
4999-2000 GRAND JURY FINAL REPORT 

VENTURA COUNTY ORDINANCE NO. 4088 

Respondents: Board of Supervisors 
Chief Administrative Officer 

Recommendation (R-1): 

The budgets of the public safety deparfments and the allocation and proposed use of 
Proposition 172 moneys should be reviewed annually by the Board of  Supervisors as 
part of the ovemll budget process and in accordance with The California Budget Act. 

Response: Concur 

The Board and CAO concur with the Grand Jury’s recommendation that the Board 
should review annually all potential resources in the development of the Budget. 

The Budget Act requires the Board of Supervisors to annually exercise its judgement in 
setting a financial program for the fiscal year. In doing so, the Board is to consider 
proposals from each department head and to make revisions as necessary to develop a 
budget in the best interest of the county. 

The Board is the authoritative body that directs and defines the fiscal priorities of the 
County in determining the most effective and prudent use of public funds. This mandate 
is consistent and is further guided in part by Constitutional duties and principals as 
illustrated by the adoption of Proposition 172 which states in part: 

”The protection of the public safety is the first responsibility 
of local government and local officials have an obligation to 
give priority to the provision of adequate public safety 
services.” 

Consideration of priorities and public needs as well as the determination of adequate 
services rest solely with the discretion of the Board and cannot be abdicated by means 
of a formulaic or an entitlement process. To do so, would result in the removal of the 
elective discretion that is statutorily granted to the Board and would leave the citizenry 
void of any representation. 

The development and establishment of public policy and the resultant of “what is in the 
best interest of the County” necessitates the continual (annually) directing of resources 
as seen fit by the representative and authoritative body. 
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Recommendation (R-2): 

The Sheriffs Department should budget more accurately so the excess funds, now 
included in its budget and returned to the General Fund at the end of the year, are 
available to other agencies during the course of the fiscal year, If necessary, fhe 
County‘s contingency funds should pay Sheriff‘s Department overruns caused by 
unforeseen emergencies. 

Response: Concur 

The Board and CAO concur with the Grand Jury’s recommendation. 

This most recent budget cycle followed a similar budgetary practice. Mainly, each 
departmental budget was developed and approved based on current service level 
needs. As a result, budgetary savings were captured “up-front” during the development 
of the budget. 

In addition, any further departmental savings that may be generated throughout the 
fiscal year will be captured and redistributed if appropriate. 

Extraordinary events and emergencies that cannot be customarily financed from the 
existing Sheriff‘s Department annual budget, as well as other General Fund budgets, 
should be financed through other unencumbered discretionary sources. 

Recommendation (R-3): 

The Board of Supervisors should rescind the constraints of Ordinance No. 4088 and 
reconsider the allocation of Proposition 172 funds to public safety agencies during their 
annual budgeting process. 

Response: Does not Concur 

The Board and the CAO do not concur with the recommendations of the Grand Jury to 
rescind Ordinance No. 4088. The Board and the CAO are of the legal opinion that 
Ordinance No. 4088 is invalid, and therefore, has no power to constrain the budgetary 
discretion of the Board. It is the opinion of the Board and the CAO that rescinding the 
Ordinance is unnecessary since the Ordinance cannot overrule the provisions of the 
“Budget Act” (Government Code section 29000 et seq.) Attached are the detailed legal 
options as provided by County Counsel. The legal issues presented by Ordinance No: 
4088 are similar to issues presented in Measure 0, Tobacco Settlement Initiative (see 
attachment). 
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