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RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

R1. Landowners need notification prior to any levee work being done on or near their property. 

 

Response 

This recommendation was implemented and is an ongoing activity. SBFCA conducts a 

comprehensive public outreach program to coordinate communications on all project-related 

activities that impact property owners adjacent to the levees. SBFCA makes every attempt to 

contact impacted property owners prior to any project-related work. To ensure easy identification, 

the Agency also requires that all contractors wear high-visibility SBFCA vests while working on 

or near levees. Contact with property owners is attempted via direct communication through 

mailings, small group meetings, and by phone and email, when such contact information is 

available. Examples of letters sent to property owners are attached. 

 

R2. SBFCA needs to actively look for a permanent Executive Director. 

 

Response 

This recommendation was implemented. Mr. Mike Inamine, the Agency’s Director of 

Engineering, was named Executive Director on June 13, 2012. However, a full-time Director of 

Engineering is also needed to relieve the Executive Director from the increasing workload and 

responsibilities of both positions. Toward that end, the Agency recently conducted a recruitment 

and interview process for a Director of Engineering to replace Mr. Inamine. On June 13, 2012, 

the Board authorized the Executive Director to negotiate an employment contract with the 

preferred candidate for the Director of Engineering position. Those negotiations are underway, 

but a contract has not yet been finalized. SBFCA expects a full-time Director of Engineering to 

be under contract by the end of July 2012. 

 

R3. SBFCA and the SCBOS should carefully consider use of designated Flood Control Funds for 

purposes other than flood control or levee repairs. 

 

Response 

As a special purpose agency, SBFCA may only use funds for the purpose for which they are 

raised.  The SBFCA Board scrutinizes and votes on every project-related task order to ensure 

authorized activities are directly tied to the ability of the Agency to construct levee repairs and 

improvements. However, not all such activities are directly related to the physical task of 

repairing levees. For example, both an emergency response plan and an operations and 

maintenance plan are required to obtain State funding for levee repairs and improvements; both 

require institutional changes and funding. Since Hurricane Katrina in 2005, the state and federal 

regulatory environment has been highly dynamic; in addition, funding requirements and 

administrative policies are also rapidly changing. These factors present tremendous challenges 

and cost escalation if not properly managed. Against this backdrop of evolving regulations and 

policies, the complex issues of design, construction and project management are relatively 

straightforward in comparison. Without the Agency’s direct and proactive involvement in policy 

and regulatory issues, the project cannot be constructed.   

 

R4. SBFCA should carry liability insurance and continue the process of developing and 

implementing the policies recommended in the Audit findings. 

 

Response 

This recommendation was implemented.  

 

On February 8, 2012, the Board received audited financial statements covering all prior years of 

the Agency’s operations and a management report on the internal controls of the Agency prepared 

by the independent audit firm Moss, Levy and Hartzheim, LLP.  In the management report, the 



5 

 

auditor noted that the Agency did not have liability insurance coverage from its inception in late 

2007 through June 2008, and recommended that the Agency “have sufficient insurance coverage 

at all times.” The report also stated that the agency purchased liability insurance that took effect 

in July 2008, a coverage that has continuously been maintained since that time (document 

attached). 

 

Given the Agency’s recent hiring of its first full-time employee, the auditor also recommended 

the Agency implement seven policies covering: 

 

1. Capital assets 

2. Fraud reporting 

3. Purchasing policy 

4. Computer use 

5. Disaster recovery plan 

6. Drug free workplace 

7. Labor regulation policies associated with grants 

 

Of the seven recommended policies, two, Computer Use and Drug Free Workplace, were 

immediately developed and incorporated into the Agency’s employee handbook. The handbook 

was initially developed in June 2012 in preparation of hiring the Agency’s first full-time Director 

of Engineering. One recommended policy, Labor Regulation, is needed only in the event it is 

required by grant conditions and requirements. None of the Agency’s current grants require such 

a policy at this time. The remaining four policies – Capital assets; Fraud reporting; Purchasing;  

and Disaster recovery plan (hereby referred to as a Business Disaster Resumption & Preparedness 

Plan) – were developed and adopted by the Board on May 9, 2012. The policies and Staff Report 

are included in the Appendices. 
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CORRECTIONS TO THE SUTTER COUNTY GRAND JURY REPORT 

The SCGJ’s report on the Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency contained a number of inaccuracies. 

The bolded text on the left is the incorrect information published in the SCGJ report. The column 

to the right provides the necessary corrections or clarifications. 

Page  Text of Grand Jury Report 

 

Correction 

 

27 The Sutter Buttes Flood Control Agency 

(SBFCA) is responsible for repairing and 

upgrading levees along the west bank of the 

Feather River, from the Thermalito Afterbay 

south to the Sutter Bypass, a total of 44 miles. 

Repairs are necessary because the Feather 

River west levees do not provide 100-year 

flood protection, a requirement of the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) or 

200-year flood protection, a new state 

requirement for areas with more than 

100,000 residents. 
 

The correct name is the “Sutter Butte Flood 

Control Agency.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The state requirement is for those areas with 

10,000 or more residents, or those with plans 

to grow to 10,000 or more residents. 

 

27 The 2011-2012 Sutter County Grand Jury 

(SCGJ) visited the SBFCA office for an 

informational meeting to learn about the 

Feather River West Levee Project I (Project). 

The SCGJ learned that this is a long tern 

project that requires oversight from the 

community. SCGJ recommends 

SBFCA do more public outreach and Citizen's 

Oversight committee meetings throughout the 

entire project. 

 

 

 A “Citizen's Oversight committee” does not 

exist. There is a Citizens Assessment District 

Advisory Committee. According to its charter, 

that Committee's purpose is to review the 

expenditure of funds generated by SBFCA’s 

annual assessments and advise the Board on its 

findings. The Citizen’s Assessment District 

Advisory Committee made a decision to meet 

at least four times per year. 

 

27 The SBFCA board members are placing too 

high an emphasis on a FEMA Agricultural 

Zone Coalition, More emphasis should be 

placed on the U.S. Corps of Engineers (COE) 

Feasibility Study, the California 

Environmental Study, state and federal 

construction permits, and temporary and 

permanent right-of-ways. 

The full name is U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers.  

 

A “California Environmental Study” does not 

exist. Based on requirements of the California 

Environmental Quality Act and the National 

Environmental Policy Act, the Agency is 

jointly conducting an Environmental Impact 

Report/Study with the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers as part of the Corps Feasibility 

Study. Separately, SBFCA and the Corps are 

jointly preparing an Environmental Impact 

Report/Study for environmental permits that 

must be acquired prior to any construction on 

SBFCA’s Feather River West Levee Project. 

 

27 The official Joint Powers Association (JPA) 

for SBFCA formed in 2007 by Butte and Sutter 

SBFCA is a Joint Powers Agency, formed 

through a joint powers agreement of the 
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counties, Yuba City, Live Oak, Biggs, Gridley, 

and Levee Districts #1 and #9 for maintenance 

and rehabilitation of the Project. 

 

In June 2010, a ballot measure was passed 

allowing SBFCA to assess properties to share 

the cost for the construction of the levee 

rehabilitation.  

 

member agencies. The Agency’s purpose is to 

improve flood protection within the Agency's 

boundaries. It does not maintain levees. 

 

It was not a ballot measure open to all voters. 

In accordance with Proposition 218, owners of 

property within the proposed assessment 

district boundaries were issued ballots by mail.  

 

28 On November 7, 2011, the SCGJ attended a 

meeting with SBFCA staff including the 

Executive Director (ED), General Counsel 

(GC), Director of Engineering (DOE), 

Certified Public Accountant (CPA) and 

Public Outreach Coordinator (POC) to discuss 

the levee improvement project. The meeting 

was held at their office located at 1227 Bridge 

Street, Suite C, Yuba City, CA. We learned that 

the staff is comprised of Independent 

Contractors except for the DOE, their first 

employee, who has had 30 years experience 

working for the California Department of 

Water Resources (DWR). The SCGJ viewed a 

Power Point presentation ahead of the Public 

Outreach meetings to be held later that week. 

 

The Agency’s General Counsel did not attend 

this meeting. The Agency’s Budget Manager, 

not its Certified Public Accountant, attended 

the meeting. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mike Inamine, then-Director of Engineering 

(now SBFCA’s Executive Director) has more 

than 30 years of experience in water resources 

and civil engineering. He was formerly 

employed by the Department of Water 

Resources. 

 

28 The Project is expected to increase public 

safety by providing 200-year flood protection 

to Biggs, Gridley, Live Oak, and Yuba City, 

and improve flood protection for the less 

populated area south of Yuba City. In addition, 

the goal of SBFCA is to save Live Oak and 

Yuba City property owners from being 

mapped into FEMA Special Flood Hazard 

zones. Delaying the mapping could save tens of 

millions of dollars each year in mandatory 

flood insurance costs. Without 200-year flood 

protection, cities and counties would be 

restricted or not be allowed to implement 

general plans or to urbanize. The Project will 

allow property owners to maintain their rights 

to make improvements without new state or 

federal land use restrictions. This would not 

apply to rural communities. This Project 

could also sustain and grow the local economy 

by creating construction jobs, protecting 

property values, and allowing for residential, 

commercial and industrial development. 

  

One of SBFCA’s objectives is to save property 

owners tens of thousands of dollars each year 

in mandatory flood insurance costs by 

preventing or modifying FEMA floodplain 

mapping within the Agency's boundaries. This 

extends to all properties within the Agency’s 

boundaries. 

 

 

 

 

Without 200-year flood protection, cities and 

counties would not be allowed to implement 

general plans or to “urbanize” beyond 10,000 

residents. 

 

 

If a rural area does not have at least 100-year 

flood protection, properties within that area 

will be subject to mandatory flood insurance 

requirements and building restrictions. 

28  As of April 6, 2012, the contribution could 

not be tracked as being paid. 

The money is held by Sutter County until 

needed. Sutter County has agreed to reimburse 

SBFCA for the costs of this effort, up to 
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$40,000.  However, in order to reduce the 

administrative burden of monthly 

reimbursement requests, SBFCA will only 

invoice Sutter County for reimbursements in 

$5,000 increments. 

 

28 At the public SBFCA meeting on February 8, 

2012, the GC proposed a trip to Washington 

D.C., to brief decision makers and to discuss 

the necessary approvals required to proceed 

with the Project, the COE Feasibility Study, 

the California Environmental Study and the 

FEMA Zone for 

Agriculture.  

The purpose of this trip was to educate federal 

representatives, their staffs, and regulatory 

offices on SBFCA projects and to establish 

good relations in the event that problems arise 

in the future. Among many topics, SBFCA 

staff discussed project permitting, the Corps 

Feasibility Study, appropriations, FEMA 

regulations, the National Flood Insurance 

Program, federal crediting, levee vegetation 

policy, and the joint Environmental Impact 

Report/Study (as discussed above, there is no 

California Environmental Study).  

 

28 The cost of the COE Feasibility Study has 

grown from $2.5 million in 1999 to $10 

million in 2012 and will increase with delays. 

The study is a requirement for State-Federal 

Funding. Once the COE Feasibility Study is 

completed, federal funds may be available 

for improvements to the portions of the 

basin not addressed by the Project. If the 

Project cannot be completed within the 

existing budget, the COE Feasibility Study 

remains a vehicle to obtain Federal dollars. 

 

The cost of the Corps Feasibility Study has 

increased to $12 million. 

 

Once the Corps Feasibility Study is completed 

and with the approval of Congress, federal 

funds may be available for improvements in 

the portion of the basin covered by the study. 

Those areas may overlap with those covered 

by the Feather River West Levee Project. The 

State also requires that SBFCA pursue a 

federal funding crediting vehicle such as the 

feasibility study. 

 

30 Information presented at the SBFCA public 

outreach meeting on November 7, 2011, shows 

there are 34,000 parcels involved in the 

construction phase of the Project.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The design phase is now 60 to 65% completed. 

The southern and northern portions of the 

assessment district are already mapped by 

the COE as flood zones. SBFCA is working 

diligently to keep the metropolitan areas of 

Yuba City and Live Oak from being mapped by 

COE as a flood zone. The State is concerned 

about the growth in rural areas.  

 

 

There are approximately 34,200 properties 

within SBFCA's boundaries. The 44-miles of 

levee repairs have been separated into two 

separate projects. The Feather River West 

Levee Project will repair the levee from the 

Thermalito Afterbay south to Star Bend. A 

second project to repair the remaining levee 

from Star Bend south to the Sutter Bypass is in 

the early planning phase. 

 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency, 

not the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, is 

responsible for mapping floodplains. Only 

portions of the southern and northern areas of 

the assessment district have been mapped by 

the FEMA as high-risk flood zones.  
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The DWR SB5 states that by 2015 the area 

must have or adequate progress must be 

made towards completion of 200-year flood 

protection or the State will stop issuing 

entitlements.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This includes construction of the slurry 

walls to begin in 2013 and end in 2015. 

 

 

The California Legislature adopted SB5, not 

DWR. The law states that any area with 

10,000 or more residents, or plans to grow to 

10,000 or more residents, must make adequate 

progress toward 200-year flood protection by 

2015. If adequate progress is not made, local 

land use authorities will be prohibited from 

issuing entitlements (the state does not issue 

entitlements). Further, 200-year flood 

protection must be in place by 2025, or the 

local land use authority may no longer issue 

entitlements. 

 

 

SBFCA’s Feather River West Levee Project 

will provide 200-year flood protection for the 

urban and urbanizing areas of Yuba City, Live 

Oak, Biggs and Gridley. 

 

30 These expenditures include mandatory flood 

insurance in addition to flood assessment 

taxes. 

Assessments are not taxes. An assessment is a 

charge on a property for the benefit it receives 

from an improvement. In this case, properties 

will receive a benefit from a reduction in 

potential flood damages. 

 

30 The Sutter Bypass and the Wadsworth Canal 

are owned by DWR and they are competing 

with SBFCA for grant funding.  
 

 

 

 

 

The southern portion of the county will not 

have 200-year flood protection until the 

Bypass is rehabilitated.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Through an accelerated COE Feasibility Study, 

the Central Valley Flood Protection Agency 

(CVFCA) may get funding for their Bypass 

project before SBFCA gets funding for their 

Project.  

SBFCA does not compete with DWR for 

funding, as DWR is the grantor of funds for 

the State's cost share of levee projects. 

However, there are limited funds available for 

levee improvements and repairs. In that sense, 

all projects compete for State funding. 

 

 

The southern portion of the Basin is not 

proposed to ever have 200-year protection.  

The County's General Plan calls for it to 

remain in agriculture, which does not require 

such a high level of financial investment. 

SBFCA has planned 100-year flood protection 

for that area, and is also working on a FEMA 

Ag Zone that would lessen restrictions on and 

lower flood insurance costs for agricultural 

operations, in the interim or in the event that 

less than 100-year flood protection is 

implemented.  

 

 

SBFCA is not competing with the Central 

Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB, not 

CVFCA) for federal funds for levee 

improvements. The Corps Feasibility Study is 
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An Early Implementation Project (EIP) 

Grant has already been issued by the State 

for the design phase and an environmental 

study for the Bypass project.  

 

 

If the right-of-way is funded before 

construction starts on the Bypass Project, 

SBFCA moves down the list for funding. 

SBFCA staff realizes the Bypass needs to be 

improved, but needs to be done without 

jeopardizing the Project. The SBFCA has 

sent a letter to CVFCA stating their 

concerns to the Plan (Attachment A). 

Construction can only be done April 

through October because of the flood season. 

This project has the potential to dwarf levee 

projects and will devastate Sutter County. If 

the Bypass Project is approved there could 

be a decrease of approximately 65,000 acres 

of farmland. Also several small communities 

will be eliminated. This action will limit and 

shrink growth in Sutter County. 

 

evaluating alternatives for improving flood 

protection in the Butte Sutter Basin. If the 

Corps determines there is a federal interest in 

projects to improve flood protection and if 

approved by Congress, federal dollars may at 

some point become available to provide 

increased levels of flood protection for those 

areas covered by the study. This may include 

those areas not addressed by the Feather River 

West Levee Project and future projects 

implemented by SBFCA. 

 

 

A $9 million state EIP grant was awarded to 

SBFCA for design and environmental work 

for SBFCA’s Feather River West Levee 

Project. A bypass project does not exist. 

 

 

This paragraph confuses SBFCA’s work with 

that of the Central Valley Flood Protection 

Board (CVFPB, not the CVFCA) and its 

review and adoption of the Central Valley 

Flood Protection Plan. First, a bypass project 

does not exist. The draft Central Valley Flood 

Protection Plan proposed the expansion of the 

Cherokee Canal (also known as the Feather 

River Bypass), but that project was removed 

from the Plan prior its adoption by the Central 

Valley Flood Protection Board on June 29, 

2012. The SBFCA Board provided official 

comments to the Central Valley Flood 

Protection Board on many aspects of the draft 

Plan that had the potential to impact SBFCA’s 

ability to implement the Feather River West 

Levee Project and improvements south of Star 

Bend. 

 

In relation to right-of-way, if SBFCA 

purchases right-of-way prior to the completion 

of the Environmental Impact Report/Study and 

project permitting, the State may not 

reimburse SBFCA for those costs. 

 

30 Currently, CVFCA requires levees to have 

10' easements. In order to meet 200-year 

protection CVFCA requires between 20' and 

100' easements. The "Urban Levee Design 

Criteria" describes the 200-year protection. 

Link: 

http://www.water.ca.govlfloodsafelleveedesign. 

During the SCBOS meeting dated April 10, 

2012 a discussion was held on the CVFCA 

Easements and right-of-way are not a part of 

the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan. The 

SCBOS sent a letter to the Central Valley 

Flood Protection Board about the draft Central 

Valley Flood Protection Plan. 

 

 

As described in the Urban Levee Design 

Criteria, the Department of Water Resources 
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Plan and several points of objection to the 

Plan were made by the Sutter County Public 

Works office. The SCBOS voted to send a 

letter to CVFCA stating their objections to 

this plan (Attachment B). 

(DWR) – not the CVFPB – is responsible for 

establishing guidelines for right-of-way 

(including easements) to meet 200-year 

criteria. SBFCA has negotiated a right-of-way 

plan with DWR for the Feather River West 

Levee Project that reduces the amount of right-

of-way required in urban, developed areas. 

 

30 Also, the Annual Financial Audit, which 

includes the Managers Report, was presented 

and showed significant deficiencies not 

addressed at the meeting (Attachment C). 

In the Management Report, the auditor listed 

significant deficiencies as the absence of 

several governance policies that were 

referenced at the Board meeting and have 

since been adopted by the Board or 

incorporated into SBFCA’s employee 

handbook.  

 

SBFCA received a “clean” audit report, 

otherwise known as an unqualified report. As 

reported in the February 8, 2012, SBFCA 

Board Meeting minutes, Robin Bertagna, the 

Agency Treasurer and Chief Financial Officer 

for the City of Yuba City, stated that the 

unqualified report is the best and highest 

report an agency can receive.  





http://www.sutterbutteflood.org/






http://www.sutterbutteflood.org/
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UNAPPROVED 

 

 

 

BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
 COUNTY OF SUTTER, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
 SESSION OF OCTOBER 4, 2011 
 

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Sutter, State of California, met on the above date in Regular 

Session at 7:00 p.m. in the Board of Supervisors Chambers located in the Hall of Records Building at 466 

Second Street, Yuba City, California. 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Supervisors Larry Montna, Stan Cleveland, Larry Munger, Jim Whiteaker, 
and James Gallagher 

MEMBERS ABSENT:   None 

STAFF PRESENT:  Stephanie J. Larsen, County Administrative Officer; Richard Stout, Deputy 
County Counsel ; and Karna-Lisa Aucoin, Deputy Clerk of the Board 

 
****** 

REGULAR SESSION 

 Chairman Gallagher called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  

****** 
ROLL CALL 

 The Board Clerk called the roll of the Board, and attendance is shown above.  

****** 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG  

 Elaina Ruiz, 4-H member, led the Board and the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 

****** 
PRESENTATIONS 

 Chairman Gallagher presented a proclamation declaring October 2-8, 2011 as 4-H week in Sutter 

County to Megan Osborn, 4-H Advisor; Chris Greer, Sutter County Farm Advisor; and several 4-H members 

who were in attendance. 

 Discussion regarding the new Sutter County flag, designed by 4-H members, followed. 

 Chairman Gallagher presented a proclamation declaring October 1-16, 2011 as Binational Health 

Week in Sutter County to Angel Diaz, President Emeritus, of North Valley Hispanic Chamber of Commerce. 

****** 
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 There were no comments from those in the audience. 

****** 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

 On motion of Supervisor Whiteaker, seconded by Supervisor Cleveland and unanimously carried, the 

Board approved the Consent Calendar, with Item Nos. 3 and 10 removed for discussion, as follows: 

Clerk of the Board 
 
1) Appointment of a) John Bidegain and Ron Ruzich to Reclamation District No. 777 Board of 

Directors; and b) Kenneth Sanders and Ken Bertolini to Reclamation District No. 2056 Board of 
Directors (all four-year terms) 

 
2) Authorization to prepare a proclamation for Casa de Esperanza declaring the month of 

October as Domestic Violence Awareness Month in Sutter County 
 

Community Memorial Museum 
 

3) REMOVED FOR DISCUSSION:  Adoption of a resolution naming the new Museum Meeting 
Room “Ettl Hall” 
 

Human Services – Mental Health Division 
 
4) Approval of an agreement (A11-157) with Victor Community Support Services, Inc. for 

provision of community-based mental health services for Fiscal Year 2011-2012 and 
authorization for the Chairman to sign the agreement 
 

5) Approval of the first amendment (A11-158) to the agreement with Nevada County for purchase 
of Bed Days in the Sutter-Yuba Mental Health Services Psychiatric Health Facility and 
authorization for the Chairman to sign the amendment 
 

6) Approval of the Reimbursement Agreement (A11-159) with Marysville Joint Unified School 
District for provision of educational services and authorization for the Chairman to sign the 
Agreement 
 

7) Approval of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) (A11-160) with Yuba County Probation 
for the provision of mental health services at the Maxine Singer Youth Guidance Center and 
authorization for the Chairman to sign the MOU 
 

Public Works 
 

8) Approval to purchase and install a sole source selection of a Pelco surveillance system for the 
Minimum Security Jail Upgrade Project 

 
9) Approval of a waiver of the Veterans’ Memorial Community Hall rental fees for the Yuba 

County Sheriff’s Women’s Posse 
 

10) REMOVED FOR DISCUSSION:  Approval of an Administrative Policy and a rental agreement 
for Community Memorial Museum of Sutter County - Ettl Hall, and adoption of a resolution 
authorizing the Chairman to sign the agreement 
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Special Districts Consent Calendar 
 
11) Approval of the minutes of the September 13, 2011 meeting of the following Special Districts: 
 a) El Cerrito County Drainage District 
 b) El Margarita County Drainage District 
 c) Rio Ramaza Community Services District 
 d) Sutter County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
 e) Sutter County Water Agency (see minutes attached) 
 f) Tierra Buena County Drainage District 
 g) Water Works District #1 
 
REMOVED FOR DISCUSSION 
 
Consent Item No. 3 

 
 Supervisor Munger said he removed this item because he wanted to be sure citizens knew the reason 

for the request to name the Museum’s new meeting room Ettl Hall is that the project was made possible 

because of a donation made by Dorothy Ettl’s estate, when she passed away.   

 RESOLUTION NO. 11-084, A RESOLUTION OF THE SUPERVISORS NAMING THE MUSEUM 

MEETING ROOM, was adopted on motion of Supervisor Munger, seconded by Supervisor Cleveland 

and unanimously carried as appears of record in the office of the Clerk of the Board in Resolution 

Book 57 at Page 238 to which record reference is hereby made for further particulars and by such 

reference incorporated herein and made a part hereof. 

****** 

Consent Item No. 10 
 
 Chairman Gallagher requested this matter, regarding the Administrative Policy and rental agreement 

for the Community Memorial Museum – Ettl Hall be considered after the Public Hearing which relates to fees 

and deposits for use of the hall.  

 It was the consensus of the Board to consider this matter after the Public Hearing. 

****** 

12) PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 This having been heretofore fixed as the date, time and place to hold a Public Hearing regarding 

Hearing to consider adopting fees and deposits to be charged for the use of Ettl Hall in the Community 

Memorial Museum of Sutter County, and the adoption of a resolution authorizing the fees and deposits to be 

charged, Certificate of Publication being on file in the office of the Clerk of the Board, the matter was called to 

be heard. 



BOOK 3-L, PAGE 73 

OCTOBER 4, 2011 

 

 Bob Starr, Deputy Director of Public Works – General Services, reviewed the staff report and 

recommended action. 

 Chairman Gallagher opened the Public Hearing. Hearing no comment, Chairman Gallagher closed the 

public hearing. 

 Discussion and a question/answer period followed. 

 RESOLUTION NO. 11-086, A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ESTABLISHING 

FEES AND CLEANING DEPOSITS FOR ETTL HALL, was adopted on motion of Supervisor Whiteaker, 

seconded by Supervisor Cleveland, with Supervisor Montna dissenting, and carried by a 4-1 vote as 

appears of record in the office of the Clerk of the Board in Resolution Book 57 at Page 240 to which 

record reference is hereby made for further particulars and by such reference incorporated herein and 

made a part hereof; and directed staff to evaluate these fees in six months to determine whether or 

not they are appropriate. 

****** 
Consent Item No. 10 
 
 RESOLUTION NO. 11-085, A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AUTHORIZING 

THE RENTAL AGREEMENT TO BE USED WHEN RENTING ETTL HALL AND AUTHORIZE THE SIGNING 

OF THE AGREEMENT OF BEHALF OF THE COUNTY, was adopted on motion of Supervisor Munger, 

seconded by Supervisor Whiteaker, with Supervisor Montna dissenting, and carried by a 4-1 vote as 

appears of record in the office of the Clerk of the Board in Resolution Book 57 at Page 239 to which 

record reference is hereby made for further particulars and by such reference incorporated herein and 

made a part hereof. 

****** 
APPEARANCE ITEMS 

13) Animal Control Facility – Architectural Design Contract Service Change and Plan Check 

Guadalupe Rivera, Engineer-Architect reviewed the staff report and recommended action. 

 Discussion and a question/answer period followed. 

 On motion of Supervisor Whiteaker, seconded by Supervisor Munger and unanimously 

carried, the Board approved the contract Service Change with Swatt Miers Architects in the amount of 

$30,436.00 and a plan check for $2,330.00, authorized the Director of Public Works to execute the 

Service Change, and approved the associated Budget Amendment. (4/5 vote) (FT 201212) 

****** 
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Contribution of Up to $40,000 to the Sutter-Butte Flood Control Agency 

 Chairman Gallagher introduced the item and discussed the importance and advantages of assisting 

the Sutter-Butte Flood Control Agency (SBFCA) in creation of a coalition to advocate for the creation of a new 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) zone for agriculture. 

 Patricia Miller, Yuba City, of the Sutter County Taxpayer Association, cautioned against using funding 

that has been designated for other use to assist in formation of the proposed coalition. 

 Lengthy discussion followed. 

 Bill Edgar, Executive Director of SBFCA, discussed the matter and addressed questions of the Board. 

 Scott Schiperro, SBFCA Counsel, discussed the benefits of the proposed coalition and explained 

several other government agencies state have expressed support and interest in assisting or participating. 

 On motion of Supervisor Whiteaker, seconded by Supervisor Munger and unanimously 

carried, the Board approved the recommended action of the request of a contribution of up to $40,000 

to the SBFCA for the creation of a new FEMA zone for agriculture, and authorized an amendment of 

the budget to move funds by cancelling prior year designations in General Revenues budget unit #1-

209 account 49995 – equity account #31255 – Committed for Flood Control Projects and increasing the 

budget in NDE budget unit #1-103 account #53200 – Contribution to Other Agencies; but amended the 

recommended action to first accomplish the contribution by a budget amendment using CalPine 

funds which would require concurrence from CalPine, and if not, proceed with the recommendation as 

presented. 

****** 
CORRESPONDENCE 

 Miscellaneous correspondence was noted and filed. 

****** 
OTHER BUSINESS – BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

 Memorial adjournments and direction to send letters of condolence: 

 

Motion by: Seconded by: Vote: In Memory of: 

Supervisor Whiteaker  
Supervisor Munger and 
the Full Board 

Carried Rob Young 

Supervisor Montna  Supervisor Whiteaker  Carries Ann Johnson 
 



BOOK 3-L, PAGE 75 

OCTOBER 4, 2011 

 

 

 Supervisors spoke about their recent activities and upcoming events. 

 With no further business coming before the Board, the meeting was adjourned at 8:15 p.m. 

 
 
 
    __________________________ 
           JAMES GALLAGHER, 
 CHAIRMAN 
ATTEST: 

DONNA M. JOHNSTON,  
CLERK OF THE BOARD 
 
 
 
By:  Karna-Lisa Aucoin,  
Deputy 
 

(A recording of the meeting can be heard/viewed from the 
Board of Supervisors webpage at: http://suttercountyca.iqm2.com/Citizens/Default.aspx 

and DVDs of the meeting are available for citizens to check-out from the  
Sutter County Library at 750 Forbes, Avenue, Yuba City, CA) 
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February 8, 2012 
 
TO:  Board of Directors 
 
FROM: William H. Edgar, Executive Director 
 
SUBJECT: Presentation of Agency FY 07/08 through FY 09/10 and FY 10/11 audited 

financial statements  

 
 
Background 
In accordance with the JPA, the Agency is to conduct an independent audit of its financial 
statements on an annual basis.  For the years prior to the creation of the Assessment District, 
the Agency’s funds were included as a part of the City of Yuba City’s Comprehensive Annual 
Financial Report. Because the Agency is now self-sustaining, management has conducted 
independent audits of all of the financial activities of the Agency since its creation. 
 
The purpose of this item is to present the resulting financial statements and related audit to 
the Board for its review.   
 
We have attached the following documents to this staff report: 

 Annual Financial Report – Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2011 

 Annual Financial Report – Three Fiscal Years Ended June 30, 2010 

 Management Report and Auditor’s Communication Letter June 30, 2010 and 2011 
 
Analysis 
The Management’s Discussion and Analysis, which begins on page 3 of the June 30, 2011 
Annual Financial Report, provides an analysis of financial activities for the fiscal year and 
reviews the accompanying financial statements. 
 
The Agency ended Fiscal Year 2010/11 with a combined fund balance of $4,436,854, which 
was $1,918,737 over the ending balance projected in the final adopted budget.  Further the 
agency commenced collection of Assessments and was able to defer any additional 
borrowing while still moving its EIP project forward. 
 
Audit 
The Agency has received unqualified opinions, otherwise known as a “clean audit,” from the 
independent auditor for both sets of audited financial statements. 
 
Paragraph 3 of the audit opinion letter in the June 30, 2011 Financial Report (on page 1) 
states as follows: 
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“In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above present fairly, in all material respects, the 

respective financial position of the governmental activities and each major fund of the Sutter Butte 

Flood Control Agency, as of June 30, 2011, and the respective changes in financial position, for the 

fiscal year then ended, in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States 

of America.” 

 
Likewise, Paragraph 3 of the audit opinion letter in the three fiscal years ended June 30, 2010 
Financial Report (on page 1) states as follows: 
 
“In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above present fairly, in all material respects, the 

respective financial position of the governmental activities and each major fund of the Sutter Butte 

Flood Control Agency, as of June 30, 2010, and the respective changes in financial position, for the 

three fiscal years then ended, in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United 

States of America.” 

 
With regard to the Management Report covering all of the fiscal years audited, three areas 
were identified for improvement.  As noted in the report, two of these areas have been 
addressed and resolved and the final area will be addressed as recommended by the auditor.   
 
Recommendation: 

Staff recommends that the Board accept the attached financial statements and related audit 
reports for filing. 
 
Thank you. 
 
 

Attached: 

 Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency Annual Financial Report for the Fiscal Year 
Ended June 30, 2011 

 Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency Annual Financial Report for the Three Fiscal 
Years Ended June 30, 2011 

 Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency Management Report and Auditor’s 
Communication Letter June 30, 2010 and 2011 
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January 18, 2012 
 

Members of the Board of Directors 

Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency 

1227 Bridge Street, Suite C 

Yuba City, California  95991 
 

We have audited the financial statements of the governmental activities, and each major fund of the Sutter 

Butte Flood Control Agency (Agency) for the three fiscal years ended June 30, 2010 and one fiscal year 

ended June 30, 2011.  Professional standards require that we provide you with the information about our 

responsibilities under auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America and 

Government Auditing Standards, as well as certain information related to the planned scope and timing of 

our audit.  We have communicated such information in our letter to you dated December 20, 2011.  

Professional standards also require that we communicate to you the following information related to our 

audit. 
 

Significant Audit Findings 
 

Qualitative Aspects of Accounting Practices 
 

Management is responsible for the selection and use of appropriate accounting policies. The significant 

accounting policies used by the Agency are described in Note 1 to the basic financial statements. As 

discussed in Note 1 of the notes to the basic financial statements, twelve new accounting policies were 

adopted during the three fiscal years ended June 30, 2010 and one fiscal year ended June 30, 2011.  None 

of the new pronouncements had an effect on the Agency’s financial statements except for Governmental 

Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statement No. 54, Fund Balance Reporting and Governmental 

Fund Type Definitions.  We noted no transactions entered into by the Agency during the fiscal years for 

which there is a lack of authoritative guidance or consensus. All significant transactions have been 

recognized in the financial statements in the proper period. 
 

Accounting estimates are an integral part of the financial statements prepared by management and are 

based on management’s knowledge and experience about past and current events and assumptions about 

future events.  Certain accounting estimates are particularly sensitive because of their significance to the 

financial statements and because of the possibility that future events affecting them may differ 

significantly from those expected.  The most sensitive estimate affecting the financial statements was the 

collectability of assessment revenues.  

http://www.mlhcpas.com/
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Management estimates that 100% of assessment revenues are collectable.   We evaluated the key factors 

and assumptions used to develop this estimate and determined that it is reasonable in relation to the 

financial statements taken as a whole. 
 

Difficulties Encountered in Performing the Audit 

 

We encountered no difficulties in dealing with management in performing and completing our audit. 

 

Corrected and Uncorrected Misstatements 

 

Professional standards require us to accumulate all known and likely misstatements identified during the 

audit, other than those that are trivial, and communicate them to the appropriate level of management.  

Management has corrected all such misstatements.  In addition, one of the misstatements detected as a 

result of audit procedures and corrected by management was material, either individually or in the 

aggregate, to each opinion unit’s financial statements taken as a whole.  The one adjustment was for taxes 

receivable and deferred revenue. 

 

Disagreements with Management 

 

For purposes of this letter, professional standards define a disagreement with management as a financial 

accounting reporting, or auditing matter, whether or not resolved to our satisfaction, that could be 

significant to the financial statements or the auditor’s report.  We are pleased to report that no such 

disagreements arose during the course of our audit. 

 

Management Representations 

 

We have requested certain representations from management that are included in the management 

representation letters dated December 21, 2011 and January 18, 2012. 

 

Management Consultations with Other Independent Accountants 
 

In some cases, management may decide to consult with other accountants about auditing and accounting 

matters, similar to obtaining a “second opinion” on certain situations.  If a consultation involves 

application of an accounting principle to the Agency’s financial statements or a determination of the type 

of auditor’s opinion that may be expressed on those statements, our professional standards require the 

consulting accountant to check with us to determine that the consultant has all the relevant facts.  To our 

knowledge, there were no such consultations with other accountants. 

 

Other Audit Findings or Issues 

 

We generally discuss a variety of matters, including the application of accounting principles and auditing 

standards, with management each year prior to retention as the Agency’s auditors.  However, these 

discussions occurred in the normal course of our professional relationship and our responses were not a 

condition to our retention. 

 

Other Information in Documents Containing Audited Financial Statements 

 

With respect to the supplementary information accompanying the financial statements, we made certain 

inquiries of management and evaluated the form, content, and methods of preparing the information to 

determine that the information complies with accounting principles generally accepted in the United 

States of America, the method of preparing it has not changed from the prior period, and the information 

is appropriate and complete in relation to our audit of the financial statements. We compared and 
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reconciled the supplementary information to the underlying accounting records used to prepare the 

financial statements or to the financial statements themselves. 

 

This information is intended solely for the use of the Board of Directors of the Agency and management 

of the Agency and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified 

parties. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 

 
 

MOSS, LEVY & HARTZHEIM, LLP 

Culver City, California 
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CURRENT YEAR RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Significant Deficiencies 

 

2011-01 Finding – Lack of certain policies: 

During our review of Agency policies, we noted that the following policies have yet to be 

implemented: 

a. Capital assets 

b. Fraud reporting 

c. Purchasing policy 

d. Computer use 

e. Disaster recovery plan 

f. Drug free 

g. Labor regulation policies associated with grants 

 

Effect: 

Without the above policies, employees and contractors of the Agency do not have written 

guidelines and plans to follow when performing their duties.  This could lead to a 

misappropriation of funds, fraud to occur and go unreported, and grants to be disallowed or not 

awarded. 

 

Recommendation: 

We recommend that the Agency implement the seven policies above, for stronger controls and 

proper written guidelines. 

 

Management’s Response: 

SBFCA management is in the process of researching, developing and implementing the 

recommended policies.  To the extent any Labor regulations and policies are associated with 

current or future state or federal funding programs, SBFCA will implement applicable labor 

compliance programs as required. 

 

 

2011-02 Finding – Lack of insurance coverage: 

During our audit, we noted that there was no liability insurance in place from the Agency’s 

inception to June 30, 2008.  

 

Effect: 

Lack of insurance coverage could lead to unnecessary liability of the Agency. 

 

Recommendation: 

We recommend that the Agency have sufficient insurance coverage at all times.  

 

Management’s Response: 

During the time period noted, SBFCA was in the process of obtaining liability insurance.  The 

recommendation has been implemented. 
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Other Matter 
 

2011-03 Finding – Lack of “paid” stamp and approval on paid invoices: 

During the test of cash disbursements, we noted that three paid invoices lacked a “paid” stamp 

and one paid invoice lacked an approval signature.  

 

Effect: 

Without a “paid” stamp defacing each paid invoice, there is a possibility of the paid invoice 

being resubmitted for payment and a duplicate payment could result.  Also, paid invoices that do 

not contain approval signatures indicate that the invoice may not have been approved for 

payment.  

 

Recommendation: 

We recommend that all paid invoices be stamped “paid” at the time of payment, to avoid 

duplicate payments.  Also, all invoices should contain approval signatures prior to processing for 

payment, to ensure that the invoice is for appropriate Agency business and has been reviewed 

and approved by the appropriate personnel.  

 

Management’s Response: 

The recommendation has been implemented along with additional invoice review and approval 

procedures. 
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