
October 22,20 13 

Contra Costa Grand Jury 
Attn: Stephen D. Conlin, Foreperson 
725 Court Street 
P.O. Box 91 1 
Martinez, CA 94553-009 1 

Dear Mr. Conlin: 

Please find enclosed two resolutions adopted by the Antioch City Council. These are 
provided in response to your four requests dated October 8, 2013. I believe these 
resolutions are responsive to your various requests. Copies of the October 8 letters are also 
enclosed. We are also sending this electronically to Richard Means. 

Should you have other questions, please do not hesitate to contact me in the future. 

Jim Jake1 
City Manager 

cc: Mayor and City Council 
Lynn Tracy Nerland, City Attorney 
Christina Garcia, Deputy City Clerk 

OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER 
200 H Street, Antioch, California 94509 P.O. Box 5007, Antioch, California 94531-5007 . 925-779-701 1 www.ci.antioch.ca.us 



RESOLUTION NO. 2013106 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ANTIOCH 
REGARDING BENEFITS FOR ELECTED OFFICIALS 

WHERIEAS, the Antioch Municipal Code provides for the salary of elected officials; the City 
Council has adopted a Travel and Expense Policy that includes an automobile and communications 
allowance for elected officials, and elected officials have traditionally received other benefits as 
provided to management employees; and 

WHEREAS, given the financial challenges facing the City of Antioch and the sacrifices made 
by employees and residents of the City, since 2009 the City Council has adopted resolutions 
encouraging Antlac5 elected officials to voluntarily agree to a salary reduction and decrease in the 
automobile allowance due to the immediate financial challenges facing the City; and 

WHEREAS, like management employees, to the extent that elected officials received deferred 
compensation, such deferred compensation had been waived (5% of salary); and 

WHEREAS, elected officials were also enrolled in the Public Agency Retirement Services 
(PARS) plan, a defined contribution retirement plan alternative to the Public Employees Retirement 
Services plan (PERS) unless the official was already grandfathered into the CalPERS system or 
already receiving retirement benefits from the City; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that providing some health and welfare benefits to elected 
officials beyond salary is appropriate; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Antioch 
hereby memorializes that elected officials generally receive health benefits as provided to management 
employees and in particular a cafeteria plan that includes $12,000 life insurance benefit and health 
insurance currently in  the amounts of $482.54 per month for single individual, $873.84 per month for 
two-party, and $1,132.32 per month for family, with any unused cafeteria plan funds split 50150 
between the city and official and the official's portion placed into deferred compensation, but no 
disability, deferred compensation or other health and welfare benefits except as described in the City's 
Travel and Expense Policy, which currently includes an automobile and communications allowance; 
and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that elected officials receive the PARS retirement benefit 
unless grandfathered into the CalPERS system or already receiving retirement benefits from the City 
and that the City Manager is directed to initiate an amendment to the City's contract with CalPERS to 
exclude elected officials. 

*********** 



I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was passed and adopted by the City 
Council of the City of Antioch at a regular meeting thereof, held on the 12th day of February 2013 by 
the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

Councilmembers Wilson, Rocha, Tiscareno, Agopian and Mayor Harper 

None 

None 

I.. 



RESOLUTION NO. 201 3/29 

RESOLUTION OF THE ClTY COUNCIL OF THE ClTY OF ANTIOCH 
ENCOURAGING EACH ClTY OF ANTIOCH ELECTED OFFICIAL TO 

VOLUNTARILY AGREE TO A 10% REDUCTION IN THEIR SALARIES AND DECREASE 
IN THE AUTOMOBILE ALLOWANCE AND WAIVER OF DEFERRED COMPENSATION 

DUE TO THE FINANCIAL CHALLENGES FACING THE ClTY 

WHEREAS, the City of Antioch is facing immediate financial challenges as the 
housing market continues to struggle, unemployment rises, and the nation continues to 
struggle with the impact of the national and global recession; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council recognizes that employees and the residents of the City 
of Antioch have and will continue to make sacrifices to address City budget shortfalls; and 

WHEREAS, in fiscal years 2009-201 0, 201 0-201 1,201 1-1 2 and 201 2-1 3 the City 
Council adopted resolutions encouraging Antioch elected officials to voluntarily agree to a 
salary reduction and decrease in the automobile allowance due to the immediate financial 
challenges facing the City; 

WHEREAS, in addition, elected officials waived deferred compensation of 5% of 
salary, which was permanently eliminated by City Council Resolution No. 2013106 dated 
February 12,201 3; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Antioch 
hereby encourages each City of Antioch elected official (Mayor, City Council, City Treasurer and 
City Clerk) to voluntarily agree to an irrevocable 10% reduction in their salaries and a $1 00 
monthly decrease in their automobile allowance for fiscal year 2013-14 due to the financial 
challenges facing the City. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was passed and adopted by the City 
Council of the City of Antioch at a regular meeting thereof, held on the 25th day of June 2013 
by the following vote: 

AYES: Councilmembers Wilson, Rocha, Tiscareno, Agopian and Mayor Harper 

None NOES: 

ABSENT: None 

CITY CLERK OF THE ClTY OF ANTIOCH 
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~ i a n d  Jury Contra 
Costa 
County 

725 Court Street 
P.O. Box 91 1 

Martinez, CA 94553-0091 

October 8,2013 

City of Antioch 
Mr. James Jakel, City Manager 
P.O. Box 5007 
Antioch, CA 94531 

Dear Mr. Jakel: 

I am writing to you as the Foreperson of the 2013-2014 Contra Costa Civil Grand Jury. One of our 
responsibilities is to  follow up on previous Grand Jury Reports and promised implementation of Grand 
Jury Recommendations. 

The response by the City of Antioch to  one recommendation in the 2011-2012 Grand Jury Report 
indicated intent t o  take action, and we are requesting conformation of exactly what action was taken. 

In Report Number 1104, entitled "Benefits for Elected Board Members", the Grand Jury made the 
following Recommendation: 

Recommendation # 2: These cities, as part of the annual review in Recommendation 1, should 
consider whether it would be appropriate to  implement reductions of salary and meeting fee 
expenditures to bring them in line with other cities. 

Following is the Response received: 

Will implement. 

Please provide us with an update on your response to this Grand Jury Recommendation. 

We would appreciate your response by November 19,2013. You can send your response electronically 
to: Richard Means at rm.grandjury@gmail.com. 

Thank you. 

Sincer y, 

&b& 
steph;n 0. Conlin, Foreperson 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 
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~ { a n d  Jury Contra 
Costa 
County 

October 8,2013 

City of Antioch 
Mr. James Jakel, City Manager 
P.O. Box 5007 
Antioch, CA 94531 

725 Court Street 
P.O. Box 91 1 

Martinez, CA 94553-0091 

Dear Mr. Jakel: 

I am writing t o  you as the Foreperson of the 2013-2014 Contra Costa Civil Grand Jury. One of our 
responsibilities is to  follow up on previous Grand Jury Reports and promised implementation of Grand 
Jury Recommendations. 

The response by the City of Antioch to  one recommendation in the 2011-2012 Grand Jury Report 
indicated intent to  take action, and we are requesting conformation of exactly what action was taken. 

In Report Number 1104, entitled "Benefits for Elected Board Members", the Grand Jury made the 
following Recommendation #1: 

All cities and special districts should conduct an annual public review o f  compensation provided 
to their respective elected Councils and Boards. This review should include such items as 
salary, meeting fees, health care insurance costs, pension deferred compensation, life 
insurance premiums, cell phone usage, and internet connections. The public review should 
address whether or not changes in co'mpensation are warranted. 

Following is the Response received: 

Will implement. 

Please provide us with an update on your response to this Grand Jury Recommendation. 

We would appreciate your response by November 19,2013. You can send your response electronically 
to: Richard Means at rm..grandjury@gmail.com. 

Thank you. 

steph6n D. Conlin, Foreperson 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 



"   rand Jury Contra 
Costa 
County 

725 Court Street 
P.O. Box 91 1 

Martinez, CA 94553-0091 

October 8,2013 

City of Antioch 
Mr. James Jakel, City Manager 
P.O. Box 5007 
Antioch, CA 94531 

Dear Mr. Jakel: 

OCT 2 i i b j 3  

I am writing to you as the Foreperson of the 2013-2014 Contra Costa Civil Grand Jury. One of our 
responsibilities is to follow up on previous Grand Jury Reports and promised implementation of Grand 
Jury Recommendations. 

The response by the City of Antioch to one recommendation in the 2011-2012 Grand Jury Report 
indicated intent to take action, and we are requesting conformation of exactly what action was taken. 

In Report Number 1104, entitled "Benefits for Elected Board Members", the Grand Jury made the 
following Recommendation: 

Recommendation # 5: The policy of paying pension or deferred compensation for Council and 
Board members should be reviewed to determine whether this practice is appropriate. 

Following is the Response received: 

Will implement. 

Please provide us with an update on your response to this Grand Jury Recommendation. 

We would appreciate your response by November 19, 2013. You can send your response eiectronically 
to: Richard Means at rm.grandiury@gmail.com. 

Thank you. 

stephen\ D. Conlin,   ore person 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 
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~ i a n d  Jury Contra 
Costa 
County 

October 8,2013 

City of Antioch 
Mr. James Jakel, City Manager 
P.O. Box 5007 
Antioch, CA 94531 

Dear Mr. Jakel: 

725 Court Street 
P.O. Box 91 1 

Martinez, CA 94553-0091 

I am writing to you as the Foreperson of the 2013-2014 Contra Costa Civil Grand jury. One of our 
responsibilities is to follow up on previous Grand Jury Reports and promised implementation of Grand 
Jury Recommendations. 

The response by the City of Antioch to one recommendation in the 2011-2012 Grand Jury Report 
indicated intent to take action, and we are requesting conformation of exactly what action was taken. 

In Report Number 1104, entitled "Benefits for Elected Board Members", the Grand Jury made the 
following Recommendation: 

Recommendation # 4: The policy of paying health care insurance costs for Council and Board 
members should be reviewed to determine whether this practice is appropriate. 

Following is the Response received: 

Will implement. 

Please provide us with an update on your response to this Grand Jury Recommendation. 

We would appreciate your response by November 19,2013. You can send your response electronically 
to: Richard Means at rm.nrandiurv@gmail.com. 

Thank you. 

Stephen D. Conlin, Foreperson 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 
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November 12.201 3 

The Honorable John Laettner 
Presiding Judge of the Contra Costa Superior Court 
A.F. Bray Court House, Department 25 
1020 Ward Street 
Martinez, CA 94553 

Degr Judge Laettner. 

This letter is in response to a request made by the Foreperson of the 201 3-2014 Contra 
Costa Civil erand Jury. In this request, dated October 8, 2013, the City warr asked to 
provide updated responses to hnro of the recommendations made by the 2011-2012 
Grand Jury in Report No. 11 11 %rentwood - A City Addressing Reality", released on 
June 8,201 1. The request for updated responses concerns the two recommendations 
to which the City had previously responded rn having not yet been implemented. 

In accordance with this request and Section 933.5 d tha Califomla Penal Code, the City 
provides the attached required updated responses to Recommendations 2 and 3 as 
identifkd in Report No. 11 11 and as requested by the 20152014 Grand Jury. 

Please feel free to contact me at 925.516.5440 should you need additional information. 
I 

City Manager 
City of Blentwood 

cc: Stephen D. Conlin, 201 3-201 4 Contra Co6ta County Grand Jury Foreperson 
725 Court Street, Martinez. CA 94553 

Honorable Mayor and City Council of the City of Brentwood 

Damien Brower, City Attorney 



City's Required Updated Fk+porrsm to Grand Jury RecommMlcktlons 

Grand Jury R-on #2: To more effectively meeeure performance, Brentwood should 
expand benchmarking to other city services and collaborate with other peer agencies to e6tablish skniler 
benchnarking standards. 

Clty Roopoma: The City has started the Byear operating budget process and staff has begun 
researching the process of evakretlng performance budgeting techniques end how best to put them into 
practice. Ultimately performance baaed budgeting will provide the City Coundl with a tod to help better 
determine how to allocate scerce rimmums by meesuring the impacts that funding dedslons wid have on 
specific performance goals. The process d implementing a performance based budget, induding 
benchmarks and comparisons to orher cities, will likely take more than one budget cycle to fully 
implement. 

Grand Jwv ikoommcmdakn K): Brentwood should reduce the financial Impact of wMic safety 

safV4& ~ n d  prior to 7/1/1 2 (except pension m i  m e ,- 

& m i ~ ~  - 3% a !%I p*n; ' ~ u l  compmmtionn for pn*on c a ~ i n & a s e d ~ ~ i g h e s t  &year 
~ ; u m u l m s t o f ~ v h p t @ w t n m b d u p t o 5 ~ ; m p l o y u ~  %of..*ryid*rds / a * ~ . m p k y e e h n ( r r l b . ~ h * O Y n e x t R s c a l y e a r )  
Msdical- CRy marhMl wll Encregse amually based an. ma 
maxknwn regchea $1,500 per month, abr which tima ihe City maximum 

rate. 
who separate pfior to 7/1/12 will be eHgibk for a City mwlnlum that 

i n c n r a e e s ~ ~ o n I ~ i n t h e K e i e e r r e b e ; ~ w h o s e p a a a t e & ~ 1 7 / 1 / 1 2 w H I  
b e ~ f o r a C Y y ~ u m e q u a l t o h ~ ~ i n t h e ~ c a ~  W. 

Safety ~~ h i d  on or after 7/1/12 (except permSon which ww effectbe 1Q11fl2): 
Perrarion - 3% J 56 plan; "finel compensm for penston csrlculatkn b a d  on highest ewqp 
~ y e a r 8 a l e r y , a n m r a l ~ d a v k r g ~ o f u p W 2 % ; e m p l o l r e e o o n t r & a t w M  
e m ~ 8 t m r e d ~ o f ~ t o w r r r d e p e n e k n c o s t a .  
MedPcal-Cl(ymaximmrqurlsUteKeberskrglerate. 

- C#y mzu<bnwn equal8 the W m u n  ellowled by WPERS ($1 1 Q/month in 2014). 

Non Safety employee6 hired prior to 7/1/10 (except pension whkh wao effedke 1 W1MO): 
psnSbq - 2.7% at 56 pien; "final ampem&W for pension calculation beaed on Mghest one- 
~ ~ l e r y , ~ n u e l c o s a o f l M n g ~ ~ a f u p t o 5 % ; ~ w ~ m d s a l e r y  
a o W e r d s t t # 8 % e m p k y l e e s t w e ~ t n ~ ~ f u l l 8 % ~ ~ y e s a t ) .  
M e d i d - C i t y m w l n r u m a f ~ ~ d S l ~ o r t h s K a i e 8 1 s i ~ n r t e .  

- Retimes who mparete prkr to 7/1/12 wlU k ellglble for a City maximum that 
i- annuaJly bwed on hcmases In the Kabsr mate; M m e s  who aepamte after 7/1/12 will 
be eli- for a Clty m a x h w  equal to the mounts deecrlbed in the W d a V  category above. 



Non Safety employees hired on or after 7/1/10 (except pension which was effective 1Q/1/10): 
Pansion - 2% at 60 plan; IWnel compensathf for pension calculation based on highest average 
three-year sahry; annual cost of Mng adjustments of up to 2%; employee contrfbutes full 
employeeshareof7%d~rytowardspensionowds. 
Medical - City m a K i m  equals the Kaiser single rate. 

Medical - City maximum equals the minimum allowed by CalPERS ($1 19/mmth In 2014). 



Lo\ Tuesday, November 26,2013 

/ Mr. Stephen D. Conlin, Forepeaon 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 
725 Court Street 
IJost Office Box 911 
Martinez, CA 94553-0091 

SUBJECT: Byron Bethany Irrigation District Update to Grand Jury Report 
No. 1104 "Benefits for Elected Board Members," 
Recommendation No. 1 and No. 4 

Dear Mr. Conlin: 

The Byron Bethany Irrigation District annually reviews the compensation of 
its Board of Directors including such items as salary, meeting fees, health care 
insurance costs, pension deferred compensation, life insurance premiums, cell 
phone usage, and internet connections during the public review of the budget 
process. Health care insurance costs for Board members are also reviewed as 
part of the budget process. No changes in compensation are warranted and 
the District continues to offer health care insurance to Board members while in 
office. 

If you have any questions, feel free to contact me directly at (209) 835-0375. 

Very truly yours, 

~ N ~ T H A N Y  IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

General Manager 



B Y R O N ~  UPY n e I )  Sunday, December 01,2013 
- 

Mr. Stephen D. Conlin, Foreperson 
Contra Costa Civil Grand Jury 
725 Court Street 
Post Office Box 911 
Martinez, C A  94553-0091 

SUBJECT: Byron Sanitary District Update to Grand jury Report 
No. 1104 "Benefits for Elected Board Members." 

Dear Mr. Conlin: 

As indicated in the District's reply of September 36, 2011, the 
District reviews such items as salary, meeting fees, health care 
insurance costs, pension deferred compensation, life insurance 
premiums, cell phone usage, and internet comectiol.ls annually 
during the public review of the Dishict's budget process. 

Based on the public review budget process, no changes in 
compensation relating to meeting fees are warranted. The Board 
of Directors to not receive any further benefits. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

&N SANITARY DISTRICT 

Rick Gilmore 
General Manager 



November 18,201 3 

Sent via Email to rrn.arandiurvOamail.com 

Mr. Stephen D. Conlin, Foreperson 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 
725 Court Street, P.O. Box 91 1 
Martinez, CA 94553 

RE: central Contra Costa Sanitaw District Resmnse to 
Grand Jurv Rewrt 11 04 Recommendations #1 and #3 

PHONE: (925) 228-9500 
FAX: (925) 676-72 11 
mun.centru&un.org 

Dear Mr. Conlin: 

Thank you for your two letters dated October 8,2013 asking for updates on Central 
Contra Costa Sanitary District's responses to Grand Jury Report 1 104 
Recommendations #1 and #3. 

In summary, as stated in our responses, the District has implemented an annual public 
review of Board Member compensation and benefits, and during that review compares 
the compensation and benefits with that of other agencies. 

Notice of the annual public hearing is published in two local papers and posted as 
required. We also conduct an annual Board Member compensation and benefit survey 
of other agencies, which is considered during the annual public review. 

Attached is a detailed chronology with supporting documentation illustrating our 
compliance with our responses. 

Please let me know if I can be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Elaine R. Boehme, CMC 
Secretary of the Dlstrict 

Cc: Board of Directors 
General Manager 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

JAAIESA NUEDLY. Prc.c&nr ' DAVID R. WIWMIS. Pnsirlmt Rr, Ten1 PAUL H. CAUSEY .dIlCHAEL R. LhGlU .  TAD J. PlLECKl 



f3-n or CONCORD 
1950 Parkside Drive 
Concord, California 94519-2578 
FAX: (925) 798-0636 

CITY COUNCIL 

Daniel C. Helix, Mayor 
Timothy S. Grayson, Vice Mayor 
Edi E. Birsan 
Laura M. Hoffmeister 
Ronald E. Leone 

Thomas J. Wentling, City Treasurer 

Valerie J. Barone, City Manager 

October 23,201 3 

Mr. Stephen D. Conlin 
Foreperson 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 
PO Box 91 1 
Martinez, CA 94553-0091 

Re: Contra Costa County Grand Jury Report: "Elected Board Membership" (Report #1104) 

Dear Mr. Conlin: 

Thank you for your October 8,2013 letter regarding Report #1104. In reviewing the correspondence, 
I believe an error has been made. The City's June 29,201 1 response to report #I104 was different 
from what was stated in your letter. 

Your letter states the City of Concord's June 29,201 1 response to Finding #2 was, "Will implement." 

The City's response letter actually read, "As part of their annual review of the City's operating 
budget, including the Council's operating budget, Concord City Council members have individually 
decided to voluntarily reduce their pay & benefits, matching the sacrifices that regular employees 
have made in each of the last two years. Council members are continuing this practice into Fiscal 
Year 201 1-12. The Grand Jury's recommendation that the "appropriate" pay and benefit level for 
Council members should be the average level of all cities in the country, is not supported by the 
Concord City Council. Each city within the County has differing levels of budget, population, and 
service responsibilities: therefore a "one-size-fits-all" solution hardly seems appropriate. As the 
Grand Jury's information mentions, Concord is the largest City in the County by population but its 
Council members are not the highest paidhenefited Council members. Concord's City Council will 
continue to consider their individual pay and benefit levels at its annual budget reviews, and will 
continue to evaluate the appropriateness of those pay and benefit levels in light of prevailing fiscal 
conditions." 

For your convenience, copies of your letter and the original response letter are enclosed. 

City Manager 

Enclosures 



21 October 2013 

Stephen D. Codin, Forcpcrson 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 
725 Court Street 
P.O. Box 9 1 1 
MarCine~, CA 94553-0091 

AUn: Richard Means at n a e r a ~ d i n r y ~ ~ o g  ; by EMAIL ONLY 

Re: Report No. 11 04 - Contra Costa County Civil G m d  Jury (2010-1 1) 

Dear Mr. Conlin: 

The City of Clayton acknowledges receipt on 18 Odober 2013 of two (2) separate letters h m  the Civil 
Grand Jury dated 08 October 2013. Each letter seeks our City's response as to our stated intent to 
implement Reoommcndations No. 1 and 5 contained in the Civil Grand Jury Reprt  No. 1 104 in year 
2010-1 1 [not 201 1-12 as indicated in the correspondence]. 

While our response below will comply with these requests, we are conhsed by the Civil Grand Jury's 
apparent lack of previous City communication covuing both of these Recommendations that was sent 
directly to the Contra Costa County Chapter of the California Grand Juror's Association in February 
201 3 (copy of which enclosed as "Attachmat 1"). In responding to the Juror's Assodation request on 
the identical matteas, reference was made to Mr. S a h d s  statement on Page 2 (January 4,2013 letter) 
that the Association "... will share this latter and [y]our ra9pome with the current 2012-13 Contm 
Cosra Civil Grand Jury." We now wondm whether such transmittal and distribution actually took 
place. 

As response documentation specifically reilatcd to these two (2) Civil Grand Jury requests, the City of 
Clayton tenders tbe entirety of our 04 February 2013 reply to the Contra Costa County Chapter of the 
California Grand Juror's Association (ref. Attachment 1). 

Further, the City of Clayton supplies additional rcmerks and notations on each of the Recommendations 
as follows: 

A. Recommendation No. 1 : "Beaefits for E l e d  Board Members" 
As part of our annual proposed City Budge4 and Adoption process, our City now pqares and 
includes a chart outlining in great detail the applicable compemation W o r  benefits attributed to 
each member of the Claytcm City C o d  for full public review and comment. 

For the City's FY 2013-14 City Budget, we included an updated chart reflecting actual benefits 
or elected official compensation received during the previous calendar ycar 2012 (d. 
Attachment 2). No members of the public rmbmitted verbal or written comments on the matter. 

As a aide note: current members of the Clayton City Council receive a monthly compensation -- -..-4 -f d-nn -- .--- L.. O-l:C-:- tZ-.-..-& P d ,  , A*., ntir 0;7- ,.,,lA masr QAAQh,.  



L m x t o F ~ S ~ D .  Conlinrc: CivilGzandhPy RepoaNo. 1104 
21 Ocbober 2013 
Page 2 of2 

B. Rccommeadatiw No. 5: "Benefits of Elected B o d  Membas" 
As noted in Attachment No. 1 ad- to the County Chapter of the Califbmia Cirand Juror's 
Association in Fabnrary 2013, no member of the Clayton City Council receives any City-paid 
monies into a deikred compensation plan selected by an elcctcd official. 

Further, in January 2012 the Clayton City C o d  amended its contract with the California 
Public Employees' Retirement System (CalPERS) and removed all future e l d  officials fiom 
cnroIlmcnt or participation in the public peasion system of the City. As a mmqumce of this 
action, only fbw (4) of the five (5) cuxmntly-seated members of the Clayton City Council am 
enrolled in CalPERS and that number will be reduced as those incumbents are def'eated in 
subsequent elections or decide to not run again k r  local office. 

Please note that pursuant to W E R S  regulations, once a member has enrolled in CaIPERS with 
a public agency that member cannot voluntarily or by action of a governing body ba "dc 
enrolled" so long as one mains an active member of that public agency. 

Wc hope this information and latest update satisfactorily responds to the two (2) inquiries contained in 
the Civil Grand Jury's letters dated 08 October 2013. If not, please let me know what M e t  
infbnnation would be beneficial fbr compliance. 

City Manager 

Atrac-. 1. City Rwpoaee to CorrMy Chapter of (=al&rnia Grand Juror's Association [U pp.] 
2. Elected B d  M e m W i p  Expcmcs toP C d d a r  Year 2012 [I ps.] 

cc: Honorable Mayor and Clayton City Council Membm 



June 29,201 1 

The Honorable John Laettner 
Presiding Judge of the Contra Costa Superior Court 
A. F. Bray Court House, Department 25 
1020 Word Street 
Martinez, CA 94553 

Re: Contra Costa County Grand Jury Report: "Elected Board 
Membership" (Report 1104) 

Dear Judge Laettner: 

On behalf of the Concord City Council, this letter will serve as the response to 
Contra Costa County Grand Jury Report: "Elected Board Membership" (Report 1 104) 
regarding compensation to elected leaders. The City Council reviewed and authorized 
this response at its meeting of June 28,201 1. 

The City of Concord was asked to respond to Findings and Recommendations #I ,  
#2, #4 and #5 of the report. 

Finding #I. Sixteen cities and eighteen special districts provide benefits to their elected 
leaders in some fashion. These benefits may include salary, meeting fees, health care 
insurance costs, pension or deferred compensation, life insurance premiums, cell phone 
usage, and internet connections. 

Response: The City of Concord has no independent information 
to verify this finding. However, with respect to the City of 
Concord, some of these benefits are provided to elected officials. 
With respect to the Cily of Concord, the City agrees with this 
finding. However, Concord Councilmembers do not receive 
deferred compensation, cell phone usage or stipends, nor free or 
reimbilrsed internet connections. 



Honorable Judge JohnBettner 
Grand Jury Response to Report 1 104 
June 29,201 1 
Page 2 of 3 

Recommendation #l. All cities and special districts should conduct an annual public 
review of compensation provided to their respective elected Councils and Boards. This 
review should include such items as salary, meeting fees, health care insurance costs, 
pensioddeferred compensation, life insurance premiums, cell phone usage, and internet 
connections. The public review should address whether or not changes in compensation 
are warranted . 

Response: This recommendation is already a practice in the City 
of Concord. The Concord City Council Policy Development and 
Internal Operations Committee reviews the Council's portion of 
the City's budget every year at a public meeting, prior to the 
Council actinpRtheX!it$s -g~oges&uBgetTke C-euneilasti- 
whole reviews and acts on the entire city operating budget. 
including the Council's operating budget, at public meetings. 

Finding #2 states that eight cities, including Concord, spend more than the county-wide 
average for salary md meeting fees. 

Response: The City of Concord has no independent information 
to verify this finding. With respect to Concord, the City agrees 
with this finding. 

Recommendation #2 states that as part of the annual review in Recommendation #1, a 
review should be made to consider whether it would be appropriate to implement 
reductions of salary and meeting fee expenditures to bring them in line with the other 
cities. 

Response: As part of their annual review of the City's operating 
budget, including the Council's operating budget, Concord City 
Council members have individually decided to voluntarily reduce 
their pay & benefits, matching the sacrifices that regular 
employees have made in each of the last two years. Council 
members are continuing this practice into Fiscal Year 201 1-12. 
Tkg €kancLJtr~y's~e-Mm Mat the "appropriate"payom3 
benefit level for Council members should be the average level of 
all cities in the county, is not supported by the Concord City 
Council. Each city within the County has differing levels of 
budget, population, and service responsibilities; therefore a "one- 
size-fits-all" solution hardly seems appropriate. As the Grand 
Jury's information mentions, Concord is the largest City in the 
County by population but its Council members are not the highest 
paidhnefited council members. Concord's City Council will 
continue to consider their individual pay and benefit levels at its 
annual budget reviews, and will continue to evaluate the 
appropriateness of those pay and benefit levels in light of 
prevailing fiscal conditions. 



Contact: Linda Chew 
Fareperson 

(925) 957-5638 

Contra Costa County Grand Jury Report #I104 

ELECTED BOARD MEMBERSHIP 
Public Service or Public Employment? 

TO: Cities and Towns in Contra Costa County (see distribution list) 
lndependent Special Districts (see distribution list) 

SUMMARY 

Given the difficult economic challenges facing local government, the Contra Costa County 
Grand Jury conducted a survey about compensation for elected Special District Boards 
(Board) and City Councils (Council). The Grand Jury looked at the use of h d s  and if the 
total amounts spent by these agencies for elected officialsJ compensation seemed reasonable. 

The study revealed significant compensation disparities among elected Boards and Councils 
within Contra Costa County (County). 

For example, while Martinez and Oakley both have similar populations of about 35,000 
residents, the Martinez City Council total compensation is $13 1,326, while Oakley's is only 
$28,544. 

San Ramon with 60,000 residents pays $1 63,190 to its entire Council while Pittsburg, with 
slightly more residents, pays its Council $40,035. 

Richmond and Antioch, both with around 100,000 residents, pay their entire Councils 
$267,139 and $1 12,591 respectively. 

The Grand Jury recognizes those agencies that pay nothing or minimum compensation and 
thus demonstrate the spirit of public service. 

At the same time, there are a large number of Boards and Councils that are being 
compensated amounts which may'be viewed as exorbitant. Board and Council members are 
elected to serve their constituents. They set policy, oversee programs and services 
administered by professional employees and are accountable to the public for their actions. 

The Grand Jury believes the public should be aware of the compensation paid to their elected 
officials, what benefits are provided and whether the compensation structure indicates that 
the spirit of public service has changed to an entitlement of public employment. 
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2 Honorable Judge John 'hettner 
Grand Jury Response to Report 1 104 
June 29,201 1 
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Finding #4. B d t h  Care benefits are provided to elected Board members of twelve cities 
and nine special districts. 

Response: The City of Concord has no independent information 
to verify this finding. With respect to the City of Concord, the 
City agrees with this finding. 

Recommendation #4. The policy of paying health care insurance costs for Council and 
Board members should be reviewed to determine whether this practice is appropriate. 

Response: This recommendation has been implemented, in that 
the Concord City Council revie.ws its own and the entire City's 
operating budget annually through the budget adoption process. 
Concord continues to provide this benefit to its Council members 
because it is viewed as an appropriate Council benefit. 

Finding #5. Pension benefits, with potential long-term financial implications for the 
agency, are provided to Council and Board members by twelve cities and three special 
districts. 

Response: The City of Concord has no independent information 
to verify this finding. With respect to the City of Concord, the 
City agrees with this finding. 

Recommendation #5. The policy of paying pension or deferred compensation for 
Council and Board members should be reviewed to detenine whether this practice is 
appropriate. 

Response: This reconimendation has been implemented, in that 
the Concord City Council reviews its own and the entire City's 
operating budget annually through the budget adoption process. 
Concord continues to provide this benefit to its Council members 
because it is viewed as an appropriate Council benefit. 

1 appreciate the time and effort that you and the Grand Jury members have spent 
considering these matters. Should you have additional questions or concerns, please do 
not hesitate to con tact me. 

Very tnlly yours, 

Mayor 



BACKGROUND 

County residents are living in very difficult economic times, in which both public agencies 
and individuals have had to cut spending. 

The Grand Jury surveyed all 19 cities in the County as well as the 27 largest independent 
special districts that have their own publicly elected Boards of Directors. Population 
information for the analysis was obtained fiom Local Agency Formation Commission 
reports. The survey collected data for Fiscal Years (FY) 2008-09 and 2009-10. 

Information was requested for the following categories pertaining to annual expenditures for 
elected officials: salary andlor meeting fees, health care insurance costs, pension or deferred 
compensation, life insurance premiums, car allowance or mileage, cell phone andlor internet 
access and travel & conference costs. 

The total amount spent county-wide in FY 2009-10 on compensation for the surveyed 
Boards and Councils was $2,419,169. 

The following data is grouped by cities and special districts. Data reported are the total 
amounts for each Board or Council regardless of the number of elected members. All cities 
have five elected Council members with the exception of Richmond, which has seven. All 
special districts have five Board members except the Byron-Bethany Imgation District, 
which has nine, with two vacancies. 

Cities - 
The average annual amount spent for each Council was $77,895. 

Lafayette, Moraga and Orinda had minimal expenses for their elected leaders. 

Eight cities compensate their elected leaders more than the average for all surveyed. 
These cities spent an average of $136,145. Of that amount, 76.4% was paid for salary 
and/or meeting fees and health care benefits. See table below. 

Twelve cities pay for elected officials' pensions or other forms of retirement benefits. 

Twelve cities pay for elected officials' health care insurance costs. 

Eight cities pay life insurance premiums for elected officials. 

Six cities pay for elected officials' cell phone or internet access. 

The following table summarizes the compensation data collected for the cities. 
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Total Council Compensation Expense 

City of Orinda 
, City of Oakley 
City of Clayton 
City of El Cemto 

- City of Pittsburg 
Town o f  Daaville 
City of Pinole 

Pension & 
Deferred 
Comp 

$0 
$0 

Cities 
City of Lafayette 
Town of Morma 

17,600 
34,000 
10,784 
23,596 

, City of Walnut Creek 
City of Pleasant Hill 
City of Brentwood 

City of Martinez 1 36,179 1 $131,326 1 $46,200 1 $71,416 1 59,697 1 $4,012 
City of San Ramon I 59,002 1 $163,190 1 $47,935 [ $59,768 ( $12,457 ( $43,03 0 

Cost 
$63 1 

$2,673 

Other 
Costs 

$631 
$2,673 

Population 
24,500 
16,800 

63,004 
42.60 1 
19,193 

City of I-Iercules 23,000 $93,691 $51,960 $34,141 $5.054 
$6,555 

City of Antioch 100,150 $112,591 $53,746 $1,922 $5,576 
City of Concord 124,780 $128,262 $74,580 $42,303 $10,720 

[ City of Richmond 1 102,1861 $267,139( $152,130 1 $53,700 1 $0 1 $61.309 1 

$2,801 
$28,544 
$29,590 
$37,613 

6ti100O 
33,377 
50,614 

$233 1 
$1 1,290 
$51,346 

$659 

Total of19 Cin'es I 1 5Z,480,012 1 8748,166 1 $429,502 1 S82,622 ( $219,721 
Avera~e of 19 Cilies I I $77,895 1 $39,377 1 $22,605 1 $4,349 1 U1,564 

Note: Richmond has seven Council members; all other cities have five Council members 

Saln1-y 
andlor 
Meeting 
Fees 

$0 
$0 

$40,035 
$54,998 
$59,965 

S~ecial Districts 

Hefiltb 
Care 
Insurance 
Costs 

SO 
SO 

$0 
$27,924 
$23,400 
s6,7 10 

$61,798 
$72.206 
$91,998 

The average annual amount spent for each Board was $34,784. 

$33,240 
$40,064 
$17,862 

Nine special districts paid their elected leaders from zero to less than $100 in total. They 
are: Crockett Community Services District, Diablo Community Services District, 
Kensington Police Protection & Community Services District, Town of Knightsen 
Community Services District, Kensington Fire Protection District, Rodeo-Hercules Fire 
Protection District, Bethel Island Municipal Improvement District, Green Valley 
Recreation and Park District, and Moraga-Orinda Fire District. 

SO 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$35,100 
$37,950 
$34,155 

Eight special districts compensate their elected officials more than the average for all 
surveyed. These districts spent an average of $99,089. Of that amount 87.7% was paid for 
salary andlor meeting fees and health care insurance costs. See the table below. 

$5,220 
$ 1 1,764 
$41,396 

Eight out of the nine most generous special districts are water or wastewater providers 
that pass on their costs to rate payers. 

$0 
$0 

$4,640 
$3,574 

$0 
'$27,541 
$42,425 

Three special districts contribute to pension or other form of  retirement benefits for one 
or more elected officials. 

$2,801 
$620, 

$1,550 
$7,329 

$0 
$1.502 

SO 
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$1,668 , 

$707 
$16,086 
S4,5'69 
$2,186 
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$10,612 
$2,146 

$13,232 



* Nine special districts pay for health care insurance costs for one or more elected officials. 

0 Four special: districts pay life insurance premiums for one or more elected officials. 

The following table summarizes the compensation data collected for the 27 special districts. 

Total Special District Board Compensation Expense 

Note: Byron-Bethany Inigation District has nine Board members, of which two are vacant; all other special districts 
have five B~ard members. 
Contra Costa Water District reported no pensions paid but has a provision in their retirement plan to pay a pension 
for Board members at age 62 afler 10 years of service. 
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Professional full-time managers are hired to IWI each agency. Historically, elected officials have 
looked upon their work as public service for the betterment of the community. Agencies have 
provided their elected leaders with benefits. These include health care insurance, employer paid 
retirement benefits, life insurance premiums, payments for cell phondinternet access, and 
mileage reimbursement or car allowance. 

The total dollar amounts are small in relation to agency overall budgets. However, services to 
the public are being reduced in most agencies which usually means staff reductions. Although 
service reductions have been implemented, governing boards have continued to enjoy the same 
level of benefits. They should demonstrate their leadership by eliminating or reducing benefits. 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Each agency named needs to respond only for Its own practices. 

Finding # 1: Sixteen cities and eighteen special districts provide benefits to their elected leaders 
in some fashion. These benefits may include salary, meeting fees, health care insurance costs, 
pension or deferred compensation, life insurance premiums, cell phone usage, and internet 
connections. 

Recommendation # 1: All cities and special districts should conduct an annual public 
review of compensation provided to their respective elected Councils and Boards. This 
review should include such items as salary, meeting fees, health care insurance costs, 
pension/deferred compensation, life insurance premiums, cell phone usage, and internet 
connections. The public review should address whether or not changes in compensation are 
warranted. 

Finding # 2: Eight cities spend more than the county-wide average ($39,377) for salary and 
meeting fees. They are: Antioch, Concord, Danville, Hercules, Martinez, Richmond, San Pablo 
and San Ramon. 

Recommeudation # 2: These cities, as part of the annual review in Recommendation 1, 
should consider whether it would be appropriate to implement reductions of salary and 
meeting fee expenditures to bring them in line with other cities. 

Finding # 3: Eight special districts spend more than the county-wide average ($13,3 13) for 
salary and meeting fees. They are: Central Contra Costa Sanitary District, Contra Costa Water 
District, Discovery Bay Community Services District, Ironhouse Sanitary District, Los Medanos 
Community Healthcare District, Mt. View Sanitary District, Stege Sanitary District and West 
County Wastewater District. 

Recommendation # 3: These special districts, as part of the annual review in 
Recommendation 1, should consider whether it wouId be appropriate to implement a 
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reduction of salary and meeting fee expenditures to bring them in line with other special 
districts. 

Finding # 4: Health care benefits are provided to elected Board members by twelve cities and 
nine special districts. 

Recommendation # 4: The policy of paying health care insurance costs for Council and 
Board members should be reviewed to determine whether this practice is appropriate. The 
agencies following this practice are: 

cities: Antioch, Brentwood, Concord, Danville, Hercules, Martinez, Pinole, Pittsburg, 
Pleasant Hill, Richmond, San Pablo and San Ramon. 

S~ecial Districts; Byron-Bethany Irrigation District, Central Contra Costa Sanitary 
District, Contra Costa Water District, East Contra Costa Irrigation District, Ironhouse 
Sanitary District, Mt. Diablo Healthcare District, Mt. View Sanitary District, West 
Contra Costa Healthcare District and West County Wastewater District. 

Finding # 5: Pension benefits, with potential long-term financial implications for the agency, are 
provided to Council and Board members by twelve cities and three special districts. 

Recommendation # 5: The policy of paying pension or deferred compensation for Council 
and Board members should be reviewed to determine whether this practice is appropriate. 
The agencies following this practice are: 
cities: Antioch, Brentwood, Clayton, Concord, Danville, El Cenito, Hercules, Martinez, 

Pleasant Hill, San Pablo, San Ramon and WaInut Creek. 
Special Districts: Central Contra Costa Sanitary District, lronhouse Sanitary District and 

West County Wastewater District. 

REQUnlED RESPONSES 

Findlogs and Recommendations: 

Cities and Towns 
Antioch 
Brentwood 
Clayton 
Concord 
Danville . 
El Cenito 
Hercules 
Martinez 
Oakley 
Pinole 
Pittsburg 
Pleasant Hill 
Richmond 

1,2,4 and 5 
1,4and5 

I and5 
1,2,4 and 5 
112,4and5 

1 and 5 
1,2,4 and 5 
1,2,4and5 

1 
1 and 4 
1 and 4 

1,4and5 
1,2and 4 
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San Pablo 
San Ramon 
Walnut Creek 

1,2,4and 5 
1,2,4and5 

1 and 5 

Independent Special Districts: 
Arnbrose Recreation and Park District 
Byron-Bethany Imgation District 
Byron Sanitary District 
Central Contra Costa Sanitary District 
Contra Costa Water District 
Diablo Water District 
Discovery Bay Community Services District 
East Contra Costa Irrigation District 
Ironhouse Sanitary District 
Los Medanos Community Healthcare District 
Mt. Diablo Healthcare District 
Mt. View Sanitary District 
Pleasant Hill Recreation and Park District 
Rodeo Sanitary District 
San Ramon Valley Fire Protection District 
Stege Sanitary District 
West Contra Costa County Healthcare District 
West County Wastewater District 

I 
1 and 4 

1 
I ,  3,4and 5 

1,3 and 4 
1 

1 and3 
1 and 4 

1,3,4and5 
1 and 3 
I and 4 

1,3and4 
I 
I 
1 

I and 3 
1 and4 

1,3,4 and 5 

Distribution List: 

Cities and Towns 
Antioch, Brentwood, Clayton, Concord, Danville, El Cerrito, Hercules, Lafayette, Martinez, 
Moraga, Oakley, Orinda, Pinole, Pittsburg, Pleasant Hill, Richmond, San Pablo, San Ramon 
and Walnut Creek. 

Independent S~ecial Districts: 
Crockett Community Services District, Diablo Community Services District, Discovery Bay 
Community Services District, Kensington Police Protection and Community Services 
District, Knightsen Community Services District, Kensington Fire Protection District, 
Moraga-Orinda Fire District, Rodeo-Hercules Fire Protection District, San Ramon Valley 
Fire Protection District, Los Medanos Community Healthcare District, Mt. Diablo Healthcare 
District, West Contra Costa County Healthcare District, Byron-Bethany Imgation District, 
East Contra Costa Imgation District, Bethel Island Municipal Improvement District, 
Ambrose Recreation and Park District Green Valley Recreation and Park District, Pleasant 
Hill Recreation and Park District, Byron Sanitary District, Central Contra Costa Sqitary 
District, Ironhouse Sanitary District, Mt. View Sanitary District, Rodeo Sanitary District, 
Stege Sanitary District, West County Wastewater District, Contra Costa Water District and 
Diablo Water District 
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Grand Jury Contra 
Costa 
County 

725 Court Street 
P.O. Box 91 1 

Martinez, CA 94553-0091 

October 8,2013 

City of Concord 
Mr. Daniel E. Keen, City Manager 
1950 Parkside Drive 
Concord, CA 94519 

Dear Mr. Keen: 

I am writing to you as the Foreperson of the 2013-2014 Contra Costa Civil Grand Jury. One of our 
responsibilities is to follow up on previous Grand Jury Reports and promised implementation of Grand 
Jury Recommendations. 

The response by the City of Concord to one recommendation in the 2011-2012 Grand Jury Report 
indicated intent to take action, and we are requesting conformation of exactly what action was taken. 

In Report Number 1104, entitled "Benefits for Elected Board Members", the Grand Jury made the 
following Recommendation: 

Recommendation # 2: These cities, as part of the annual review in Recommendation 1, should 
consider whether i t  would be appropriate to implement reductions of salary and meeting fee 
expenditure; to bring them in line with other cities. 

Following is the Response received: 

Will implement. 

Please provide us with an update on your response to this Grand Jury Recommendation. 

We would appreciate your response by November 19,2013. You can send your response electronically 
to: Richard Means at rm.~randiury@nmail.com. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

stephe< D. Conlin, Foreperson 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 



The Board of Supervisors 
County Administration Building 
651 Pine Street, Room 107 
Martinez, California 94553-1 293 

John M. Gioia, 1st District 
Candace Andersen, 2nd District 
Mary N. Piepho, 3rd District 
Karen Mitchoff, 4th District 
Federal D. Glover, 5th District 

Contra 
Costa 
County 

David J.Twa 
Clerk of the Board 

and 
County Administrator 

(925) 335-1 900 

October 2 1,20 13 

Mr. Stephen D. Conlin, Foreperson 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand jury 
725 Court Street 
Martinez, CA 94553 

RE: Report Number 1106, Collaborating Proves Successful 

Dear Mr. Conlin: 

In response to your letter of October 08,20 13, and specifically to Recommendation # 2 from the 201 1-2012 Grand 
Jury Report Number 1106, entitled "Collaborating Proves SuccessfUl." 

The majority of Department Heads report to the County Administrator who is responsible for their annual 
performance plan. The County Administrator advises that as he meets with the Department Heads each month, and 
as a part of his annual performance review of the Department Heads he does require them to identify and report on 
possible collaborative efforts. The following three examples are representative of how Departments are involved in 
collaborative efforts. 

1 .  Employment & Human Services Director - reports monthly to the County Administrator on collaboration 
within County Departments and with community organizations. The recent addition of the Affordable Care 
Act (ACA) Call Center has required significant collaboration with both internal and external stakeholders. 

2. County Probation Officer - Community Corrections Partnership (CCP) requires extensive collaboration 
with many County Departments including the Sheriff and District Attorney, as well as with many 
Community Based Organizations that provide services to the AB 109 population. All of these 
Organizations meet monthly with the County Probation Officer serving as Chair of the Committee to 
coordinate efforts. 

3. County Administrator - meets monthly with all the City Managers of Contra Costa County to discuss ways 
to cooperate between the Cities and the County. Recently these have resulted in closer collaboration in the 
areas of fue services and library activities. 

Sincerely, 

=era1 D. Glover, Chair 
Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors 

cc: Board of Supervisors 



The Board of Supervisors 
County Administration Building 
651 Pine Street, Room 106 
Martinez, California 94553-1293 

John Gioia, I st District 
Candice Anderson,pnd District 
Mary N. Piepho, 3rd District 
Karen Mltchoff, 4th District 
Federal D. Glover, 5th District 

Contra 
Costa 
County 

David Twa 
Clerk of the Board 

and 
County Administrator 

(925) 3381 900 

October 2 1,20 13 

Stephen D. Conlin, Foreperson 
Contra Costa County Grand Jury 
725 Court Street 
Martinez, CA 94553-009 1 

Dear Mr. Conlin, 

This letter is in response to your letter of October 8,201 3 regarding Grand Jury Report No. 1 107. Grand Jury Report No. 
1 107 recommended that the Board of Supervisors seek special legislation to enable the County to cap retirement income so 
that no employee receives a pension greater than the base salary earned. The Board of Supervisors' response was that the 
County was seeking implementation of such an action. 

Since Grand Jury Report No. 1 107 was issued, the landscape of Contra Costa County pensions has changed dramatically. 
Contra Costa did begin the process of negotiating pension reform. All of the contracts negotiated in the 201 0-20 12 
negotiation cycle included language for implementation of new General and Safety pension tiers. Terms of the new tiers 
were negotiated, language was pending as Senate Bill 1494, and the County had requested new pension rates from the 
Contra Costa County Employees' Retirement Association (CCCERA) when AB 340 and AB 197 (Public Employees' 
Pension Reform Act of 2013) derailed the County's pending bill. 

Senate Bill 1494 included the following provisions: 1) Safety Tier D - 3% at 55 years of age, 2% COLA, 36 month final 
average compensation, and a 90% compensation cap, the tier was to be mandatory for new and rehired safety employees; 
and 2) General Tier N - 2% at 60 years of age, 2% COLA, 36 month final average compensation, and a 90% compensation 
cap, this tier was also to be mandatory for new and rehired safety employees. The County discontinued pursuit of this bill's 
adoption due to the adoption of the Public Employees' Pension Reform Act of 2013 (PEPRA). 

PEPRA includes the following provisions: 1) SafetyIOption 2 - 2.7% at 57 years of age, 2% COLA, 36 month final 
average compensation, a maximum salary for pension calculation of $132,120 (plus CPI), and elimination of terminal pays; 
and 2) General Tier - 2% at 62 years of age, 2% COLA, 36 month final average compensation, a maximum salary for 
pension calculation of $1 10,100 (plus CPI), and elimination of terminal pays. 

Another change since the implementation of PEPRA occurred due to a policy change by the CCCERA Board. The Board 
of Retirement adopted an updated Board Compensation Policy listing items of compensation that are included in 
"compensation", "compensation earnable", and "final compensation" as defined in Government Code Sections 3 1460, 
31461, and 31462.1. 

If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contract me. 

p9& era1 Glover 

-chair, Contra Costa County 

cc: Board of Supervisors 



, CONTRA COSTA 
W A T E R  DISTRICT 
m - - 

1331 Concord Avenue 
P.O. Box H20 
Concord, CA 94524 
(925) 688-8000 FAX (925) 68&8122 
www.ccwater.com 

November 4,20 13 

Directors 
Joseph L. Campbell 
President 

Karl L. Wandry 
Vice President 

Bette Boatmun 
Lisa M. Borba 
John A. Burgh 

Jerry Brown 
Geneml Manager 

Mr. Stephen D. Conlin, Foreperson 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 
P.O. Box 91 1A 
Martinez, CA 94553-0091 

Dear Mr. Conlin: 

The following is Contra Costa Water District's (CCM'D) response to the Grand 
Jury's follow-up on Report Number 1104, entitled "Benefits for Elected Board 
Members". This letter addresses the follow-up for Recommendations #3 and #4 of 
the 20 1 1-20 12 Grand Jury Report. 

Recommendation #3: These special districts, as part of the annual review in 
recommendation I ,  should consider whether it would be appropriate to implement a 
reduction ofsalary and meeting fee for expenditure to bring them in line with other 
special districts. 

CCWD agreed with this recommendation in its original response, and subsequently 
completed a review of Board member meeting fees (compensation) during the 
development of its 2013-2014 budget. Board members are currently compensated 
$100 per meeting attended, maximum of ten meetings per month, for total 
maximum compensation of $1,000 per month. Board members do not receive any 
salary. The District compared its Board member compensation practices to other 
comparable regional utility special districts with elected Boards, and noted that its 
Board compensation levels are at or below those of other regional special districts. 
Also, there has been no increase in the $100 per meeting compensation for over 
twelve years. These results were discussed by the Board at the Board Study Session 
held October 1 1, 20 13. The Board thoroughly evaluated but made no change in 
Board compensation practices with the adoption of the 2013-2014 budget in May 
20 12. 

Recommendation #4: The policy ofpaying health care insurance costs for Council 
and Board members should be reviewed to determine whether this practice is 
appropriate. 

CCWD agreed with this recommendation in its original response, and subsequently 
completed a review of the policy for paying Board member health care insurance 
costs during the development of its 2013-2014 budget. The review included a 
market-based comparison to other comparable regional utility special districts with 
elected Boards, and noted that the District's policy of offering Board members 



Mr. Stephen D. Conlin, Foreperson 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 
November 4,20 1 3 
Page 2 of 2 

health care insurance is consistent with other regional special districts. As such, the 
Board made no change in its policy with the adoption of the 2013-2014 budget in 
May 2012. 

Please contact me at 925-688-8034 if you have any questions regarding this 
response. 

Sincerely 

Gener 

Attachments 

cc: CCWD Board of Directors 



Grand Jury 

October 8,2013 

Contra Costa Water District 
Mr. Jerry Brown, General Manager 
P.O. Box H20 
Concord, CA 94520 

Dear Mr. Brown: 

Contra 
Costa 
County 

725 Court Street 
P.O. Box 911 

Martinez, CA 94553-0091 

I am writing to you as the Foreperson of the 2013-2014 Contra Costa Civil Grand Jury. One of our 
responsibilities is to follow up on previous Grand Jury Reports and promised implementation of Grand. 
Jury Recommendations. 

The response by the Contra Costa Water District to one recommendation in the 2011-2012 Grand Jury 
Report indicated intent to take action, and we are requesting conformation of exactly what action was 
taken. 

In Report Number 1104, entitled "Benefits for Elected Board Members", the Grand Jury made the 
following Recommendation: 

Recommendation # 3: These special districts, as part of the annual review in recommendation 
1, should consider whether it would be appropriate to implement a reduction of salary and 
meeting fee for expenditures to bring them in line with other special districts. 

Following is the Response received: 

Will implement in 2013-2014 budget. 

Please provide us with an update on your response to this Grand Jury Recommendation. 

We would appreciate your response by November 19,2013. You can send your response electronically 
to: Richard Means at rm.arandiurv@e;mail.com. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

stepher\ D. Conlin, Foreperson 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 














































































































