) 

When there is a perception of a conflict of interest involving a member of the Grand Jury, that 

member has been required to recuse from any aspect of the investigation involving such a 

conflict and from voting on the acceptance of or rejection of that report. No member/s of the 

Grand Jury recused from this report. 

Reports issued by the Grand Jury do not identify individuals interviewed. Penal Code §929 

requires that reports of the Grand Jury not contain the name of any person or facts leading to 

the identity of any person who provides information to the Grand Jury.  

 

 

 

Released June 11, 2018 
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SUMMARY 

Since 2011, Shasta County has received Assembly Bill 109 funding from the State of California 

for use in dealing with persons formerly incarcerated in State prisons and reassigned to County 

responsibility. The 2017-2018 Shasta County Grand Jury found that the Shasta County 

Community Corrections Partnership has received over $45.7 million from October 2011 through 

December 2017 for this purpose. This money was specifically designated to compensate Shasta 

County for the additional costs incurred due to California Assembly Bill 109 (2011). Until 

January 2018, over $39 million of these funds had already been distributed –without use of a 

standardized system to evaluate and approve funding requests. 

The intent of Assembly Bill 109 funding is to add to and create rehabilitative programs and 

services to reduce recidivism. Review of County budgets show the monies have, at times, been 

used for programs previously funded by the County general fund. This reduces the opportunities 

for new rehabilitative programs and services. 

This is evidenced by the Shasta County Jail where funded jail beds have not increased above 

2008 levels, despite an influx of Assembly Bill 109 funding. Jail beds are currently at capacity. 

Two thirds of this capacity has been provided using Assembly Bill 109 funds. Shasta County 

General Funds could have been used, as previously allocated to provide funding for all three 

detention levels at the Jail.  This would have allowed over $2 million in Assembly Bill 109 funds 

to still be available for the operational costs of expanded Jail capacity.  The Grand Jury found 

that the County should be using General Funds to fund current capacity. Assembly Bill 109 

funds could be used for operational costs of the expansion of Jail facilities.  

The Community Corrections Partnership has also recently begun funding ongoing Shasta County 

public safety programs using unspent fund balances, which will be depleted by the end of FY 

2020-2021. This depletion of funds will leave a $2 million budget shortfall. The majority of this 

budget funds programs and services for the Shasta County Probation Department and the Shasta 

County Jail. The Shasta County Grand Jury also found that the Community Corrections 

Partnership does not routinely collect evaluative data or require program evaluations to show that 

current spending is effective in reducing recidivism, the intent of Assembly Bill 109 legislation. 

Of all funded programs, the Day Reporting Center is the only program that voluntarily provides 

such data.  

The Shasta County Board of Supervisors has not appointed a member or designee to sit on the 

Community Corrections Partnership, as required by law. This is significant because the Board of 

Supervisors is responsible for approving the Community Corrections Partnership plans and 

budgets. Without regular attendance at its meetings, the Board of Supervisors risks making 

Community Corrections Partnership – AB 109 Funds 

$45.7 Million for Public Safety – Where Has it Gone? 
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decisions on approximately $9 million in public safeties monies annually, without being fully 

informed. 

This investigation was undertaken by the Shasta County Grand Jury after routine reviews of 

Shasta County budgets indicated that County funding appeared, at times, to have been replaced 

by Assembly Bill 109 funding. The Shasta County Grand Jury recommends that the Board of 

Supervisors identify alternate funding sources to offset the 25% decrease in available  Assembly 

Bill 109 funding that will occur in the next two to three years. The Shasta County Grand Jury 

also recommends that the Board of Supervisors review information on how spending of 

Assembly Bill 109 funds has reduced recidivism before approving future budgets.  

Additionally, the Shasta County Grand Jury recommends that the Board of Supervisors ensure 

that Assembly Bill 109 funds allocated to the Shasta County Jail be used to support increased 

capacity above pre-Assembly Bill 109 levels or redirected to other purposes consistent with 

Assembly Bill 109 objectives. 

BACKGROUND 

The 2017-2018 Shasta County Grand Jury (Grand Jury) investigated the use of Assembly Bill 

109 (AB 109) funds after noting areas of the Shasta County budget, including long-term public 

safety costs, are currently partially funded by AB 109 funds. AB 109 funding was previously 

studied by the 2011-2012 Shasta County Grand Jury in a report titled “All Talk and NO Action”. 

In October 2009, Senate Bill 678 added Penal Code § 1230(b)(2)(A-M), which, among other 

things, created the Community Corrections Partnership (CCP).   

By statute this Partnership shall be composed of: 

 The chief probation officer. 

 The presiding judge of the superior court, or his or her designee. 

 The head of the county department of employment.   

 A county supervisor or the chief administrative officer for the county or a designee of the 

board of supervisors. [the only position not currently filled] 

 The district attorney. 

 The public defender. 

 The sheriff. 

 A chief of police. 

 The head of the county department of social services. 

 The head of the county department of mental health. 

 The head of the county alcohol and substance abuse programs. 

 The head of the county office of education. 

 A representative from a community-based organization with experience in successfully 

providing rehabilitative services to persons who have been convicted of a criminal 

offense. 

 An individual who represents the interests of victims. 
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The Community Corrections Partnerships were assigned an advisory role to each county’s 

community corrections program, developed and implemented by probation departments as 

specified in the Penal Code § 1230(b)(1). 

In 2011, the California State Legislature passed AB 109 and Assembly Bill 117 (AB 117). These 

two pieces of legislation, known as 2011 Public Safety Realignment (Realignment), became the 

cornerstone of California’s solution to the U.S. Supreme Court 2011 order, BROWN v. PLATA 

(No. 09-1233), which mandated a reduction in the number of inmates in the State’s 33 prisons. 

The goals of these Assembly bills included a reduction of prison overcrowding and a correlated 

reduction in costs, and a reduction of recidivism (return to criminal activity). These reductions 

were to be achieved by transferring inmates to county detention facilities and probation 

departments.  

Under Realignment, newly convicted low-level offenders without serious or violent offenses, 

either current or prior, would stay in county jails to serve their sentences rather than be sent to 

State prison.  

AB 109 specified how sentencing, custody, probation, and funding would be changed through 

the development of county-specific implementation plans. Its companion bill, AB 117, stated 

that county Community Correction Partnerships (CCPs) would be responsible for designing and 

implementing these county-specific plans and submitting them to the California Board of State 

and Community Corrections (BSCC).  

AB 117 also created a seven-member Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee 

(CCP Executive Committee) from the existing CCP members. By statute, this Executive 

Committee is comprised of the following members of the CCP: 

 the chief probation officer 

 a chief of police 

 the sheriff 

 the District Attorney 

 the Public Defender 

 the presiding judge of the superior court (or his/her designee) 

 one department head from either the county department of social services, mental health, 

employment or alcohol and substance abuse programs, as designated by the county 

board of supervisors. 

CCP Executive Committees are charged with making recommendations to their boards of 

supervisors about their local implementation plans and the boards of supervisors may reject those 

plans. The CCP Executive Committees are also charged with overseeing and managing those 

plans. 

AB 109 funds consist of proceeds from vehicle license fees and a portion of State sales tax. 

These funds are allocated to counties to deliver corrections services no longer provided by the 

State. They are distributed in each county, in accordance with its CCP implementation plan.  
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METHODOLOGY 

The Grand Jury reviewed: 

 “All Talk and NO Action,” 2011-2012 Shasta County Grand Jury Report 

 Allocations from the State of California: California State Controller, Community 

Corrections, from 2011 to December 2017 

 Assembly Bills 94 and 111 (2011), “Criminal Justice Realignment” 

 Assembly Bills 109 and 117 (2011), “Public Safety Realignment” 

 Assembly Bill 118, “Local Revenue Fund 2011” 

 Senate Bill 678 (2009), “Criminal Recidivism” 

 Senate Bill 87 (2011), “Public Safety: Omnibus” 

 Senate Bill 89 (2011), “Vehicles: Vehicle License Fee and Registration Fee” 

 Senate Bill 85 (2015), “Public Safety” 

 Proposition 30 (2012), “Temporary Taxes to Fund Education. Guaranteed Local Public 

Safety Funding. Initiative Constitutional Amendment.” 

 Proposition 172 (1993), “Local Public Safety Protection and Improvement Act of 1993. 

Legislative Constitutional Amendment.” 

 Board of State and Community Corrections, “2011 Public Safety Realignment Act 

Annual Reports” for 2013 through 2017 

 Board of State and Community Corrections,” RC of Type II, III, IV Local Adult 

Detention Facilities, December 2006-April 2018” 

 Shasta County Adopted Budgets from FY 2011-2012 through FY 2017-2018 for all 

Shasta County departments receiving AB 109 funding 

 Shasta County Public Safety Realignment Implementation Plans for 2011, for FY 2012-

2013 (revised), and for March 5, 2014 

 Minutes of the Shasta County Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee, 

from 2011 through March 2018 

 Minutes of the Shasta County Community Corrections Partnership, from 2011 through 

March 2018 

 Minutes of the Shasta County Board of Supervisors from 2011 through March 2018 

 Periodic reports about the Day Reporting Center provided to the Shasta County 

Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee from 2013 through January 

2018 

 “Evaluating the Effects of California’s Corrections Realignment on Public Safety”, 

August 2012, Public Policy Institute of California  

 “Final Recommendation of Realignment Allocation Committee (RAC)”, October 2014, 

County Administrative Officers Association of California 

 “Realignment AB 109 in California,” date of publication unknown, Shouse California 

Law Group 

 Various local media articles on public safety 
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 Complaint for Declaratory Relief, County of Shasta, Plaintiffs v. Sheriff Jim Pope, 

Defendant: No. 115258. Filed March 10, 1993, in the Superior Court of the State of 

California in and for the County of Shasta.  

The Grand Jury interviewed: 

 Redding Police Department personnel 

 Shasta County Administrative Office personnel 

 Shasta County Auditor-Controller Office personnel 

 Shasta County Board of Supervisors members and support personnel 

 Shasta County District Attorney Office personnel 

 Shasta County Health and Human Services Agency personnel 

 Shasta County Probation Department personnel 

 Shasta County Public Defender Office personnel 

 Shasta County Sheriff’s Office personnel 

 Shasta County Superior Court of California personnel. 

The Grand Jury attended: 

 Meetings of the Shasta County Community Corrections Partnership Executive 

Committee and the Shasta County Community Corrections Partnership, October 2017 

through April 2018 

DISCUSSION 

Both the Shasta County Community Corrections Partnership (CCP) and its CCP Executive 

Committee have been meeting regularly since June 8, 2011.   

Role of the Shasta County Community Corrections Partnership  

A review of existing minutes and Grand Jury interviews with some CCP members indicates that 

this larger group functions as a means for key community stakeholders to provide input to the 

CCP Executive Committee, especially during development of implementation plans. The CCP 

does not present reports at CCP Executive Committee meetings. While law allows the CCP to 

vote on agendized items, it is unknown whether such votes have been held. The CCP has had a 

quorum at only 11 of their 21 meetings since 2012.  

Role of the Shasta County Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee 

The CCP Executive Committee has three fundamental roles as defined by State legislation: 

1. Create and update as needed (with input from the CCP) a local implementation plan for 

the allocation of AB 109 funding for the purpose of supervision and custody of offenders, 

custody alternatives, assessments, and programs and services. 

2. Designate the use of AB 109 funding to pay for specific programs and services that meet 

the intent of AB 109 legislation and the County’s implementation plan. 
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3. Present both the plan and the budget for approval by the board of supervisors before 

allocation of funds.    

The Shasta County Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee is composed of: 

 Shasta County Chief of Probation 

 Shasta County’s District Attorney 

 Shasta County’s Sheriff 

 Shasta County Health and Human Service Director 

 Shasta County Chief Public Defender 

 Redding Chief of Police 

 A designee of the Presiding Judge of Shasta County’s Superior Court. 

It is important to note that while the Chief of Probation is designated as the chair of this 

committee, this official has no more or less power than any other voting member. The chair may 

not act unilaterally to institute policies or procedures for the Partnership. Thus, the responsibility 

for decisions made by the Community Corrections Partnership is shared equally by all seven 

members.  

Shasta County Community Correction Partnership’s Implementation Plan 

One of the requirements of AB 109 and AB 117 was for county Community Corrections 

Partnerships to develop and implement local plans. The CCPs would develop a plan with a focus 

on county public safety issues and ways of addressing them, with the intent to reduce recidivism. 

These county-specific plans were to outline supervision, incarceration and service needs of the 

newly-released offender population and develop programs and services to meet those needs. 

Counties are required to submit an annual report detailing their progress in implementing their 

plans to the Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC). These reports are subsequently 

published in an annual report by the BSCC. 

The Shasta County Public Safety Realignment Plan of 2011 was approved September 27, 2011, 

by the Shasta County Board of Supervisors (BOS) and subsequently updated twice, once in 

October 2012, and again in March 2014. The guiding principles as outlined in the plan are to: 

 Develop an approach to criminal offenders by using research and evidence-based 

practices 

 Enhance community safety by reducing recidivism 

 Identify offenders with highest risk to re-offend using evidence-based risk assessment 

tools and providing intensive supervision within the community 

 Use research and evidence-based needs assessment tools to identify criminogenic needs 

and find, create or contract for targeted interventions to address those needs 

 Increase offender accountability 

 Focus resources on providing alternatives to criminal behavior 

 Regularly measure and assess offender outcomes and modify programs, services, 

supervision and other elements of AB 109 with the goal of reducing recidivism. 
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State Funding for Community Corrections Partnership – AB 109 Funds 

AB 109 funds come from State sales taxes and vehicle license fees. Proposition 30 (2012), 

created a constitutional amendment prohibiting the Legislature from reducing or removing 

realignment funding from the counties. Total allocations of AB 109 funds to all California 

counties increased from $400 million in FY 2011-2012 to over $1 billion in FY 2016-2017.  

Shasta County Community Corrections Partnership Funding Totals 

Since AB 109 became law in 2011, the Shasta County CCP has received State funding as noted 

in Table A: 

AB 109 Receipts 

Fiscal Year Amount Received 

2011-2012 $3,392,656 

2012-2013 $6,583,181 

2013-2014 $7,697,249 

2014-2015 $7,362,179 

2015-2016 $9,990,847 

2016-2017 $7,839,982 

2017-2018(1/2 year) $2,916,257 

TOTAL $45,782,351 

 Table A 

Purpose of Community Corrections Partnership Funding 

According to Penal Code § 1228(d), the primary purpose of AB 109 monies is to provide 

funding for probation by providing rehabilitation and other alternatives to incarceration, thereby 

reducing returns to State prison and continuing to provide funding back to the counties. This 

section reads: 

(d) Providing sustainable funding for improved, evidence-based probation 

supervision practices and capacities will improve public safety outcomes among 

adult felons who are on probation. Improving felony probation performance, 

measured by a reduction in felony probationers who are sent to prison because 

they were revoked on probation or convicted of another crime while on probation, 

will reduce the number of new admissions to state prison, saving taxpayer dollars 

and allowing a portion of those state savings to be redirected to probation for 

investing in community corrections programs. 

The legislation does not mandate specifically how any California county is to meet its public 

safety realignment goals. It does require implementing evidence-based strategies that increase 

public safety while holding offenders accountable. According to Penal Code § 1230: 
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(3) Funds allocated to probation pursuant to this act shall be used to provide 

supervision and rehabilitative services for adult felony offenders subject to local 

supervision, and shall be spent on evidence-based community corrections 

practices and programs . . . 

According to Penal Code §§ 1229 and 1230, those strategies include, but are not limited to: 

 Electronic monitoring  

 Mandatory community service 

 Home detention  

 Work furlough programs  

 Restorative justice programs  

 Day reporting 

 Incarceration in county jail for up to 90 days.  

The law also states that AB 109 funds shall not be used to replace existing County public safety 

funding, according to the California Government Code § 30026.5(e)(6): “The funds deposited . . 

. shall not be used by local agencies to supplant other funding for Public Safety Services.”  

Shasta County Community Corrections Partnership Use of Funds 

The Shasta County CCP has spent $39,049,340 for public safety in Shasta County between 2011 

and December 2017. As of December 2017, the unspent fund balance was $6,733,011.  

The majority of Shasta County’s AB 109 funding has been allocated to two departments: 

Probation and the Sheriff’s Office, as illustrated in Chart A. For the purposes of this report, the 

Grand Jury focused on the two departments which account for 90% of this funding. 
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Probation Department’s Use of CCP Funds 

The Probation Department (Probation), by virtue of the responsibilities imposed on it by the 

2011 realignment, receives 52% of AB 109 funding which, in turn, provides 45% of this 

Department’s budget. This funding has been used to more than double probation staff from 25-

55. Probation now supervises AB 109 offenders who used to be under the supervision of State 

Parole officers. AB 109 probation funds also support a variety of programs, activities and 

services designed to assist in the successful re-entry of offenders into the community. Probation 

activities directed towards AB 109 offenders include but are not limited to:  

 Successful Transitions on Probation and Parole (STOPP) – A single mandatory meeting 

for recently released probationers to provide access to mandated post-release services 

 Supervision of convicted felons granted probation and placed on Post Release 

Community Supervision (PRCS) 

 Drug and alcohol abuse counseling 

 Mental health services 

 Step-Up program – assists offenders with obtaining trade skills or earning an AA degree 

 PATH Program – dedicated to assisting offenders with finding and keeping, safe and 

affordable housing  

 Day Reporting Center (DRC) – provides intensive behavioral services to high-risk 

offenders  

 Supervised Own Recognizance Program (SOR) – supervises select pre-sentenced 

offenders via GPS monitoring. 

 

 Chart B 

Sheriff’s Office Use of CCP Funds 

The Sheriff’s Office is the second largest recipient of AB 109 funds in Shasta County. The 

Sheriff’s Office receives funding for the Shasta County Jail (Jail), the Work Release program 

and Compliance as well as out-of-county jail beds. 
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 The Jail has received $6,792,782 in AB 109 funds since FY 2011-2012. According to 

CCP minutes, this funding is currently used to pay for two of the three detention levels at 

the Jail.  

 Work Release, a form of alternative incarceration, has received $2,758,659. Since FY 

2011-2012, this program has been 97% funded by CCP Funds. Prior to 2011, this 

program was funded principally by participating inmates and Proposition 172 funds.   

 In addition to these two programs, the Sheriff has received $2,808,970 to pay for costs 

associated with staff participation in the interdepartmental Compliance Team.  

 AB 109 monies totaling $2,544,756 have been used to fund out-of-county jail beds in 

several other counties.  These funds pay for contracted care of Shasta County inmates by 

other counties using their excess jail capacity. 

  

 Chart C 

CCP Unspent Fund Balances 

Over the first three years of AB 109 funding, Shasta County’s CCP spent significantly less than 

its revenues, partly due to a lack of established programs and services in place to support 

realignment. Over time, a considerable cash balance, totaling approximately $8 million 

accumulated. Beginning in FY 2014-2015, as programs and services were developed, annual 

expenditures began to match revenues. In FY 2016-2017, the CCP began using its unspent 

balance to support spending for added programs and services.  

These funds were allocated to ongoing expenses, rather than one-time expenses. Given the 

current rate of spending, CCP documents shared at its regular meetings indicate that the unspent 

balance will be expended during FY 2019-2020 as shown in Chart D. This decrease in available 

funding will necessitate reductions in currently funded programs. 
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 Chart D 

As evidenced by Chart D, AB 109 unspent funds balances will be expended in 2020, at currently 

approved funding levels.  

Role of the Shasta County Board of Supervisors 

The BOS’s main role in the use of AB 109 funds, mandated by law, is to accept or reject the 

CCP implementation plan and budgets. According to Penal Code § 1230.1(c),” the 

implementation plan is deemed accepted by the county board of supervisors unless the board 

rejects the plan by a vote of 4/5 of the board.”  

The current implementation plan was approved in 2014 and is the second revision of the original 

plan. Once the plan is approved, it remains in effect until revised by the CCP Executive 

Committee and accepted by the BOS. 

The CCP Executive Committee develops an annual budget to support the implementation plan 

and submits that budget to the BOS for approval. Unlike the plan, the annual CCP Executive 

Committee budget requires only a majority vote to be approved. 

The BOS is also mandated to provide a member, or designee, to sit on the CCP. According to 

Penal Code § 1230(b)(2)(B), “a county supervisor, the chief administrative officer for the county, 

or a designee of the board of supervisors” must be a member of the CCP. Since the BOS has not 

met this mandate, BOS members do not regularly attend CCP meetings. The BOS instead relies 

on minimal reports from Probation in determining its approval of the implementation plan and 

use of funds. In 2012, the BOS requested monthly written reports from the CCP. Only two such 

reports were ever submitted, one in 2012 and the other in 2013. No further requests were made 

of the CCP. 
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Role of the Shasta County Auditor-Controller 

The Shasta County Auditor-Controller (Auditor) is an elected official. The Auditor’s primary 

mission is to ensure the fiscal integrity of the County’s financial records and to provide service, 

assistance and information to the public, the BOS, the County Administrative Office and County 

departments and employees. The Auditor-Controller is not a member of the CCP nor its 

Executive Committee but is a regular attendee and contributor at both CCP and CCP Executive 

Committee meetings. The Auditor has provided insight to the CCP regarding the use of unspent 

balances. The Auditor does not conduct audits of AB 109 funded agencies to assure that AB 109 

funds do not replace Shasta County funding.    

How Does the CCP Determine Its Allocation of Funds? 

Funding requests made to the CCP, until January 2018, did not require any standardized format. 

Many requests for funding were made to the CCP only verbally, without any detailed analysis of 

how these funds met the goals of their implementation plan, or of how they have been or would 

be evaluated for effectiveness.  Accordingly, CCP’s decisions to make requests to the Board of 

Supervisors for budget approval did not contain detailed analysis of how proposed allocation of 

AB 109 funds met the goals of their implementation plan, or of how they have been or would be 

evaluated for effectiveness. Responsibility for funding decisions is equally shared by all seven 

members of the CCP Executive Committee 

In January 2018, the CCP Executive Committee instituted by-laws that require funding requests, 

only if new or changed from the previous year, be in writing and include a description of the 

program or activity, the requested dollar amount and a “justification” for the request. It is unclear 

what is meant by the term “justification” in the by-laws. These new by-laws do not specifically 

require evaluation of how the funding would meet the purposes of the CCP’s Implementation 

Plan, what data, if any, would be collected, or how the use of funding would be evaluated. There 

also is no requirement for any follow-up report to the CCP Executive Committee detailing the 

use of funds received. 

In addition, according to the new by-laws, if the funding amount requested remains unchanged 

from the previous budget, no request for continued funding is needed. This is particularly 

significant because nearly all of available CCP funding is currently allocated to existing 

programs.  

How is the Use of Community Corrections Partnership Funds Evaluated in Shasta 

County? 

Use of CCP funds vary widely across California’s counties. The specific use of funds is a policy 

decision made by local CCPs and, therefore, is not under the jurisdiction of the Grand Jury. 

Instead, the Grand Jury sought to determine whether the Shasta County CCP has taken 

reasonable steps to evaluate how its programs, policies and use of AB 109 funds are contributing 

to Shasta County’s public safety. The reduction of overcrowding in State prisons and the 

reduction of recidivism through evidenced-based rehabilitation programs is the primary goal of 

AB 109.  



  68 

The Grand Jury notes that the CCP has allocated less than 20% of its funding for evidence-based 

programming, based on annual reports it submits to the Board of State and Community 

Corrections (BSCC). These reports do not comment on recidivism data. With few exceptions, the 

CCP does not collect data which would allow it to conduct evaluations of the effectiveness of its 

funded programs. 

While some data for CCP programs is collected, most programs provide only administrative 

data, if any. An example of administrative data would include how many people are in the 

program. This data can be useful in evaluating baseline use of funding, such as number of people 

served, but will not accurately translate to meaningful discussions about which funded programs 

are able to provide the best use of CCP safety funds based on the stated use of AB 109 funds to 

reduce recidivism.  

Only one program funded by the CCP collects and submits significant evidence-based data. The 

Day Reporting Center (DRC), a rehabilitation program operating under Probation, currently 

receives approximately 12% of Shasta County CCP funding to serve a population of 150 

probationers. During Grand Jury interviews of various personnel for this report, the DRC was 

almost universally cited as the most successful use of CCP funds. It is worth noting that the DRC 

is an evidence-based, data-driven, contractor-run program which submits regular reports to the 

BOS. The DRC voluntarily tracks participant recidivism rates and provides them to both the 

BOS and the CCP in public reports.  

While some programs show significant success, as evidenced by reducing recidivism, these 

programs may not receive additional funding for expansion of services due to competition for 

existing funds. Without data-driven outcome evaluation as a measure for funding decisions, the 

CCP is unable to direct allocation of funding towards programs which are shown to be more 

effective.  

A key example of evidence-based programming being rejected in favor of funding for non-

evidence-based programming is the possible expansion of DRC to the Burney Area or East 

Redding. Even though a number of potential participants are located in those areas, the 

expansion was voted down in 2013, and again in both 2017 and 2018. 

The CCP has not determined what it considers to be “success” or “effectiveness” when it comes 

to use of funds, although these terms are used in report information submitted to the BSCC. 

Interviews conducted by the Grand Jury reflect a significant lack of clarity among responders 

about what “success” or “effectiveness” might mean when it comes to the use of AB 109 funds.  

Recent surveys submitted by the CCP to the BSCC do mention program evaluation as a key goal.  

In order to meet this goal, over the last two years, Probation has spent more than $15,000 to train 

Probation and Sheriff personnel in the Dr. Edward Latessa Evidence-Based Correctional 

Checklist Program and Evaluations Protocol. The purpose of this training was to provide staff 

with the tools necessary to determine the efficacy of rehabilitative programs so that funds could 

then be directed to those programs with proven successful outcomes.  
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Without outcome-based data of the various AB 109-funded programs and services, the BOS, 

which ultimately is responsible for approving the CCP’s budget, is at a disadvantage when 

considering that budget.  

Evaluations and Recidivism  

Shasta County and CCP personnel encountered difficulty in providing the Grand Jury with 

reliable data on recidivism due to complexities in their ability to collect the data and accurately 

compile it. Evaluation of the use of AB 109 funds should include documentation of recidivism 

rates County-wide. Although, as previously stated, annual reports to the BSCC do not require 

reporting of recidivism rates. Reduction in recidivism is cited in the legislation as the major goal 

of AB 109 funding. 

The Grand Jury determined that Shasta County CCP uses a different definition of recidivism than 

used by the BSCC due to the data on recidivism available in the County’s case management 

system. Shasta County defines recidivism as a “subsequent adjudication or conviction for a 

misdemeanor or felony offender after being placed on a grant of supervision.” This varies from 

the BSCC’s recidivism definition which is a conviction of a new felony or misdemeanor 

committed within three years of release from custody or committed within three years of 

placement on supervision for a previous criminal conviction.  

Are AB 109 Funds Used to Replace or Supplement Current County Public Safety Funding? 

Another important measure of the effective use of AB 109 funds in Shasta County is whether 

those funds have been used in addition to (supplemented) Shasta County public safety funding or 

have replaced (supplanted) that funding.  Since AB 109 legislation created new demands on 

county public safety needs, unless AB 109 funding is used in addition to Shasta County public 

safety funding, the overall effect on the County will be a greater demand on existing services. 

AB 109 funding is clearly designated for services which augment county services that existed 

before AB 109. 

Government Code § 30025(f)(11) states: “This funding shall not be used by local agencies to 

supplant other funding for Public Safety Services.” This is reiterated by Government Code § 

30026.5(e)(6), which reads, “The funds deposited into a County Local Revenue Fund 2011 shall 

not be used by local agencies to supplant other funding for Public Safety Services.” 

Shasta County’s allocation of AB 109 funding is sometimes problematic in this regard. In 

particular, the CCP, from September 2011 through December 2017, has allocated $9,337,538 for 

the Shasta County Jail, including “Out-of-County beds” funding. In 2012, a significant amount 

of funding was designated, according to CCP Executive Committee minutes, to reopen the 

second detention level (floors 4 and 5) of the Jail after its closure in 2009, during the height of 

the recession. This funding has continued annually. Additional funding was designated to keep 

the third detention level (floors 8 and 9) of the Jail open in 2017, when the Shasta County Board 

of Supervisors approved a flat budget which would not cover anticipated increases in costs for 

the Jail. At that time, AB 109 funds were designated to replace money previously provided by 

the Shasta County General Fund. Shasta County CCP now provides approximately 13% of the 
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Shasta County Jail budget annually. AB 109 funds have been used to maintain the capacity of the 

Jail as County budgets remained flat, rather than increase the number of beds post-realignment. 

Capacity at the Jail is no higher than it was in 2008, despite two out of three detention levels 

being funded by AB 109.   

While use of funds for Jail costs is not necessarily problematic, any AB 109 funds allocated 

should be used for the operational costs of increasing the capacity of the jail to above pre-AB 

109 levels. This would impact public safety issues pushed back to the counties with AB 109 

legislation. Currently, increasing capacity at the Jail is not possible, due to the constraints of the 

current facility. Two opportunities for State funding to increase Jail space have been turned 

down by the BOS due to lack of operational funds. Had the County used General Funds to 

provide pre-AB 109 capacity, AB 109 funds of approximately $2 million would have been and 

would be available for operational costs of any expansion of the Jail. Currently, the BOS have 

identified no more than $600,000 annually as available for operational costs of a Jail expansion.  

Another example of potentially problematic funding is AB 109 monies for the Sheriff’s Office 

Work Release program. Prior to AB 109, this program was fully funded for 150 inmates through 

contributions from offenders combined with other Shasta County revenues. At the present time, 

it is still fully funded for 150 inmates, but all funding now comes from AB 109 funds. Since 

2011, the CCP has spent $2.8 million on Work Release.  

While most officials interviewed by the Grand Jury agreed that AB 109 legislation prohibits the 

use of AB 109 funding to supplant current County funding, there are no policies or procedures in 

place by the CCP to avoid or prohibit such funding. Shasta County is currently allowing AB 109 

funds to be used in lieu of County funds at the Jail. No audit has been conducted to assure that 

line item and actual uses of funds are expended as approved. 

Projections for Future Funding Deficits  

The Shasta County CCP faces a budget deficit beginning in FY 2020-2021, based on projected 

expenditures. Current AB 109 spending is $2 million over revenues and is based on the use of 

unspent fund balances, which will be depleted in two years. Grand Jury interviewees revealed a 

serious concern about future funding for the Jail and Probation, based on this looming deficit. An 

overall 25% reduction in AB 109 spending will be needed by FY 2020-2021 unless other sources 

of revenues become available. 
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AB 109 BUDGET DETAIL 
Proposed Budgets 

DEPARTMENT FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24 

Sheriff $ 4,137,564 $ 4,137,564 $ 4,137,564 $ 4,137,564 $ 4,137,564 $ 4,137,564 

HHSA 360,294 360,294 360,294 360,294 360,294 360,294 

Public Defender 294,884 294,884 294,884 294,884 294,884 294,884 

District Attorney 550,076 550,076 550,076 550,076 550,076 550,076 

Probation 6,062,314 6,062,314 5,320,415 5,320,415 5,320,415 5,320,415 

Totals $11,405,132 $11,405,132 $10,663,233 $10,663,233 $10,663,233 $10,663,233 

Beginning Fund Balance 6,493,649 3,349,003    204,357 (2,198,390) (4,601,137) (7,003,884) 

Estimated Revenue 8,260,486 8,260,486 8,260,486 8,260,486 8,260,486 8,260,486 

Ending Fund Balance $ 3,349,003 204,357 (2,198,390) (4,601,137) (7,003,884) (9,406,632) 

 Table B 

This deficit will exacerbate the CCP’s inability to fund needed evidence-based programs. It will 

also compel the CCP to use a clear, data-driven measure for evaluation of funded programs to 

determine which ones will receive continued funding. There has been no discussion regarding 

the impact of this shortfall, so the Grand Jury is unable to determine the impact on programs and 

services currently funded by AB 109. 

FINDINGS 

F1. The Shasta County Board of Supervisors has not complied with Penal Code § 

1230(b)(2)(B) which requires “a county supervisor, the chief administrative officer for the 

county, or a designee of the board of supervisors” to be a member of the Community 

Corrections Partnership. The Board of Supervisors has routinely approved Community 

Corrections Partnership Assembly Bill 109 budgets of $8-10 million annually, without this 

involvement.  

F2. The Shasta County Board of Supervisors has the authority to veto the Community 

Corrections Partnership budget, but its members have not requested regular written reports 

from the Community Corrections Partnership since 2012. The Board of Supervisor’s lack 

of information related to this significant source of public safety funds creates a potential 

risk for effective budget decision-making. 

F3. The Community Corrections Partnership does not require all programs and services to 

collect outcome-based data or program evaluations to show whether current spending is 

effective in reducing recidivism. The Shasta County Board of Supervisors routinely 

approves Assembly Bill 109 budgets without review of the effectiveness of their programs, 

which creates a potential for less effective budget decisions. 

F4. The $45,782,351 received by the Shasta County Community Corrections Partnership has 

not increased capacity at the Shasta County Jail or in the Shasta County Sheriff’s Office 

Work Release program above 2008 levels. This means that State Assembly Bill 109 

funding is being used to meet the pre-existing incarceration needs of Shasta County instead 

of providing additional incarceration capacity to serve the Assembly Bill 109 population.  
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F5. Based on current funding and program spending, a 25% reduction in Assembly Bill 109 

budgets will be required in FY 2020-2021 once unspent balances are depleted. Unless the 

Shasta County Board of Supervisors finds an alternate funding source, Shasta County will 

be unable to maintain current levels of public safety services.  

F6. There has been no audit to determine whether Assembly Bill 109 funds are being allocated 

as designated by Assembly Bill 109. Budgets and minutes of the Board of Supervisors and 

Community Corrections Partnership indicate that Assembly Bill 109 funds have been used 

to replace rather than add to Shasta County General Funds for public safety, indicating the 

need for such an audit. 

F7. Shasta County Community Corrections Partnership has distributed $39,049,340 of its 

$45,782,351 in California State Assembly Bill 109 funds without using any standardized 

format for funding requests or the review or approval of the requests. This has contributed 

to subjective funding distributions.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Grand Jury recommends: 

R1. By September 30, 2018, the Shasta County Board of Supervisors designate one of its 

members, the chief administrative officer for the county, or a designee of the Board of 

Supervisors to sit on the Community Corrections Partnership, as required by Penal Code § 

1230(b)(2)(B). 

R2. By September 30, 2018, the Shasta County Board of Supervisors begin requiring quarterly 

written reports from the Community Corrections Partnership that include information on 

Shasta County recidivism rates and the percentage of programs that are evidence-based.  

R3. By December 31, 2019, the Shasta County Board of Supervisors review program 

evaluations that demonstrate the effectiveness of budgeted services and programs before 

approving Community Corrections Partnership budgets. 

R4. By FY 2019-2020, the Shasta County Board of Supervisors ensure, prior to approving 

Community Corrections Partnership budgets, that any funds allocated to the Shasta County 

Jail and the Shasta County Sheriff’s Office Work Release Program are used to support 

increased capacity above pre-Assembly Bill 109 levels or be redirected to another use 

consistent with Assembly Bill 109’s objectives.  

R5. By June 30, 2019, the Shasta County Board of Supervisors create a funding plan to address 

the 25% reduction in public safety services that will occur in FY 2020-2021, after the 

depletion of unspent fund balances.  

R6. By June 30, 2019, the Shasta County Auditor-Controller conduct a focused audit to 

determine whether Assembly Bill 109 funds have been used to replace existing Shasta 

County funding and present the results to the Community Corrections Partnership and the 

Shasta County Board of Supervisors at a public meeting. This process should occur 

annually. 
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REQUEST FOR RESPONSES 

Pursuant to Penal Code § 933.05, the following response/s is/are required: 

From the following governing body (within 90 days): 

 Shasta County Board of Supervisors: F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F7  and R1, R2, R3, R4, R5 

From the following elected county officers (within 60 days): 

 Shasta County Auditor-Controller: F6 and R6 

The Grand Jury recommends that all governing bodies place their responses to all Grand 

Jury Reports on their Regular Calendars for public discussion, not on their Consent 

Calendars. 

INVITED RESPONSES 

The Grand Jury invites the following responses: 

From the following county official (within 60 days): 

 Shasta County Chief Probation Officer: F1, F2, F3, F4, F5, F6, F7and R1, R2, R3, 

R4, R5, R6 

GLOSSARY 

ALLOCATION – The approved division of an amount (usually of an appropriation) to be 

expended for a particular purpose during a specified time period. 

ARREST - A short term event followed by custody if approved of by a legal judicial authority. 

BUDGET - A budget is a plan used as a tool for deciding which activities will be chosen for 

funding for a future time period. 

 CALIFORNIA'S PUBLIC SAFETY REALIGNMENT – An initiative which represents an 

attempt by the State of California to reduce its prison population by shifting much of that 

population to probation and county jails. It was the result of a court-order in response to 

shortfalls in medical and mental health care for the State's prison population.  

COMPLIANCE TEAM – The Compliance Team consists of members of the Shasta County 

Sheriff’s Office, the Shasta County Probation Department and the Redding Police Department. 

This interdepartmental task force checks for compliance of individuals on Post-Release 

Community Supervision to see if they are following the terms of their release. 

CONVICTION – A formal declaration that someone is guilty of a criminal offense, made by the 

verdict of a jury or the decision of a judge in a court of law. 

CUSTODY – Detention of a person by lawful authority or process. 
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DETENTION – In a detention, the police need only reasonable suspicion to stop an individual, 

and a reasonable person would feel as though they could leave in a short amount of time. 

EVIDENCE-BASED PRACTICES – “Evidence-based practices” refers to supervision policies, 

procedures, programs, and practices demonstrated by scientific research to reduce recidivism 

among individuals under local supervision. Evidence-based practices are a combination of the 

best research, clinical experience and the client’s desires. 

INCARCERATION – The state of being confined in prison. 

OUT-OF-COUNTY BEDS– Shasta County contracts with other counties to place inmates in 

those counties’ jails.  

PAROLE – The release of a prisoner temporarily (for a special purpose) or permanently before 

the completion of a sentence, on the promise of good behavior.  State Department of Prisons 

funded. 

PROBATION – The release of an offender from detention, subject to a period of good behavior 

under supervision. County Probation Department funded. 

RECIDIVISM – The act of reengaging in criminal offending despite having been punished.  

There are several different measures of recidivism: re-arrest, reconviction, and return to custody.  

Definition from Board of State and Community Corrections: Recidivism is defined as conviction 

of a new felony or misdemeanor committed within three years of release from custody or 

committed within three years of placement on supervision for a previous criminal conviction. 

RESTORATIVE JUSTICE – This term refers to programs that emphasize the rehabilitation of 

offenders by working with both the victim and offender to address accountability and restitution 

to the benefit of the community at large.  

SUPPLEMENT VS SUPPLANT – Supplement means to add.  Supplant means to replace. 

WORK RELEASE – This program, provided by the Sheriff’s Office in conjunction with the 

Probation Department, provides an alternative to incarceration. Offenders who qualify for Work 

Release live at home and during the week report to various worksites to perform public services.  

APPENDIX: LEGISLATION 

CALIFORNIA ASSEMBLY BILL 94 (2011 Realignment Legislation Addressing Public Safety) 

- Came into effect upon the passage of AB 111. Authorizes counties that have received a 

conditional award under a specified jail facilities financing program to relinquish that award and 

reapply for a conditional award under a separate financing program. It lowered the county’s 

required contribution from 25 percent to 10 percent and, in addition, requires the California 

Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation and the Corrections Standard Authority to give 

funding preference to those counties that relinquish local jail construction conditional awards and 

agree to continue to assist the state in siting re-entry facilities. 

CALIFORNIA ASSEMBLY BILL 109 (2011) - Transferred responsibility for supervising 

certain kinds of felony offenders and state prison parolees from state prisons and state parole 
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agents to county jails and probation officers. Counties receive funding through the AB 109 

realignment funds based on their success in reducing recidivism. Also known as “Realignment”. 

CALIFORNIA ASSEMBLY BILL 111 - Gave counties additional flexibility to access funding 

to increase local jail capacity for the purpose of implementing Realignment.  

CALIFORNIA ASSEMBLY BILL 118 - Outlined the financial structure for allocating funds to a 

variety of accounts for realignment. It established the Local Revenue Fund 2011 for receiving 

revenue and appropriates from that account to the counties. It directed the deposit of revenues 

associated with 1.0625 percent of the state sales tax rate to be deposited in the Fund. It 

established a reserve account should revenues come in higher than anticipated. The reallocation 

formulas would be developed more permanently using appropriate data and information for the 

2012-13 fiscal year and each fiscal year thereafter. It implemented sufficient protections to 

provide ongoing funding and mandated protection for the state and local government. The 

smallest of counties that benefitted from the minimum grant each received approximately 

$77,000 in 2011-12. 

CALIFORNIA SENATE BILL 87 - Provided counties with a one-time appropriation of $25 

million to cover costs associated with hiring, retention, training, data improvements, contracting 

costs, and capacity planning pursuant to each county’s AB 109 implementation plan. 

CALIFORNIA SENATE BILL 89 - Dedicated a portion ($12) of the Vehicle License Fee to the 

Local Revenue Fund 2011. Stipulated that revenue would come from two sources: freed-up VLF 

previously dedicated to DMV administration and VLF that was previously dedicated to cities for 

general purpose use. Estimated total amount of VLF revenue dedicated to realignment was 

$354.3 million in 2011-2012. 

CALIFORNIA SENATE BILL 678 - An act to add Section 1203.83 to the Penal Code, relating 

to probation. Created the Corrections Performance Incentives Fund (CCPIF) and authorized the 

State to annually allocate money into a State Corrections Performance Incentives Fund to be 

used for specified purposes relating to improving local probation supervision practices and 

capacities, as specified. In addition, this bill authorized counties, for purposes of providing 

evidence-based practices and supervision, to convene community corrections multidisciplinary 

teams engaged in providing community corrections supervision and evidence-based 

rehabilitation programs. 

PROPOSITION 30 (2012) - One of the impacts of this sales/income tax increase proposal 

(“Temporary Taxes to Fund Education. Guaranteed Local Public Safety Funding. Initiative 

Constitutional Amendment.”) approved by California voters was that “Cities and counties are 

guaranteed ongoing funding for public safety programs such as local police and child protective 

services.” for a period of seven years, expiring on January 1, 2019.  

PROPOSITION 172 (1993) - The title of this proposition was “Local Public Safety Protection 

and Improvement Act of 1993. Legislative Constitutional Amendment”. “By approving 

Proposition 172 at the November 1993 statewide special election, California voters established a 

permanent statewide half-cent sales tax for support of local public safety activities. Proposition 
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172 was placed on the ballot by the Legislature and the Governor to partially replace the $2.6 

billion in property taxes shifted from local agencies to local school districts as part of the 1993-

94 state budget agreement.” 

DISCLAIMERS  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Released June 7, 2018 

When there is a perception of a conflict of interest involving a member of the Grand Jury, that 

member has been required to recuse from any aspect of the investigation involving such a 

conflict and from voting on the acceptance of or rejection of that report. One member of the 

Grand Jury recused from this report.  

Reports issued by the Grand Jury do not identify individuals interviewed. Penal Code § 929 

requires that reports of the Grand Jury not contain the name of any person or facts leading to 

the identity of any person who provides information to the Grand Jury. 

















































SHASTA LAKE
4126 Ashby Court Shasta Lake,

FIRE PROTECTIONDISTRICT
5 - (530) 275-7474 - fax (530) 275-6502 - www.shastalakefi redistrict.com

July 2,2018

The Honorable Gary Gibson
PresidingJudge, Shasta County Superior Court
1500 Court Street
Redding, CA 96001

Dear Judge Gibson:
The Shasta Lake Fire Protection Disfrict ("District") would like to thank the Grand Jurors for
all of their hard work and dedicatiory as well as the courtesy and. professionalism shown in
completing their work. As required under Penal Code Section 933.05, the District would like
to offer the following response to the report titled, "Green Rush . . . Up in Smoke? Legal
Cannabis in the City of Shasta Lake" (the "Report"):

Finding F5:

A secondary access road in the Shasta Gateway Industrial Park is required by the Uniform Fire
Code, which the City of Shasta Lake has adopted. The City is out of compliance and has
ignored the Fire Marshall's mandate, resulting in possible hazardous conditions in case of an
emergency.

Response:
The District agrees with the finding.

Finding F6:
The Shasta Lake Fire Protection District and its predecessor (prior to1992) have not done all
they can within its legal purview to ensure that the secondary access road be built, resulting in
possible hazardous conditions in case of an emergency.

Response:
The District disagrees partially with the finding. The District agrees that the lack of secondary
access road results in possible hazardous conditions in case of an emergency. The District
disagrees that it has not done all that it can within its legal purview to ensure that secondary
access be built. As provided in the Report, "Since 1992, the SLFPD has notified government
agencies (SDAPUD and COSL) numerous times that a secondary access road must be built to
ensure the safety of the employees and general public in the SGIP as well as the public and in
the COSL and surrounding areas." (see page A9.) By issuing the demands to the controllins
goverrunent agencies, the Disfrict met its legal obligations for compliance.
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Recommendation 7:

By December 31,2018, the Shasta Lake Fire Protection District Board explore all legal avenues
to require the City of Shasta Lake to meet its legal obligation to complete the secondary access

road in the Shasta Gateway Industrial Park.

Response:
The recommendation requires further analysis, with the opportunity for the District to meet
with legal counsel and discuss potential options, including the possibility of pursuing
litigation to enforce the Uniform Fire Code. The District will prepare the matter for discussion
by December 1, 2018.

The Shasta Lake Fire Protection District appreciates this opporfunity to respond to relevant
portions of the 2016-2017 Shasta County Grand Jury Final Report.

Sincerely,

0r^-
Ann Morningstar
Chairperson
Shasta Lake Fire Protection District
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