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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SUTTER
CLERK OF THE COURT
By JACKIE LASWELL Deputy

August 24, 2011

The Honorable Christopher R. Chandler

Presiding Judge of the Superior Court of California
County of Sutter

466 Second Street

Yuba City, CA 95991

Dear Judge Chandler,

On behalf of the Sutter County Board of Supervisors, I am herewith submitting its
response to the findings and recommendations of the 2010-11 Grand Jury’s

Report dated April 12, 2011.

The Board of Supervisors appreciates the dedicated efforts of the 2010-11 Grand
Jury in the preparation of its report, and trusts that you will find the enclosed

material responsive.

I would be happy to meet with the Grand Jury to discuss any or all of these issues.
Sincerely,

Stephanie J. Larsen
County Administrative Officer

SIL/ja
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Board of Supervisors’ Response to the 2010-11 Grand Jury Report
Sutter County Animal Control Shelter

Animal Control Services and the Community Services Department have received the FY 2010-
11 Grand Jury Report on Animal Control Services. We welcome all findings and
recommendations that we can implement reasonably and cost effectively. Animal Control
Services of the Community Services Department appreciates recommendations from all sectors
and looks forward to implementation of reasonable recommendations.

The FY 2010-11 report by the Grand Jury presented a very critical view of Animal Control
Services in Sutter County. In fact, there is not one positive comment about the services or about
the work of the staff of Animal Control Services. The report slams the very people who have
been recommending that the animal shelter needs to be replaced. The management of the
Community Services Department and the Supervisor of Animal Control Services have been
forthright in explaining the condition of the shelter for many years. Many tours have been
conducted by them to illustrate to County and City leaders and the media the deplorable
conditions at the shelter. No one from the Community Services Department or the Animal
Shelter has tried to hide from the public the need to replace this facility.

Several Grand Juries in the past decade, who have been comprised of citizens equally interested
in the kind and humane treatment of animals, have investigated and reviewed the services
provided by Animal Control. In the Grand Jury report of FY 2001-02, which is before staff
recommended that a new shelter would be needed, stated the following: “The facility seemed
very clean and well maintained.”; “The animals, cages, and the surroundings were clean and in
proper order. A complete tour of the facility was made.” Likewise, the Grand Jury report of FY
2002-03, again prior to staff recommendation of a new facility, stated, “The animals, cages, and
surroundings were cleaned, well maintained and in proper order.”

In February 2004, Mr. Richards Hall, Director of Community Services, submitted a plant
acquisition request to the Public Works Department for the FY 2004-05 budget indicating that
there was a need for an expanded facility for the animal shelter, and the reasoning was the
increased population of animals from the increased human population in Sutter County. A
secondary need resulted from the state’s Hayden Bill, which required animals to be held for a
longer period of time. He indicated that the shelter expansion need was rapidly escalating to
critical.

In subsequent budget requests to the Board of Supervisors, two other reasons were indicated: 1)
rodent issue, and 2) septic issue. In the intervening years of FY 2003-04 through FY 2007-08,
there were no Grand Jury reports regarding Animal Control Services. The Sutter County Grand
Jury, for the period of FY 2008-09, reviewed Animal Control Services and their findings were as
follows:

The Grand Jury finds Sutter County Animal Control Services employees provide
quality service to Sutter County.

The Grand Jury finds Animal Control facilities are outdated but well maintained
by Sutter County staff.
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The Grand Jury finds Sutter County employees conducted extensive research to
provide Sutter County citizens with a quality Animal Control Facility to meet
current and future needs.

The Grand Jury report of FY 2009-10 did not have any findings or recommendations related to
animal care.

Also, during the period when the County and the two cities were negotiating to build a new
shelter, Citygate Associates made recommendations to Sutter County. Part of their report said
the following:

“These observations are not to be taken as criticisms of the Community Services
Department or of the Animal Control Division. We have been impressed with the
professionalism and dedication of all the personnel with whom we have had
contact. The fact that a program does not exist in Sutter County, or the fact that
existing programs could be better developed or more robust is in most instances
attributable to a lack of resources, not a lack of imagination, will, desire or
commitment.”

These past Grand Jury and Citygate reports have provided Animal Control Services with a
balanced view of what they do. A balanced view means giving recommendations for
improvement as well as pointing out the positive aspects of the service provided. The FY 2010-
11 Grand Jury, on the other hand, gave no positive findings or recommendations for Animal
Control Services.

The Grand Jury started this investigation because of a referral from a former Animal Control
Officer, who also submitted his concerns to the California Division of Occupational Safety and
Health (Cal/OSHA) and the State Unemployment Department. In The Grand Jury Report, they
only make a recommendation on one of his 27 accusations and that relates to the number of
employees needed to perform the duties of Animal Control Services. Cal/OSHA addressed only
one concern of his, which was the rodent issue. The State Unemployment referee denied his
claim for unemployment benefits because the conditions of the shelter didn’t warrant his claim
and his resignation was not justified based on his claim.

Thus the Grand Jury, failing to substantiate all but one of the former Animal Control Officer’s
concerns, elicited the UC Davis Koret Shelter Medicine Program team consisting of Dr. Hurley
and three veterinarians from the program, to only identify problems and issues within the shelter.
They were not to identify any strengths or positive aspects of Animal Control Services. These
aforementioned facts illustrate that the FY 2010-11 Grand Jury appears to have been negatively
predisposed in their investigation and report of Animal Control Services.

It appears the statistics the Grand Jury used were derived from a report provided by the UC
Davis Koret evaluation team. The statistics the UC Davis team used were extracted from Sutter
County Animal Control's Chameleon database using a custom report developed by the UC Davis
Veterinarian Hospital. The statistics presented by the Grand Jury appear to contradict what is in
our own database. Animal Control staff cannot validate the Grand Jury data as accurate. When


























































































