THE SUPERVISORS’ COMMUNITY FUNDS
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study was to evaluate a citizen’s complaint that the County of San Diego Board of Supervisors has created a fund using taxpayer’s resources to direct money to entities within their districts to enhance their personal image.  In addition, there were articles in the local newspapers showing concerns for the same actions by the Supervisors.

SUMMARY

The investigation by the 2004-2005 San Diego County Grand Jury revealed that there are two methods available to the Board of Supervisors to allocate money from the General Fund for use in their districts.  Community groups can obtain funds through these two processes to support their organizations.

The Community Enhancement Program Fund (CEPF) is documented by the Board of Supervisors Policy B-58.

The Community Projects Fund (CPF) is an undocumented program administered within the office of each Supervisor.

This report discusses these two programs.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The County of San Diego Board of Supervisors should:

· Document the CPF program.

· Publicize the availability of the funds to all organizations.

· Provide an annual listing of the recipients of the funds.

DISCUSSION

Community Enhancement Program Fund

The first program is the Community Enhancement Program.  The CEPF is fully documented in the Board of Supervisors Policy B-58 entitled, “Funding of the Community Enhancement Program.”  This program was created by the Board of Supervisors in 1985 and directed that the funding should come from the County of San Diego General Fund.

The goal of the CEPF is to stimulate tourism, promote the economy, and create jobs and/or a better quality of life.  To achieve this goal, the monies from CEPF are appropriated to agencies to support cultural activities, museums, visitor and convention bureaus, economic development councils and other similar institutions, which promote and generate tourism and/or economic development throughout San Diego County.

The amount of money proposed for the CEPF is approximately equal to the Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) collected each year. For 2004/05 the amount of the CEPF was $3 million divided equally among the five supervisory districts [$600,000].

There are multiple ways for organizations to find out about this grant program.  Information on applying can be found at: http:// www.sdcounty.ca.gov/
under the Clerk of the Board. The application, Board Policy B-58, and a list of current and past recipients of funding is posted on this website.  In addition, in January the Clerk of the Board sends a letter and application to the organizations that have applied for funding in the past.

To be eligible for this county funding, each organization shall legally be organized within the county and staffed at least four hours, five days per week, hold a tax exempt/not for profit status, and demonstrate a positive need for county support.  

All applications must be received by March 1 of each year. Those applications complying with the requirements of Board Policy B-58 as determined by the Office of the Chief Financial Officer (CFO) are given to the Board of Supervisors for recommendations on the awards to applicant.   Applicants must make a short presentation to the Supervisors concerning their use of the funding.

Once approved by the Board of Supervisors, the CFO requires the grantee to sign an agreement with the County covering the purpose, terms of agreement, time period to use the funds and documentation of expenditures, amount of the grant and other legal requirements. When this documentation is completed the CFO releases the funds to the grantee.

Community Projects Fund

The CPF is an undocumented program.  Unlike the CEPF, a Board Policy does not control the program.  The control of the program remains completely within each Supervisor’s office. Through interviews with the Supervisors and their staff it was determined that program provides grants to community organizations “for the furtherance of public purposes at the regional and community levels. throughout the County of San Diego.  More simply stated, “to reinvest taxpayer money back into our communities for the benefit of the public.”

The funding level for the CPF is determined on a yearly basis and not tied to a predictable source such as the TOT and CEPF.  Although the Grand Jury was told the funds might not be available each year, there has been money each year since inception in 1998/99. There has been $10 million each year for the last four years allowing $2 million for each supervisory district.

There is no application to complete and there is no posting of information about the availability of the fund on the County website.  Potential applicants find out about the CPF through various ways such as, community conferences by the Supervisors, periodicals sent out by the Supervisor, inquiry to the Supervisor’s office, or by invitation by the Supervisor where there appears to be need.

Requests for funds come through letters, telephone calls, and personal appeals to the Supervisor’s office or the Supervisor directly.  As a minimum, the applicants must be a non-profit 501(c)(3) corporation and the request must be for one-time projects.  No funds are granted to provide for yearly operational expenses.  Most organizations must provide matching funds to qualify.

Once the request is approved, the item is added to the agenda for the next Board meeting of the Supervisors and subject to approval by the full Board.  After approval, the CFO processes the requests.  The grantee is required to complete an agreement similar to the agreement used for the CEPF grants.

Disclosure of Fund Information

As previously stated, the CEPF has an open application process with fully disclosed details for requesting funds.  The approach to the CPF is directly opposite.  Very limited information is available concerning the fund and there is no competitive application process.  Word of mouth and a monthly journal sent to a limited number of constituents seem to be the method of finding out about the fund.  This lack of disclosure of information has contributed to the sense that these funds are the personal money of the Supervisors. The process of allowing an individual Supervisor to identify recipients and allocate the funds furthers this perception.  Most of the Supervisors have programs that they personally support as the best use of CPF money. While these may be very worthy causes, it does not assure that all needy organizations are being equally considered for the allocating of the funds. The possibility that money may not be available from year to year to support the CPF was a reason given for not providing more information about the application process. Without establishing written guidelines that all can see and follow requesting funds and documenting of the allocations, the perception of irregularities will always be prevalent and support future concerns by citizens.

Appropriateness of the Funding

In the last five years, $55 million has been given by the Supervisors to various organizations in their districts using CPF.  The complainant alleged that these funds have not been used judiciously.  The money has gone to non-profits, charities, and government agencies.  To list a few, funds have been given for street fairs, museum exhibits, beautification projects, libraries, parks, ball fields, fire fighting equipment, trade promotion, concerts, and dance performances.  Could the money have been used differently, the CFO said, “yes it certainly could.” Should it have been used differently is a different and more difficult question. Should it have been used to buy more firefighting helicopters, keeping more public defenders on the payroll, or providing funding for children’s mental health programs?  Evaluation of this issue can be very contentious. What is appropriate to one person is not appropriate to another.  There is no evidence to support misconduct or misuse of the funding allocations.  The Board of Supervisors votes upon each allocation of funds at their public meetings.  The general public has shown little concern about the allocations.

PROCEDURES EMPLOYED

Interviews


The Board of Supervisor and/or their staff


Office of the Chief Financial Officer and staff


Complainant

Documents reviewed


County website


Board of Supervisor Policy Manual B-58


Archive records at the Clerk of the Board Office


Board of Supervisors Meeting Minutes


Newspaper articles

FACTS AND FINDINGS

Facts

· The CPF is an undocumented program that has been allocating $10 million of taxpayer’s money each year. 

· Whether the money is going to the most needy or the appropriate organizations are getting the grants is unknown.

· The personal priorities of each Supervisor exercise control over the grants.

Finding

· The current approach to handling the CPFs does not assure that the funds are available to all eligible organizations.

RECOMMENDATIONS          

The Grand Jury recommends the San Diego County Board of Supervisors:

05-19:
Document the Community Projects Fund program.

05-20:

Provide sufficient publicity to assure all organizations can apply for 



funds.

05-21:

Publish an annual list of the recipients of the CPFs.

REQUIREMENTS AND INSTRUCTIONS

The California Penal Code §933(c) requires any public agency which the Grand Jury has reviewed, and about which it has issued a final report, to comment to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court on the findings and recommendations pertaining to matters under the control of the agency.  Such comment shall be made no later than 90 days after the Grand Jury publishes its report (filed with the Clerk of the Court); except that in the case of a report containing findings and recommendations pertaining to a department or agency headed by an elected County official (e.g. District Attorney, Sheriff, etc.), such comment shall be within 60 days to the Presiding Judge with an information copy sent to the Board of Supervisors.

Furthermore, California Penal Code §933.05(a), (b), (c), details, as follows, the manner in which such comment(s) are to be made:

(a) As to each grand jury finding, the responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following:

(1) The respondent agrees with the finding

(2) The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the response shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an explanation of the reasons therefor.

(b) As to each grand jury recommendation, the responding person or entity shall report one of the following actions:

(1) The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the implemented action.

(2) The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the future, with a time frame for implementation.

(3) The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope and parameters of an analysis or study, and a time frame for the matter to be prepared for discussion by the officer or head of the agency or department being investigated or reviewed, including the governing body of the public agency when applicable.  This time frame shall not exceed six months from the date of publication of the grand jury report.

(4) The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not reasonable, with an explanation therefor.

(c) If a finding or recommendation of the grand jury addresses budgetary or personnel matters of a county agency or department headed by an elected officer, both the agency or department head and the Board of Supervisors shall respond if requested by the grand jury, but the response of the Board of Supervisors shall address only those budgetary or personnel matters over which it has some decision making authority.  The response of the elected agency or department head shall address all aspects of the findings or recommendations affecting his or her agency or department.

Comments to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court in compliance with the Penal Code §933.05 are required by the date indicated from:

RESPONDING AGENCY

RECOMMENDATIONS

DATE

SAN DIEGO COUNTY BOARD
05-19 through 05-21

08/29/05

   OF SUPERVISORS
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SAN DIEGO COUNTY GRAND JURY 2004-2005 (filed May 31, 2005)


