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GRAND JURY
COUNTY OF NEVADA
Eric Rood Administration Center
950 Maidu Avenue

Nevada City, California 95959
Phone: 530-265-1730
Email:grandjury@nccourt.net

' GR/oR c®
WCAU’FORN IA

December 18, 2019

The Honorable Thomas Anderson

Supervising Judge of the Nevada County Grand Jury
Nevada County Superior Court

201 Church Street

Nevada City, California 95959

Dear Judge Anderson:

In compliance with California Penal Code Section 933(a) the 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand
Jury hereby presents its Final Report to you and the residents of Nevada County.

The Grand Jury is “charged and sworn to investigate or inquire into county matters of civil
concern . . .” (Penal Code § 888) in the legislative and administrative departments that make up
county government, municipal governments and special districts in Nevada County. We are
charged to “investigate and report on the operations, accounts, and records of the officers,
departments, or functions” of those entities. (Penal Code §§ 925-925a) The Grand Jury extends
its appreciation to each of those entities for their cooperation, patience, and prompt responses to
all requested information.

The Grand Jury receives formal complaints from members of the public who allege government
inefficiencies, mistreatment by officials, or who voice suspicions of misconduct. Anyone may
ask that the Grand Jury conduct an investigation of agencies or departments within the Grand
Jury’s jurisdiction. Of the 21 public complaints received this year, 12 were investigated, 7 were
closed with no action taken, 1 was forwarded to the Nevada County District Attorney, and 1 was
forwarded to the 2019-2020 Grand Jury because it was received too late in the jury term to
investigate properly. No action was taken on 7 public complaints. Of those complaints, 4 were
out of the Grand Jury’s jurisdiction and 3 were determined to be nuisance complaints.

In addition to public complaints, the Grand Jury investigated 26 issues, 12 of which were closed
after investigation but with no action, 8 resulted in reports, 5 were combined with other
investigations, and 1 was closed with a recommendation for follow-up by the 2019-2020 Grand

Jury.
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This Final Report includes 7 investigative reports entitled:

. Special Districts’ Compliance with Brown Act and Ethics Laws,

. A Path to Transparency for Special Districts,

. Nevada County Request for Proposal and Procurement Practices,

. Nevada County Dispatch Center — A Vital Need,

. Investing in Housing for People Experiencing Homlessness in Nevada County,
. Special Districts: What the Public Should Know, and

4 Facing Year-Long Fire Seasons, Are We Prepared?.

This Final Report also includes the responses received from agencies that were requested to
provide responses to findings and recommendations in the investigative reports.

In addition, the Grand Jury reviewed responses to reports issued by the 2017-2018 Grand Jury.
We reviewed available documents and conducted followup interviews and site visits where
appropriate to determine if the recommendations by the prior Grand Jury had been implemented.
The purpose of such reviews was to determine the extent to which each of the responding
agencies did what they said they would do. Three Reports on Responses are included in this
Final Report. The Grand Jury also reported on the current status of Nevada County law
enforcement agencies’ evidence handling units, “looking back” at issues raised in the 2015-2016
Grand Jury Final Report.

Finally, as required by Penal Code §919(b), the Grand Jury inquired into the “condition and
management of the public prisons within the county.” The resulting 2018-2019 Detention
Facility Inspection Report is included in this Final Report.

To perform the work of the Grand Jury, the 19 members are divided into 6 investigative
committees that focus on specific areas of County government:

o Finance,

. Health and Environment,

. Law Enforcement,

. Local Governments,

. Schools and Libraries, and
. Special Districts.

Each of the committees meet weekly throughout the jury term to conduct investigations. Jurors
also spend a considerable amount of time performing research outside of such meetings.

In addition to the investigative committees, 2 other committees are essential to the operations of
the Grand Jury. The Editorial committee members review reports to maintain formatting and
language standards. They also provide feedback to the investigative committees about the
effectiveness of the report from the perspective of the intended audience. The Community
Outreach committee interfaces with media and service organizations to increase community
awareness of the Grand Jury. Presentations about the Grand Jury were given to numerous
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community groups including the Grass Valley Lions, the Retired Federal Workers, and the Penn
Valley Rotary Club. There were also a number of radio interviews by the Foreperson. In
addition to providing information about the Grand Jury, those activities generated applications to
serve on future Grand Juries.

The Final Report is the result of dedicated work performed by the 19 members of the Grand Jury.
Our members volunteered a year of their lives for public service to help improve local
government, law and justice, health and social services, education, and administration throughout
Nevada County on behalf of the public. The members applied their extensive and diverse
experience to this challenge.

The Grand Jury could not have done its work without the assistance of its advisors:

. The Honorable Thomas Anderson, Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury,
. Audrey Golden, Deputy Jury Commissioner , and

. Deborah Corbett, Counsel to the Grand Jury, and members of the County Counsel
staff.

The ultimate goal of the Grand Jury is to make a positive difference in the lives of the residents
of Nevada County and the agencies that provide services to them. The Grand Jury is spoken of
as a “watchdog” for county residents to help ensure good government and make all agencies
accountable for their actions and decisions. 1 believe that goal has been achieved. Nevada
County and its residents have been well served by the work performed by this Grand Jury.

Sincerely,

Gordon Mangel, Foreperson
2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury
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About the Grand Jury

The Nevada County Grand Jury is appointed and overseen by the Nevada County Superior Court
but functions as an independent body. The Grand Jury is “charged and sworn to investigate or
inquire into county matters of civil concern . . .” (Penal Code § 888) in the legislative and
administrative departments that make up county government, municipal governments and special
districts in Nevada County. Section 23 of Article 1 of the California Constitution requires that a
grand jury "be drawn and summoned at least once a year in each county." This Constitutional
mandate is supported by statutory provisions found in California Penal Code §§ 888 through
939.91 and California Government Code §§ 3060 through 3075.

A Grand Jury is authorized to inspect and audit the books, records, and financial expenditures of
all agencies and departments under its jurisdiction to ensure funds are properly accounted for and
legally spent. Grand Jurors are citizens of all ages and different walks of life bringing their
unique experiences, personalities, and abilities to the work. All are volunteers who must apply in
writing and be interviewed. They are selected and appointed by the Judges of the Superior Court.
Grand Jurors spend many hours researching, reading, and attending meetings to monitor county
and city government and special districts and to oversee the actions of appointed and elected
officials.

The Grand Jury receives complaints from members of the public who allege government
inefficiencies, mistreatment by officials, or who voice suspicions of misconduct. Anyone may
ask that the Grand Jury conduct an investigation on agencies or departments within the Grand
Jury’s jurisdiction. The Grand Jury cannot be forced to undertake an inquiry it deems
unnecessary or frivolous. The Grand Jury also may investigate an issue or concern without
receiving a complaint from the public.

Members of the Grand Jury are sworn to secrecy. All Grand Jury proceedings are secret. This
secrecy protects the public interest and the confidentiality of sources of information. The
minutes and records of Grand Jury meetings cannot be subpoenaed or inspected by anyone.
Successful performance of Grand Jury duties depends upon such secrecy. Each Grand Juror
swears to keep secret all evidence presented before the Grand Jury, the identity of
witnesses,anything said within the Grand Jury, and the manner in which any Grand Juror may
have voted on a matter. The Grand Juror’s oath of secrecy is binding for life. Itis a
misdemeanor to violate the secrecy of the Grand Jury. The confidentiality of witnesses,
complainants and investigations is a core principle of Grand Jury service.

Grand Jury reports are composed after many hours of investigation. A report may disclose
inefficiency, unfairness, wrongdoing, and violations of law and regulations by local governments
and special districts. A report also may recognize positive actions by local government agencies
or simply provide information to the public. Grand Jury reports are the mechanism for the Grand
Jury to make recommendations for change to ensure the efficient and lawful operation of
government.

Reports and the responses to them may be found on the Grand Jury Reports website at
http://nccourt.net. Click on Grand Jury in the left frame then on Grand Jury Reports.
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Members of the 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury

Administrative Board: ~ Foreperson Gordon Mangel
Foreperson Pro-Tem JoAnn Marie
Business Manager Lynn Mangel
Sergeant at Arms Mike Morgan
Admin Secretary Gary Davis

Committee Chairs:

Community Outreach

JoAnn Marie

Editorial Gary Davis
Finance Patrick Simpkins
Health and Environment Nancy Guerland
Law Enforcement Dave Anderson
Local Governments Bob Ogden
Schools and Libraries Loydyne Lane
Special Districts Cheryl Dell
Members: Nick Bordner
Bill Clark
Damon DeCrow
Paul McKim
Rachel Rein

Members Unable to

Complete Term:

Vickie Sandoval
Francis Small Jr.

Don Branson
Curt Brown
Lisa Begley
Kenneth Howe

Legal Advisors to Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury Thomas Anderson

the Grand Jury: Deputy Jury Commissioner Audrey Golden
County Counsel Alison Barratt-Green
Counsel to the Grand Jury Debra Corbett
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Standing Committees on the Grand Jury

The Nevada County Grand Jury is divided into eight standing committees to handle
investigative and administrative work. Such committees, while not required, enable more
efficient investigations while maintaining the oversight of the Full Panel of all 19 Grand Jurors.
All decisions, reports and investigations are required to be approved by a super-majority of the
Full Panel. Other ad hoc committees may be formed as needed.

The functions of an investigative committee include the following.

1. Conduct investigations of complaints from the public assigned by the Full Panel.
The committees may also seek approval from the Full Panel for investigations of
subjects that the committee believes are important.

2. Draft reports of the committee’s completed investigations.

3. Prepare a year-end report summarizing the committee’s activities, including
recommended avenues of investigation or follow-up to be considered by the next
Grand Jury.

4. Keep the Full Panel informed of all committee activities.

The following standing committees have been established.

The Finance committee investigates and reports on the accounts and records of county
offices, departments, and functions. These include the cities and special districts within
the County. Finance is also available to share its expertise with other committees in
their investigations as needed. To fulfill the requirement to perform an independent
audit of county finances, two members serve as members of the County Audit
Committee.

The Health and Environment committee investigates programs and services operated
directly by or under contract with the County Health and Human Services department
(HHS). HHS deals with public assistance to adults and children, child protective
services, conservatorship, and other programs that provide training and job placement
assistance designed to assist residents into productive lifestyles and away from public
assistance. Health and Environment may also investigate issues relating to public
health, environmental health, mental health, clinic services and substance abuse.

The Law Enforcement committee is charged with carrying out the requirement of
Penal Code Section 919(b) to inquire into the condition and management of “public
prisons” within the County. A “public prison” is a county- or state-operated
correctional facility. While an inquiry into the condition and management of public
prisons is required, the Penal Code does not require that a report on the subject be
written. Law Enforement also considers all matters concerning law enforcement and
public safety. As deemed necessary, the committee may investigate and report on the
District Attorney, the County Probation Department, the Public Defender, the Sheriff,
city police departments, and County or city emergency services and dispatch operations.
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The Local Governments committee concerns itself with the investigation of the offices,
departments, and functions of County and city governments that do not fall under the
categories listed in other committee descriptions. This includes the administrative
branches of County and city governments, airports and other transportation departments,
parks and recreation departments, service areas, planning departments, public works
departments, and utility departments. Penal Code Section 925 requires the Grand Jury
investigate and report on the operations, accounts, and records of the officers,
departments, or functions of the County every year. Section 925 allows the
investigation to be on a selective basis each year. This is the Grand Jury’s only
mandatory report.

The Schools and Libraries committee may review and investigate non-curricular
issues in school districts, public schools, charter schools, and the County Office of
Education. While the Grand Jury cannot discuss the merits of curriculum, it can
investigate how curriculum is implemented. The committee may also review and
investigate the public library system.

The Special Districts committee conducts investigations of any joint powers agency in
the County and examines the books and records of the Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCo) and any special-purpose assessing or taxing district located
wholly or partly in the County. However, the scope of any investigation into special
districts and school districts cannot involve the review of the district’s policy decisions
such as the evaluation or assignment of personnel or school district curriculum
decisions. The committee may conduct a fiscal review of any district or agency that it
investigates.

The Editorial committee has three major responsibilities: 1) review, edit, and approve
all reports submitted by investigative committees prior to acceptance by the Full Panel;
2) coordinate and manage the publication of the Grand Jury’s Final Report; and 3)
review and, when appropriate, update the Grand Jury Handbook with the goal of
providing continuity from one Grand Jury to the next. When investigative committees
complete their draft reports, Editorial reviews the drafts for adherence to the agreed-
upon format, completeness, clarity, logic, and mechanics. Editorial provides feedback
to the investigative committees about the effectiveness of their reports from the
perspective of the intended audience.

The Community Outreach committee engenders interest in Grand Jury activities and
maintains communication with the news media. The Grand Jury’s effectiveness is
optimized through clear and open communication with the public. The committee gives
presentations to many of the service organizations in the County to build awareness of
the Grand Jury’s role, maintain a positive public image of Grand Jury contributions,
establish contacts, provide local media with timely knowledge of new investigative
reports and responses to them, and recruit future Grand Jurors.
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Complaints Received

The Grand Jury receives numerous complaints from residents throughout its term. Every
complaint is carefully reviewed to determinate jurisdiction. If jurisdiction is confirmed and the
complaint warrants investigation, it is assigned to an investigative committee. At times, ad hoc
committees may be formed to investigate specific complaints. The Grand Jury is kept informed
by the committee of the progress of the investigation. A written report regarding a specific
complaint may be published and included in the Final Report.

The 2018-2019 Grand Jury received 21 new public complaints. Of those, 12 complaints were
assigned to investigative committees for review. Of those assigned, 2 investigations resulted in a
report included in this Final Report. 7 complaints were deemed to be outside the jurisdiction of
the Grand Jury or were rejected for various reasons other than jurisdiction. 1 complaint was
forwarded to the Nevada County District Attorney and 1 complaint was received too late in the
term to complete an investigation and so was referred to the 2019-2020 Grand Jury.

In addition to public complaints, the Grand Jury investigated 26 issues brought forward by
committee members and approved by the Grand Jury for further investigation. 8 investigations
resulted in 10 reports, 5 were combined with other investigations, and 1 was closed with a
recommendation for follow-up by the 2019-2020 Grand Jury.
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Special Districts’ Compliance with Brown Act and Ethics Laws

Summary

Special districts are local government agencies that provide essential, focused services to residents,
including sewage treatment, providing water, fire protection, operation of parks, maintaining
roads, and cemetery operation. There are 24 independent special districts (Districts) under
Nevada County Local Agency Formation Commission oversight having combined annual
operating budgets in excess of $140 million dollars (see Appendix A for a list of the Districts
surveyed). Their functions vary broadly based on the type of service(s) they perform, but all are
governed by state transparency, conflict of interest, and ethics laws.

The 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury) surveyed special districts to evaluate their
compliance with these laws and best practices. The goal was to assess whether Districts meet
expectations of transparency and accountability. Districts should do much more than legally
required to excel in these areas.

Many district board members are not adequately trained for effective governance. Not all
Districts are in full compliance with state laws requiring transparency, accountability, and ethics
training. Districts self-reported:

* All are up to date in their completion of Form 700, a statement of economic interests
that allows the public to understand potential conflicts of interest.

* About two thirds of board members have received ethics training.

* Almost half of the Districts appear to be current with legally required ethics training.

e Just over half of board members have received Brown Act training.

* Staff training in both of these areas is lower than board member training.

These results created concern that systemic support for transparent government is lacking. There
are a number of resources available to board members, both as new office holders and during
tenure in office. The Jury recognizes that public service can be overwhelming at times; solid
upfront training helps navigate the challenges.

It’s not just the law; it’s good governance.

Glossary
Board The Board of Directors/Trustees/Councils, etc. of an organization
Brown Act Ralph M. Brown Act, California Government Code §54950-54963
District The 24 independent special districts with Nevada County LAFCo

oversight
Ethics Training Ethics education and training required by California Assembly Bill 1234
(AB1234) which updated the State Government Code §53234
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Form 700 Statement of Economic Interests required by the Fair Political Practices

Commission
Jury 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury
LAFCo Local Agency Formation Commission

Background

In California, each of the 58 counties empanels a grand jury to investigate the operations of the
various officers, departments, and agencies of local government. A grand jury may examine all
aspects of county or city government, special districts, and other tax-supported organizations to
ensure that the best interests of the citizens of the county are being served.

State law defines a special district as “any agency of the state for the local performance of
governmental or proprietary functions within limited boundaries.” Special districts are forms of
local government created by a community to meet a specific need. Most of California’s special
districts perform a single function such as sewage treatment, providing water, fire protection,
maintaining roads, or cemetery operation.

Special districts are governed by Boards that are accountable to the voters within the district
boundaries. State rules and regulations governing district operations vary based on the type of
service offered; for example, cemetery districts and public utility districts fall under different
state and local codes. Their operations, as well as the laws they must follow, can be complex.

All special districts face a number of common requirements, including:

¢ adherence to the Brown Act,
* participation in Ethics Training, and
* completion of Form 700.

Operating within the guidelines set by state law should be a high priority of the Board and senior
staff of Districts. Understanding public transparency laws and behaving ethically is essential to
good governance, both because they allow operations to remain focused and because they are
critical to keeping the public trust.

The Brown Act was created to provide public access to meetings and its goal is to ensure that
government remains accountable to the public. This purpose statement is described in the Act:

The people of this State do not yield their sovereignty to the agencies which serve
them. The people, in delegating authority, do not give their public servants the
right to decide what is good for the people to know and what is not good for them
to know. The people insist on remaining informed so that they may retain control
over the instruments they have created. State Government Code §54950.

California Assembly Bill 1234 (AB1234) updated State Government Code §53234 to require
Ethics Training. It directs that special district board members and senior staff members are
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required by law to take Ethics Training courses if the officials could receive compensation or
reimbursement of expenses. This applies even if they do not accept compensation or
reimbursement.

Every elected official and public employee who makes or influences governmental decisions is
required to submit a Statement of Economic Interest, also known as Form 700. Form 700
provides transparency and ensures accountability by disclosing the official’s personal financial
interests. This helps ensure that officials are making decisions in the best interest of the public
and not enhancing their personal finances. It also serves as a reminder to the public official of
potential conflicts of interest.

The Jury examined compliance with these three legal requirements.

Approach

The Jury developed and distributed questionnaires to each of the 24 Districts that have LAFCo
oversight. The questionnaires consisted largely of yes or no questions and were completed in
October 2018. Ten of the questions dealt with Ethics Training, conflict of interest (Form 700)
statements, and Brown Act training.

Additionally, the Jury researched:

* past Jury reports;
e (California law on ethics, conflict of interest, and the Brown Act; and
* the California Special Districts Association website.

Discussion

In Nevada County, the 24 Districts surveyed manage a wide variety of governmental functions
including the provisioning of firefighting, water, sanitation services, roads, parks and recreation,
public utilities, and cemeteries (see Appendix A for a list of the Districts surveyed). Most Districts
have five board members and the majority have paid staff. Their combined annual budgets total
in excess of $140 million with individual budgets ranging from $12,800 to $59.5 million per
year.

While their functions and sizes are very different, every District is obligated to be responsive to
the public. As noted in the 2015-2016 Nevada County Grand Jury report Being a Better Board
Member, “Many Boards are staffed by well-intentioned and enthusiastic volunteers who may not
have the training or knowledge of their responsibilities. The agencies for which they volunteer
should take measures to ensure that those volunteers are trained, understand, and accept those
responsibilities.”
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There are minimum requirements for training. Conflict of interest declarations must be filed.
Each District must remain accountable to the public as specified in the Brown Act. The Jury
asked each District about their compliance in these three areas.

The self-reported results indicate that 100% of all District board members have a current
Form 700 on file, which means that the public has visibility regarding potential financial
conflicts which may arise.

The results on Ethics and Brown Act training were not satisfactory. The survey indicated that:

* 58% of Districts reported that board members have received Brown Act training,
* 44% of Districts with staff reported that staff has received Brown Act training,

*  29% of Districts reported Brown Act training in 2017 or 2018,

* 67% of Districts reported that the Board has received Ethics Training,

* 61% of Districts with staff reported that staff has received Ethics Trainings, and
* 46% of Districts reported Ethics Training in 2017 or 2018.

These results created concern that systemic support for transparent government is lacking. The
resources exist to allow Districts to improve these numbers. Ethics Training can be taken in
person, online, or in a self-study course ending in a test. Some of the available training assists in
the completion of Form 700. A variety of organizations offer training in Nevada County. In
addition, training is available from the Institute for Local Government, the California Fair
Political Practices Commission, and the State Attorney General. Brown Act training is provided
by the State Attorney General, the League of California Cities, and by industry-specific groups.

In addition to the specific training outlined above, a number of opportunities exist for Board
members to learn their roles, duties, and responsibilities; some of these training sessions also
cover Brown Act, Form 700, and Ethics requirements. The following organizations offer
training for Board members:

* California Association of Local Agency Formation Commissions
(CALAFCo),

* League of California Cities,

* California Special Districts Association,

* California State Association of Counties (CSAC),

* Nevada County Community Leadership Institute, and

* Nevada County LAFCo.

Like all government agencies, Districts have the responsibility to operate in an ethical fashion
and keep the public informed of their actions. Training is a critical component of successful
board performance. It allows elected and appointed officials to follow both the spirit and the
letter of the laws enacted to promote good government. While the Jury recognizes that training
will not prohibit an abuse of power, it is essential to help public servants succeed.
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F1.

F2.

F3.

F4.

FS5.

Fé.

F7.

F8.

R1.

Findings
Special districts have four distinguishing characteristics. They:

a are a form of government,

b. have governing Boards,

c provide services and facilities, and
d have defined boundaries.

All Board members are responsible to, and operate on behalf of, the public they serve.

Government codes mandate the completion of Form 700 by all Board members and
senior staff disclosing personal assets and income.

Any elected or appointed official who may be compensated for their service or
reimbursed for their expenses must complete mandatory Ethics Training, prescribed by
California Assembly Bill 1234 (State Government Code §53275, subdivision (c)). The
training must be completed within six months of taking office or taking a position and, if
service is ongoing, once during each two-year period.

Special districts are subject to the Brown Act.
Ethics and Brown Act training is readily available and easy to access and complete.

Many Nevada County Districts self-reported that they are not fully compliant with Ethics
Training requirements.

Many Nevada County Districts self-reported that they are not providing Brown Act
training to board members and staff.

Recommendations
All Districts must continue to adhere to State law regarding Form 700.

All Districts must make available, monitor, and document participation in Ethics Training
for board members and appropriate staff members.

All Districts should make available, monitor, and document participation in Brown Act
training for board members and appropriate staff members.

Request for Responses

No responses are required.
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Appendix A

Nevada County Primary Special Districts

* Bear River Recreation and Park District

* Beyers Lane Community Service District

* Higgins Fire Protection District

¢ Kingsbury Greens Community Services District
¢ Lake of the Pines Ranchos Community Services District
* Mystic Mines Community Services District

* Nevada County Resource Conservation District
* Nevada Cemetery District

* Nevada County Consolidated Fire District

* Nevada Irrigation District

* North San Juan Fire Protection District

* Qak Tree Park & Recreation District

*  Ophir Hill Fire Protection District

* Peardale-Chicago Park Fire Protection District
* Penn Valley Fire Protection District

* Rough & Ready Fire Protection District

* San Juan Ridge County Water District

* Truckee Cemetery District

* Truckee-Donner Public Utility District

* Truckee-Donner Recreation & Park District

* Truckee Fire Protection District

* Truckee Sanitary District

*  Washington County Water District

* Western Gateway Recreation and Park District
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A Path to Transparency for Special Districts

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury

Page 27



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK



A Path to Transparency for Special Districts

Summary

Special districts are local government agencies that provide essential services to residents of the
districts, including sewage treatment, water, fire protection, operation of parks, maintaining
roads, and cemetery operation. There are 24 independent special districts with Nevada County
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) oversight having combined annual operating
budgets in excess of $140 million dollars. Their functions vary based on the type of service(s)
they perform, but all are governed by state transparency, conflict of interest, and ethics laws.

The Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury) surveyed 24 Nevada County special districts. Responses
were received from each district and all were reviewed.

The Jury found weaknesses in the areas of transparency and outreach. The Jury found that laws
have been passed that provide a means for special districts to address these issues. These laws
detail:

* the requirement for a website,

* the requirement for posting of agendas on the website,

* the requirement for contact information on the website,

* compliance with Public Records Act requirements using the website, and
* the requirement for a Conflict of Interest policy.

In the interest of transparency, the Jury recommends that each website contain additional
information that could be of value to the district’s constituents including:

* board member list, length in office of each board member, and their titles;
» staff directory (if applicable);

* archive of agendas and minutes;

* current budget;

* past certified financial audits;

e current bylaws (or formation act);

* map of the district and/or service area; and

* board policies and procedures.

This report provides guidance to assist special districts in their efforts to improve transparency.

Glossary
Brown Act Ralph M. Brown Act of 1953
District A special district in Nevada County (see Appendix A)
Jury 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury
PRA California Public Records Act of 1968
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Background

The Nevada County Grand Jury has the authority to investigate the functions of special districts
within Nevada County. Special districts are forms of local government created by a community
to meet a specific need. The 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury) chose to investigate
the management of 24 Nevada County special districts (see Appendix A). These special districts
include fire districts, cemetery districts, utility districts, resource conservation districts, sanitation
districts, water districts, road districts, and recreation/park districts. The Jury reviewed the
finances, staffing, management policies and procedures, training, transparency, and compliance
with legal requirements including the Ralph M. Brown Act of 1953 (Brown Act).

The Little Hoover Commission was formed in 1962 to improve government agencies in
California. Their report #155 of May 2000 found, “independent special districts often lack the
kind of oversight and citizen involvement necessary to promote their efficient operation and
evolution.” In their report # 239 of August 2017 one of the commission’s recommendations was
that the state should, . . . expand transparency by requiring every district to have a website with
basic information . . .” The Jury found that a number of laws have been passed regarding special
district websites.

To ensure transparency and provide an opportunity for public participation in such meetings, the
law requires public agencies that maintain a website to post agendas online. Public agencies that
maintain a website may meet the requirements by posting a current agenda or a direct link to the
current agenda on the agency’s primary homepage. Under either option, AB 2257 (Local Agency
Meetings: Agenda: Online Posting) requires all current online agenda postings to be:

* downloadable, retrievable, indexable, and electronically searchable by commonly
used search applications;

* machine readable and platform independent; and

* available to the public free of charge without any restrictions that would impede the
reuse or redistribution of the agenda (i.e., no restrictions on printing the agenda or
attaching it to an email).

California legislation SB 929, “Special Districts Internet Web Sites,” will, beginning on
January 1, 2020, require every independent special district to maintain a website that clearly lists
contact information for the special district, subject to limited special exceptions.

The California Public Records Act (PRA) requires a public agency to permit the inspection of
any public record during the agency’s office hours. This requirement can be cumbersome for
some districts especially if they do not have normal business hours. AB 2853 (Local
Government: Economic Development Subsidies) allows an agency to comply with the Act’s
inspection requirement by posting any requested public record on its website, and in response to
the request for a public record, directing the person requesting such records to the location on the
agency’s website where the public record is posted. If, however, the person making the records
request subsequently asks for a copy of the record because he or she cannot access or reproduce
the record posted online, the agency is obligated to produce a hard copy of the record.
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Transparency and accountability help to ensure the electorate is well informed regarding how
each special district is performing the people’s business. Three key elements for ensuring
transparency are: the submission of annual audited financial reports to the State Controller and to
the Nevada County Auditor-Controller, the requirement to adopt a Conflict of Interest policy,
and compliance with the Brown Act.

The Fair Political Practices Commission has adopted a regulation that can be incorporated by
reference in special district policies to meet the Conflict of Interest requirement (Government
Code § 81000 or reference California Code of Regulations [title 2, § 18730] in their policies).

The Brown Act is designed to ensure that government actions and deliberations are conducted
openly so that the people “may retain control over the instruments they have created.”
Violations can lead to invalidation of local agency actions, payment of a challenger’s attorney’s
fees, and in some cases criminal prosecution. Key requirements of the Brown Act are that
meetings of a local government agency’s legislative body be open to the public, allow for public
comment, and be announced by public notice 72 hours in advance of the meeting. The Brown
Act also contains procedures for conducting special meetings, emergency meetings, and closed
sessions. The Brown Act limits the ability to discuss certain matters outside of public meetings.

In addition to requiring public access to meetings, the Brown Act also gives the public the right
to participate, attend, record, and broadcast public meetings. The public can speak to any subject
within the board’s jurisdiction, but the board generally cannot discuss or act upon the item unless
it is on the agenda. The Brown Act does allow members to briefly respond to comments or
questions from the public, request staff to provide factual information, or request that an item be
added to a future agenda. Every agenda for an open meeting must allow members of the public
to speak on any item of interest so long as the item is within the jurisdiction of the board. The
board may adopt reasonable regulations, including time limits, on public comments. Such
regulations must be enforced fairly and without regard for the speakers’ viewpoints.

Approach

The Jury surveyed 24 Nevada County special districts (Districts). A request for information
from each district was made. Responses were received from each district and resulted in the
analysis contained in the following discussion. The Jury also conducted interviews and
performed independent research on California rules and regulations governing special districts.

Discussion

In Nevada County, the 24 Districts surveyed provide a wide variety of governmental functions
including firefighting, water, sanitation services, roads, parks and recreation, public utilities, and
cemeteries. Most Districts have five board members and a majority of the Districts have paid
staff. Their combined annual budgets total in excess of $140 million with individual district
budgets ranging from $12,800 to $59.5 million per year. While their functions and sizes are very
different, every District is obligated to be responsive to the public. As noted in the
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2015-2016 Nevada County Grand Jury report Being a Better Board Member, “Many Boards are
staffed by well-intentioned and enthusiastic volunteers who may not have the training or
knowledge of their responsibilities. The agencies for which they volunteer should take measures
to ensure that those volunteers are trained, understand, and accept those responsibilities.”

The Jury analyzed the responses provided by the Districts and determined that the results on
ethics and Brown Act training were not satisfactory. As a result the Jury prepared and issued a
2018-2019 report titled Special Districts’ Compliance with Brown Act and Ethics Laws.

The Jury then continued its analysis of the responses and found that there were weaknesses in
other areas including transparency and outreach. For example, the Jury found that not all
Districts have a website, and that some websites were not updated with current information. The
Jury also found that laws have been passed that require special districts to address these issues.
As described above these laws include the following detail:

* the requirement for a website,

* the requirement to post agendas on the website,

* the requirement for contact information to be available on the website,

* compliance with Public Records Act requirements using the website, and
* the requirement for a Conflict of Interest policy.

To comply with current and future requirements and in the interest of transparency, it is
recommended that each website contain additional information of value to the constituents of
that district, including:

* board member list, length in office, and titles;
» staff directory (if applicable);

* archive of agendas and minutes;

* current budget;

* past certified financial audits;

e current bylaws (or formation act);

* map of the district and/or service area; and

* board policies and procedures.

Although not required for all special districts, bylaws are a valuable tool to ensure effective
practices, consistent processes, and increased transparency. At a minimum, bylaws should
include the following list:

* Board composition, terms, and processes for selection or replacement
* Types of meetings and frequency
* Finance
o Requirements for budget and approval process
o Spending authority and limits for:
= Contracts
* Checking account management
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= Credit card usage
o Reimbursement policies and procedures
o Records retention policy
* Ethics and Conduct
o Code of conduct and demeanor
o Ethics training requirements
o Conflict of interest policies
* Brown Act compliance requirements

By including this recommended information, special districts will provide their constituencies
insight as to the make-up of their leadership, how the district operates, the financial health of the
district, documentation of past history, and advance notice of activities and issues to be
addressed by the board. This enhanced transparency will give the constituency a better
understanding of needs when they are asked to vote for new board members and/or any changes
in tax rates requested by the board.

While SB 929 provides exceptions for the requirement of a website in special circumstances, the
Jury strongly encourages districts to have a website nonetheless.

F1.

F2.

F3.

F4.

FS5.

Fé.

Findings

Websites are an important way the public can access information about their government,
yet not all Nevada County special districts have a website.

Existing California law requires convenient access to agendas on special district websites.
The public should be encouraged to learn what will be discussed at upcoming board
meetings.

Legislation which goes into effect January 1, 2020, SB 929, Special Districts: Internet
Web Sites requires districts to have websites that conform with current transparency
requirements, and the legislation further requires that districts list contact information,
making it easier for the public to know who is running the District.

Meeting PRA requirements can be cumbersome especially for smaller special districts.
PRA requirements can be fulfilled by posting the requested document(s) on the District’s
website.

Not all Nevada County special districts meet the requirement of Government Code
§ 81000 requiring a Conflict of Interest policy, which helps assure the public that the
District is running ethically.

Inclusion of additional information on special district websites beyond that required by

law provides valuable information to District constituents and enhances the transparency
of special district activities.
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Recommendations

R1.  All special districts should have a website that complies with SB 929 prior to
January 1, 2020.

R2.  Special districts’ agendas should be posted on their websites and have one click access
from the home page.

R3.  Contact information should be posted on the website.
R4.  Special districts should consider using their websites to fulfill PRA requests.
RS.  All special districts should adopt a Conflict of Interest policy.

R6.  All special districts should adopt bylaws or review their existing bylaws before SB 929
goes into effect in January 2020.

R7.  All special districts should provide information on their websites beyond the minimum
requirements of the law to provide transparency for their constituents.

Request for Responses

No responses are requested.
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Appendix A

Nevada County Special Districts Surveyed

Bear River Recreation and Park District
Beyers Lane Community Service District
Higgins Fire Protection District

Kingsbury Greens Community Services
District

Lake of the Pines Ranchos Community
Services District

Mystic Mines Community Services District

Nevada County Resource Conservation
District

Nevada Cemetery District

Nevada County Consolidated Fire District
Nevada Irrigation District

North San Juan Fire Protection District

Oak Tree Park & Recreation District

Ophir Hill Fire Protection District

Peardale-Chicago Park Fire Protection
District

Penn Valley Fire Protection District

Rough & Ready Fire Protection District
San Juan Ridge County Water District
Truckee Cemetery District
Truckee-Donner Public Utility District
Truckee-Donner Recreation & Park District
Truckee Fire Protection District

Truckee Sanitary District

Washington County Water District

Western Gateway Recreation and Park
District
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Nevada County Request for Proposal
and Procurement Practices

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury
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Nevada County Request for Proposal and Procurement Practices

Summary

The 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury) responded to a citizen’s complaint
“regarding irregularities in the recent Request for Proposal (RFP) and the selection process for
the organization selected to operate the County’s animal shelter.” The Jury conducted an
investigation into Nevada County’s (County) RFP process used to select the vendor cited in the
complaint. The Jury reviewed pertinent documents and conducted interviews with personnel
within County government and the Sheriff’s Office.

During its investigation of the RFP process, the Jury found a number of problems to support its
overall conclusion that the County’s procurement practices are not consistent with generally
recognized best procurement practices. After conducting several interviews, the Jury
determined there was a lack of communication and coordination among the various
departments involved with an animal control RFP. The Jury learned that the County does not
have comprehensive established policies and procedures regulating its procurement process.
Instead the County relies on a Purchasing Guide, dated June 13, 2017; an undated amendment
to that Purchasing Guide; and the County Administrative Code (Admin Code). The Jury’s
investigation shows that these publications combined with the Admin Code do not adhere to
generally available best procurement practices.

The Jury concluded that an adherence to generally recognized best procurement practices by
the purchasing department would ensure that County procurement is performed honestly, fairly,
effectively, and professionally. In turn, this ensures that best value is obtained and that the
County recognizes that the public trust is embodied in the authority to expend County funds.

Efforts are underway within Information & General Services (IGS) to update the Admin Code
to include policies and procedures that adhere to best procurement practices. The Jury
commends this effort. However, the success of this program depends on the support of the
Nevada County County Executive Office, County Counsel, and the Nevada County Board of
Supervisors. Without this support IGS will not be able to implement any meaningful changes
in a timely manner.
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Glossary

Admin Code Nevada County Administrative Code

BoS Nevada County Board of Supervisors

CEO Nevada County Executive Office

County County of Nevada

IGS Nevada County Information and General Services

Purchasing Nevada County Purchasing Department

Purchasing Guide Nevada County Purchasing Guide

RFP Request for Proposal

SF Sammie’s Friends

NCSO Nevada County Sheriff’s Office
Background

Animal Control Request for Proposal

As a government agency, the County utilizes a competitive process to select contracted service
providers for a variety of community services. The County usually reassesses contracts every
three to five years to allow qualified organizations to compete to deliver county services and to
ensure the County and the taxpayers are getting the best value and service. This practice also
allows the current vendor of a contract the opportunity to fine tune their skills and respond to a
County solicitation for services.

The County has contracted for the administration and operation of its animal shelter and related
services since July of 2010. The County entered into a three-year contract for its animal shelter
services on July 1, 2010 to run to June 30, 2013. This contract was with Sammie’s Friends
(SF).

The County then extended the contract for five years with the same contractor. The contract’s
term started July 1, 2013 and ended on June 30, 2018. In December of 2017, an RFP for the
County’s animal shelter was released to the public by Purchasing on behalf of the Nevada
County Sheriff’s Office (NCSO). In Nevada County, the NCSO oversees animal control and
the animal shelter. Since 2010 SF, a local non-profit organization, has held the Animal Shelter
contract.

The RFP for animal shelter services resulted in written proposals from two vendors, SF and
Placer County. The RFP requested that proposals identify which service area(s) the proposal
addresses. The three core service areas were: animal intake, animal husbandry, and animal
adoption programs. Vendors were encouraged to apply to one, two, or all core service areas
and were requested to provide a three-year budget proposal and a one-year annual budget that
broke out costs by each category as presented in the RFP description of services. SF proposed
to provide all three core service areas and submitted an “all or none” cost proposal but did not
initially provide separate costs for each service area. Placer County proposed to provide animal
husbandry and animal adoption services and provided separate costs for each service area.
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Both proposals were scored by an evaluation panel selected by the NCSO. Members of the
panel included two NCSO employees and two regional subject-matter experts. Panelists
independently scored both proposals. The Nevada County Purchasing Department
(Purchasing) then calculated the final scores. The cumulative results were identical for both SF
and Placer County. Because the results were equal, and the RFP was silent on how to settle a
tie, Purchasing suggested the full panel interview both vendors. The vendors were scored a
second time and Purchasing notified them of the results. The Placer County proposal was
scored higher.

On April 6, 2018 the Panel recommended Placer County to the NCSO as the most qualified
proposal for the two services. Purchasing then sent an award letter to Placer County and a
letter of regret to SF. In response, SF contacted the County and expressed their concerns with
the evaluation panel’s decision. SF then embarked on a social media campaign, which resulted
in public support for SF.

The Board of Supervisors (BoS) received significant community feedback in support of SF.
On April 24, 2018 County authorities cancelled the RFP process. The County and the NCSO
then worked with SF to extend the existing contract to operate the animal shelter.

After negotiated meetings between County officials, the NCSO, and SF an agreement was
reached. On April 26, 2018 the Nevada County Board of Supervisors approved Resolution No.
18-331which authorized another extension to the contract. In essence this was a non-
competitive single-source contract. SF agreed to continue operation of the animal shelter for
one year with an automatic renewal contingent on hiring a new shelter director and financial
officer.

Nevada County Procurement Practices

The mission of Purchasing is to procure goods and services for the County in a manner that
assures the best value is obtained and that recognizes the public trust embodied in the authority
to expend County funds.

The Purchasing Agent serves pursuant to the California Government Code and the County
Admin Code to procure goods and services for all County departments. California
Government Code section 25500 provides that the BoS may employ a purchasing agent. The
County has established the office of the Purchasing Agent pursuant to Admin. Code section A-
IV who “. . . shall establish methods and procedures necessary for the proper functioning of the
Purchasing Unit in an efficient and economical manner. (Ord. 1580)”

According to the 2016-2017 General Fund Budget, Purchasing issued 1,290 purchase orders
and contracts totaling $11 million and 41 invitations for bids, requests for qualifications, and
requests for proposals. BoS approval is required for dollars expended for goods and services
over $20,000. Many purchasing transactions fall under $5,000 and do not require an RFP.
This report focuses on larger transactions that require an RFP and BoS approval.
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County procurement practices are complex. They involve complexities that exceed mere
buying goods and services and require knowledge and skills in critical areas such as:

* finance and accounting;

* contract law and negotiation;

* contract planning, management and oversight;

* marketing; and

* aworking knowledge of all County functions and their interrelatedness.

The County’s procurement practices flow through three informal mechanisms — graduated
purchasing authority levels as defined by the Admin Code, competitive bidding requirements,
and budget controls. These practices are meant to ensure fair market prices and best value by
requiring purchasers to obtain multiple vendor bids and to select the lowest responsible bidder.
Informal competitive bidding requirements also follow a graduated approval system. Smaller
purchases of commodity items where competition already exists between vendors allows for
purchases on the open market without multiple bids. Larger purchases, where generally less
competition exists between vendors, call for competitive bidding. These requirements range
from formal bids to issuing RFPs.

Approach

The Jury began its investigation with an interview with the complainant then developed a plan
of action that included personal interviews, review of County published material, and Internet
research. The Jury interviewed County staff and a representative from SF. The Jury also
reviewed documents from the following County departments and offices: IGS, NCSO, CEO,
and the Auditor-Controller. The Jury consulted the following sources: the Admin Code, the
Purchasing Guide, the Animal Shelter RFP, and the informal changes made to the Purchasing
Guide since its first published date. The Jury also examined electronic correspondence that
circulated among personnel involved in the Animal Shelter RFP preparation process, the
selection of the Animal Shelter Evaluation Panel, the scoring of the vendors’ responses, and the
announcement of the results. Finally, the Jury interviewed for the second time selected
personnel to discuss applicable document revisions and policy changes that could be helpful for
future issuance of RFPs.

Discussion

The Jury’s initial investigation focused on a citizen’s complaint involving an RFP issued
December 8, 2017 for the County’s animal shelter service. During the investigation into this
RFP process and its related contracts the Jury found a number of deficiencies in the County’s
procurement practices. The Jury concluded that these practices are not consistent with
generally recognized best procurement practices.
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The deficiencies noted below are currently being addressed by IGS:

* Absence of a provision allowing a vendor to initiate a protest after a Notice of Intent
to Award has been issued.

* Absence of a provision to allow an evaluation panel member to be recused at their
request.

* Absence of a provision ensuring evaluation panel members are not in a
supervisor/subordinate relationship.

* Absence of a provision ensuring that an evaluation panel is composed of an odd
number of members.

The deficiencies noted below have not been addressed by IGS:

* Absence of a provision to resolve a scoring tie.

* Absence of a provision addressing a situation where an evaluation panel member’s
scores are substantially different from the other members’ scores.

* Absence of a provision allowing or prohibiting a respondent to modify its proposal
after submission.

The Jury found in its investigation of the County’s Animal Shelter RFP process that two
evaluators had asked to be recused from the review panel that had been set up by the NCSO.
Their requests were denied. The denials appear to violate basic tenets of public procurement.
County officials were unable to provide the Jury with the original evaluators’ score sheets and
written comments. They could only provide a summary of the scoring process. The Jury found
mathematical anomalies in the summary. The evaluator’s scoring on one bidder fell outside the
scoring pattern of the other reviewers. These anomalies resulted in a tie between two bidders,
yet no investigation was conducted to determine the reason for the tie. The lack of an
investigation raised the claim of bias which was a concern of the complainant.

The Jury also found that Placer County responded to the RFP with a one-year annual budget
that broke out costs by category as requested in the description of services. SF responded to the
RFP with one cost for all three services in a manner that was not responsive to the RFP.

County officials offered SF an opportunity to modify its proposal after submission so it could
separately address the cost for each core service with a one-year budget. SF declined and
reiterated that their bid was an “all or none” bid. Placer County submitted a proposal using the
previous year’s cost estimates, and then re-submitted the proposal to include the current costs.
The Jury could find no provision in the County’s RFP process that would allow a respondent to
modify its proposal after the fact.

During interviews with County officials the Jury learned that the anonymity of panel evaluators
was not maintained and that two evaluators reported receiving public threats as a result.
Information released allowed the determination of evaluators’ names, affiliations, relative
assessments, and other identifying information.

Best procurement practices, models, and strategies are readily available for consideration
through professional organizations, academia, and other sources including The National
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Institute of Governmental Purchasing. Given the number of irregularities in the procurement
process identified, the Jury did not find it useful to spend more time cataloging additional
problems through the review of multiple RFPs issued by the County.

During its investigation the Jury learned that the County does not have comprehensive policies
and procedures regulating procurement. Instead the County relies on a Nevada County
Purchasing Guide (Purchasing Guide), dated June 13, 2017. The Jury was informed by many
of the County officials interviewed that the Purchasing Guide does not represent regulatory
policy or procedure, it is only a training manual. The Jury found this inconsistent with
generally recognized current best procurement practices for government agencies.
Comprehensive policies and procedures should reflect the best efforts of County employees to
ensure procurements are performed honestly, fairly, effectively, and professionally in a manner
that ensures the best value is obtained and recognizes the public trust embodied in the authority
to expend County funds.

Evidence could not be found that the Purchasing Guide and an undated one-page amendment
had been reviewed, approved, or adopted as policy or procedure by the Purchasing Agent.

No evidence could be found that County departments are responsible for following the
Purchasing Guide or that a formal procedure for approving changes to the Purchasing Guide
exists. The Jury also found differences between the Admin Code and the Purchasing Guide,
including the following:

1. The Purchasing Guide, Section 8.4f, states that evaluation of proposals is done by a team
selected by the requisitioning department. Admin Code, Sec. A-1V 1.9, Procedures for
the Selection of Consultants, states:

For contracts involving work at an estimated cost of more than $50,000.00,
the department head and the County Administrative Officer shall jointly
determine the composition of the selection committee as they determine is
appropriate (which may include a member of the Board of Supervisors, the
County Administrative Officer, and/or staff from the County
Administrative Officer’s office, an attorney from the County Counsel’s
office, one or more members from a County committee, and such

technical staff as deemed appropriate).

2. The Purchasing Guide, Section 7.1(b) states that “. . . contracting for the services of a
consultant (as defined in Government Code Section 4525) for a sum estimated at
exceeding $20,000 . . .” requires competitive procurement. Government Code Section
4525 does not define the term consultant.

The County has entrusted procurement to “generalist” buyers rather than to certified
procurement professionals. These buyers are operating under guidelines without the benefit of
established comprehensive policies and procedures that adhere to generally recognized best
procurement practices. One County official testified before the Jury that the greatest risk to
County purchasing is the lack of certified buyers following best procurement practices. The
Jury was informed by County officials that the BoS was “blindsided” when the Animal Shelter
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RFP was issued and a Notice of Intent to Award a contract issued to Placer County. The BoS
was caught unprepared in both cases because BoS approval was not sought in advance of the
RFP or the Notice of Intent to Award. The failure to obtain BoS approval in advance of issuing
the RFP and subsequently issuing a Notice of Intent to Award the contract to Placer County
placed the BoS at a disadvantage in performing its oversight function for a multi-year
solicitation that ultimately resulted in a two-year contract extension valued at $1,478,000.

According to Sec. A-IV 1.9C of the County Administrative Code,

.. . the proposal to contract with a consultant for a sum estimated at exceeding
$20,000 shall be submitted to the Board of Supervisors for its approval in advance
of soliciting any work. The department shall provide to the Board a general
description of the work to be accomplished, the need for the work, the timing of
such work, and an estimate of the cost thereof.

According to County officials the lack of explicit policies and procedures defining when
BoS approval is to be sought in advance of an RFP soliciting services from consultants,
be they a professional service or a personal service, caused the miscommunication. The
Jury concluded that the Purchasing Department’s lack of standardized purchasing
procedures, if not corrected, could result in a repetition of this problem for the BoS.

The Jury has also found that there is insufficient staff available to audit internal contract files in
order to ensure contractors are performing according to contract specifications. For example,
no contracts have been audited by the Office of the Auditor-Controller since 2008, when this
office’s staff was reduced by roughly 25%. The Auditor-Controller’s Office processes and
pays invoices. It appears the only verifications expected for payment are departmental
approval and availability of funds. The Jury found no independent auditing was being
performed by the Auditor-Controller’s staff to assure that goods are received or that services
are performed in compliance with the contract. The Admin Code, a BoS Resolution (No.
98479), and the Purchasing Guide (Section 5.4) require the Auditor-Controller’s office to
periodically audit contract files.

Other issues were encountered that made this investigation difficult. For instance, the Jury
could obtain neither an explanation for cancellation of the Animal Shelter RFP nor the reason a
sole source contract was extended to SF after a review panel recommended the award be given
to Placer County. In the Purchasing Guide, Section 9.1g, the department is required to provide
an explanation of that decision, which requires ratification by the Purchasing Agent.

The BoS has the sole authority to terminate an RFP and a proposed procurement action.
However, the public has a right to know on what basis that decision is made, particularly when
a review panel’s recommendation on an RFP is other than the procurement action approved by
the BoS.

In the case of the Animal Shelter RFP, the Jury found email evidence that the recipient of the

sole-source award extension had been the subject of multiple administrative complaints from
the department contract manager. The Office of the Auditor-Controller said it was aware of
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some problems but did not receive formal notification from the department responsible for
contract administration. Such a notice would have precipitated an investigation.

County officials who managed the 2013 contract with SF could not provide the Jury with
documentation of the required endorsement naming the County as an additional insured. The
contractor was allowed to continue working on the contract. Once the County was threatened
with a lawsuit this omission became known to the department. According to the Purchasing
Guide, Section 6.9, the department that administers the contract is responsible for keeping track
of insurance expiration dates and ensuring documentation of insurance renewals is obtained in
a timely manner.

It is reasonable to conclude that no endorsement naming the County as an additional insured on
the SF insurance policy existed, or that if the endorsement had existed, the department
responsible for managing the contract was not properly administering the contract. Best
procurement practices require these records be kept to provide the basis upon which the County
can be assured that the contractor providing services is in compliance with the contract. These
discrepancies indicate a contract that was not being fulfilled and it also suggests a contract
administration process that lacks integrity.

Findings

The following are findings based on interviews and a review of documentation provided to the
Jury:

F1.  The County does not have approved policies or procedures for the efficient operation of
the Purchasing Department.

F2.  The County’s Purchasing Guide is a training manual, not formal policy or procedure.
The Purchasing Guide contains discrepancies between its contents, the Admin Code, and
California Government Code; is not consistent with generally recognized best
procurement practices, is ambiguous as to RFP procedures, and is not always followed by
County Offices and Departments.

F3.  County employees receive training on the Purchasing Guide, but many who conduct
purchasing operations and/or manage contracts are not fully trained on and do not always
follow best procurement and contract management practices.

F4.  RFP practices in the Purchasing Guide have a number of correctable issues that could be
addressed with detailed procedures if properly followed by County Offices and
Departments.

F5. The Office of the Auditor-Controller lacks sufficient staff to conduct contract reviews

pursuant to BoS Resolution No. 98479, dated 27 October 1988, which requires internal
contract audits be conducted every third year of the contract. No internal contract audits
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have been conducted since 2008 when the Auditor-Controller’s office staff was reduced
by 25%.

Recommendations
The Nevada County Grand Jury recommends:

R1. The CEOQ, in cooperation with the County’s Purchasing Agent, should continue
researching procurement best practices and establish appropriate written procurement
policies, practices, and procedures that would be followed in executing County
procurement processes.

R2.  The County’s Human Resources department and Purchasing Agent should conduct an
assessment of the training needs of current procurement staff and implement a plan for
the training of new procurement employees on generally recognized best procurement
practices.

R3.  The Purchasing Agent should submit a report to the BoS on completed revisions to the
Purchasing Guide, as well as policies and procedures.

R4.  The Purchasing Agent should, within 60 days of establishing formal written policies,
practices, and procedures, and completing revisions to the Purchasing Guide, lead each
County agency through training on the County’s new policies, practices, and procedures.
Policies, procedures.

RS.  The Purchasing Guide should be reviewed and updated annually.

R6.  The Purchasing Guide should be updated to include the following:
a.  required BoS approvals prior to issuance of an RFP;

b.  establishment and handling of protest periods;

c.  evaluation panel reviewer selection and recusals;

d.  procedure in the event of evaluation panel reviewer statistical anomalies;

e.  bidder qualification reviews where contract administrators have escalated concerns
regarding a vendor’s past contract performance;

f.  maintenance of documented administrative files during a blackout period of County

employee contacts involved with the RFP process and RFP respondents other than
the County person named in the RFP document; and

g.  maintenance of complete administrative files documenting and justifying final
decisions when that decision goes against the evaluation panel’s recommendation.

R7. The CEO’s office should complete a review of the Office of the Auditor-Controller and
the staffing needs required to comply with BoS Resolution No. 98479 as soon as possible.
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R8. The CEO’s office should work with the Office of the Auditor-Controller to develop a
checklist for contract administrators to document at least annually vendor performance
and compliance with liability insurance requirements.

R9.  All County contract administrators should, using the checklist referred to in R8, conduct
performance evaluations and document them in an administrative file. Problems or
concerns with a vendor’s performance should be formally investigated and addressed.

Request for Responses

Pursuant to Penal Code section 933.05, the Nevada County Grand Jury requests responses from
the following:

The following responses are due by 28 June 2019.

* Nevada County Board of Supervisors for Findings F2 and F5, and Recommendations
R3 and R7.

* Nevada County Auditor-Controller for Findings F4 and F5, and Recommendations
R7 and R8.

The following responses are due by 28 July 2019.

* Nevada County County Executive Officer for Findings F1 and F4, and
Recommendations R1, RS, and R9.

* Nevada County Purchasing Agent for Findings F1, F2, F3, and F4; and
Recommendations R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, and R9.

* Nevada County Human Resources Director for Finding F3 and Recommendation R2.
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RESPONSES

In the Report above, the Grand Jury requested responses from:

The Nevada County Board of Supervisors

The Nevada County Auditor-Controller

The Nevada County Executive Officer

The Nevada County Purchasing Agent

The Nevada County Human Resources Director

All listed entities responded except The Nevada County Executive Officer, The Nevada
County Purchasing Agent and The Nevada County Human Resources Director. Those
three individuals chose to allow the Nevada County Board of Supervisors make their
responses for them.
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State of California

COUNTY OF NEVADA

MARCIA L. SALTER - Auditor-Controller

Auditor-Controller (530) 265-1244
950 Maidu Avenue Fax: (530) 265-9843
Nevada City CA 95959 Email: auditor.controller@co.nevada.ca.us

June 26,2019

The Honorable Thomas Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, California 95959

Re: Auditor-Controller Response to the 2018-19 Nevada County Civil Grand Jury Report - Nevada
County Request For Proposal And Procurement Practices

Dear Judge Anderson,

Please find attached the responses by the Auditor-Controller to the 2018-19 Nevada County Civil Grand
Jury Report - Nevada County Request for Proposal and Procurement Practices

The responses to the Grand Jury’s Findings and Recommendations are based on either personal
knowledge, examination of office County records or information received from County staff members.

I would like to thank the members of the 2018-19 Grand Jury for their participation and effort in the
reviews and investigations they performed as well as the reports prepared. Their service and dedication to
the process is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

‘ \ y (2 L A A ‘ "";—, . l‘, X %
Marcia L. Salter

Auditor-Controller

Attachment

cc: Foreman, Grand Jury
Alison Lehman, County Executive Officer
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NEVADA COUNTY AUDITOR-CONTROLLER RESPONSE TO
2018-19 CIVIL GRAND JURY REPORT
DATED APRIL 29. 2019

NEVADA COUNTY REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL AND PROCUREMENT PRACTICES

I. GRAND JURY INVESTIGATION:

Nevada County Request for Proposal and Procurement Practices

A. RESPONSE TO FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS:

Findings:

F4. RFP practices in the Purchasing Guide have a number of correctable issues that could be
addressed with detailed procedures if properly followed by County Offices and Departments

Agree

F5. The Office of the Auditor-Controller lacks sufficient staff to conduct contract reviews pursuant
to BoS Resolution No. 98-479, dated 27 October 1988, which requires internal contract audits
be conducted every third year of the contract. No internal contract audits have been conducted
since 2008 when the Auditor-Controller’s office staff was reduced by 25%

Partially agree

Staff reductions in the Auditor-Controller’s office as well as other County departments
began in the Fiscal Year 2009-10 through 2011-12 to address the downturn in the
economy. A total of four positions of the sixteen original allocated were eliminated
equating to a 25% reduction. In Fiscal Year 2016-17, one staff position was reinstated
bringing the allocated staffing to thirteen.

Beginning in Fiscal Year 2009-10 upon the elimination of the Senior Accountant-Auditor
assigned to the Internal Audit Function, a reassignment of the duties occurred and the
contract audits continued to be conducted through the Fiscal Year 2013-14. Following
that year, with the loss of the assigned audit staff member due to a transfer to another
County department and the unsuccessful recruitment that followed for a replacement
candidate with equivalent experience, the office was unable to meet the goals as outlined
in Resolution 98-479. In the Fall of 2018, a qualified candidate to perform internal audits
was hired by the office and the contract audit program has been re-established.

Recommendations:

R7.  The CEO’s office should complete a review of the office of the Auditor-Controller and the
staffing needs required to comply with BoS Resolution No. 98-479 as soon as possible.

Partially Agree
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RS.

The County has an established process in preparation of the annual budget cycle for
departments to request a review of staffing needs. The Office of the Auditor-Controller
will use that process to engage in the conversation with the CEQ’s office to address
staffing needs and specifically to converting a temporary staff position to a permanent
staff position to support the activities in the office including the Internal Audit Function.

The CEQO’s office should work with the Office of the Auditor-Controller to develop checklist
for contract administrators to document at least annually vendor performance and compliance
with liability insurance requirements.

Partially Agree

The staff of the Auditor-Controller will schedule a meeting by September 1% with the
CEQ’s Office, the Risk Manager and County Counsel to review department contract
administrator’s role, best practices and on-going contract oversight.

REQUIRED RESPONSES

Auditor-Controller — by June 29, 2019
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COUNTY OF NEVADA

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

The Honorable Judge Thomas Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

July 9,2019

Vice-Chair Heidi Hall, 1% District
Edward C. Scofield, 2" District

Dan Miller, 3" District

Susan Hoek, 4" District

Chair Richard Anderson, 5" District

Julie Patterson Hunter,
Clerk of the Board

RE: County of Nevada Reponses to Grand Jury 2019 Report entitled Nevada County Request for Proposal and

Procurement Practices

Honorable Judge Anderson,

Please find enclosed the County of Nevada’s responses to the Grand Jury’s 2019 Nevada County Request for Proposal and
Procurement Practices Report as approved by the Board of Supervisors at their regularly scheduled meeting on July 9, 2019.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey Thorsby
Senior Administrative Analyst

Encl.

950 Maidu Avenue, Suite 200, Nevada City CA 95959-8617
phone: 530.265.1480 | fax: 530.265.9836 | toll free: 888.785.1480 | email: bdofsupervisors@co.nevada.ca.us

website: https://www.mynevadacounty.com/

PRINTED ON RECYLED PAPER
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NEVADA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESPONSES TO
2019 Nevada County Civil Grand Jury Report

Request for Proposal and Procurement Practices

DATED July 9, 2019

records, review of the responses by the County Executive Officer, Auditor-Controller, County Counsel, Public

Supervisors and county staff members.

Responses to findings and recommendations are based on either personal knowledge, examination of official county

Defender, Behavioral Health, and Health and Human Services agency representatives or testimony from the Board of

A. RESPONSES TO FINDINGS

F1. The County does not have approved policies or producers for the efficient operation
of the Purchasing Department.

Disagree.

On May 28" 2019, the Board of Supervisors by resolution 19-241 passed and
adopted the Nevada County Purchasing Policy.

F2. The County’s Purchasing Guide is a training manual, not a formal policy or
procedure. The Purchasing Guide contains discrepancies between its contents, the Admin
Code, and California Government Code; is not consistent with generally recognized best
procurement practices, is ambiguous as to RFP procedures, and is not always followed by
County Offices and Departments.

Agree.

F3. County employees receive training on the Purchasing Guide, but many who conduct
purchasing operations and/or manage contracts are not fully trained on and do not always
follow best procurement and contract management practices.

Disagree.

The purchasing guide has been replaced with a Board of Supervisors adopted
Purchasing Policy recently. County staff who perform purchasing functions
will be trained on the policy. With the size of an organization as large as the
County, departmental staff with purchasing duties do change over time as
people come and go, get promoted, or shift positions. As such, it is an ongoing
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effort to train new people on a regular basis across the year. The County has
implemented a new contract management system to track countywide
contracts to best practice standards.

F4. RFP practices in the Purchasing Guide have a number of correctable issues that could
be addressed with detailed procedures if properly followed by County Offices and
Departments.

Agree.

F5. The Office of the Auditor-Controller lacks sufficient staff to conduct contract
reviews pursuant to BoS Resolution No. 98-479, dated 27 October 1988, which requires
internal contract audits be conducted since 2009 when the Auditor-Controller’s staff
reduced by 25%.

Disagree.

The Auditor Controller office has sufficient staff to conduct contract audits
and does so regularly.

B. RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

R1: The CEO, in cooperation with the County’s Purchasing Agent, should continue
researching procurement best practices and establish appropriate written procurement
policies, practices and procedures that would be followed in executing County
procurement processes.

The recommendation has been implemented.

On May 28" 2019, the Board of Supervisors by resolution 19-241 passed and
adopted the Nevada County Purchasing Policy.

R2: The County’s Human Resources department and Purchasing Agent should conduct
an assessment of the training needs of current procurement staff and implement a plan for
the training of new procurement employees on generally recognized best procurement
practices.

The recommendation has been partially implemented.

On May 28" 2019, the Board of Supervisors by resolution 19-241 passed and
adopted the Nevada County Purchasing Policy. Purchasing Staff will be
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working with Human Resources to provide training on the Nevada County
Purchasing Policy.

R3: The Purchasing Agent should submit a report to the BoS on completed revisions to
the Purchasing Guide, as well as policies and procedures.

The recommendation will not be implemented at this time.

The Purchasing Guide has been replaced with the Nevada County Purchasing
Policy via Resolution 19-241.

R4: The Purchasing Agent should, within 60 days of establishing formal written policies,
practices, and procedures, and completing revisions to the Purchasing Guide, lead each
County agency through training on the County’s new policies, practices, and procedures.

The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted.

The County has replaced the Purchasing Guide with the Nevada County
Purchasing Policy; therefore, the County will not provide training on the
Purchasing Guide. However, training on the Nevada County Purchasing
Policy will be provided over the course of the next year.

R5: The Purchasing Guide should be reviewed and updated annually.
The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted.

While the Purchasing Guide will not be reviewed and updated annually, the
Purchasing Policy will be reviewed annually and updated as applicable.

R6: The Purchasing Guide should be updated to include the following:
a. Required BoS approvals prior to issuance of an RFP;
Establishment and handling of protest periods;
Evaluation panel reviewer selection and recusals;
Procedure in the event of evaluation panel reviewer statistical anomalies;

o a0 o

Bidder qualification reviews where contract administrators have escalated

concerns regarding a vendor’s past contract performance;

f. Maintenance of documented administrative files during a blackout period of
County employee contacts involved with the RFP process and RFP
respondents other than the County person named in the RFP documents; and

g. Maintenance of complete administrative files documenting and justifying final

decisions when that decision goes against the evaluation panel’s

recommendation.
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The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted.

The Board of Supervisors adopted the Nevada County Purchasing Policy
on May 28, 2019 that outline industry best practices for procurement
policies.

R7: The CEO’s Office should complete a review of the Office of the Auditor-Controller
and the staffing needs required to comply with BoS Resolution No. 98-479 as soon as
possible.

The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted.

The Auditor Controller office has sufficient staff to conduct contract audits
and does so regularly.

R8: The CEO’s Office should work with the Office of the Auditor-Controller to develop
a checklist for contract administrators to document at least annually vendor performance
and compliance with liability insurance requirements.

The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted.

In general, a personal service contract that is approved by the Board includes
a Scope of Work that is evaluated against before payment can be issued.
Additionally, all contracts must meet the approval of the Risk Manager’s
liability checklist.

R9: All County contract administrators should, using the checklist referred to in RS,
conduct performance evaluations and document them in an administrative file. Problems
or concerns with a vendor’s performance should be formally investigated and addressed.

The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted.

County personal service contracts include a Scope of Work that is evaluated
against the work performed before payment can be issued. Additionally, all
contracts must meet the approval of the Risk Manager’s liability checklist.
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Nevada County Dispatch Center
A Vital Need

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury

Page 59



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK



Nevada County Dispatch Center
A Vital Need

Summary

On 11 October, while inspecting the Wayne Brown Correctional Facility, the 2018-2019
Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury) also visited the Nevada County Dispatch Center (Dispatch
Center) located within the Correctional Facility. As a result of the visit, observations made,
and interviews conducted, the Jury decided it was necessary to report on its findings.

The Dispatch Center provides 24/7 dispatch services for all Nevada County (County) law
enforcement agencies including the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office (NCSO), Truckee Police
Department, Nevada City Police Department, and Grass Valley Police Department. It also
provides dispatch services for animal control operations in the County, Grass Valley, and
Truckee; and supports the County Public Works Department, State Department of
Transportation, and the County Probation Department for after-hours emergencies.

The Dispatch Center itself consists of two rooms, one an office and storage area and the other
the actual dispatch room. The windowless dispatch room is 516 square feet and has stations for
four operators. There is only one restroom and no kitchen or break room. The Dispatch Center
is crowded and uninviting.

The dispatch operators are highly trained and must have a calming demeanor yet be able to
rapidly assess each call and ensure that action is taken to respond to any emergency.

The Jury found that the Dispatch Center does not provide an adequate working environment for
the demands made on the dispatch personnel. The Jury also found that the Dispatch Center is
understaffed and well below its staffing allowance resulting in excessively long shifts and
overtime requirements that stress dispatch personnel.

The Jury is recommending that the NCSO relocate the Dispatch Center to an appropriate
facility and that the NCSO and Nevada County Human Resources Office prioritize recruitment
methods so staffing can be brought up to allocated levels.

Glossary
County Nevada County
Dispatch Center Nevada County Dispatch Center
Jury 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury
NCSO Nevada County Sheriff’s Office
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Background

In California, each of the 58 counties empanel a grand jury, whose function is to investigate the
operations of the various officers, departments, and agencies of local government. A grand jury
may examine all aspects of county or city government, special districts, and other tax-supported
organizations to ensure that the best interests of the citizens of the county are being served. The
grand jury reviews and evaluates procedures, operations, and systems utilized by local agencies
to determine whether more effective methods may be employed.

On 11 October, while inspecting the Wayne Brown Correctional Facility, the Jury also visited
the Dispatch Center located within the Correctional Facility. As a result of the visit,
observations made, and interviews conducted, the Jury decided it was necessary to report on its
findings.

Approach

The Jury toured the Dispatch Center and interviewed key personnel.

Discussion

The Dispatch Center provides 24/7 dispatch services for all County law enforcement agencies
including the NCSO, Truckee Police Department, Nevada City Police Department, and Grass
Valley Police Department. It also provides dispatch services for animal control operations in
the County, Grass Valley, and Truckee; and supports the County Public Works Department,
State Department of Transportation, and the County Probation Department for after-hours
emergencies.

All 911 calls within the County (with the exception of those from cell phones within 50 feet of
a major highway which are routed directly to the California State Highway Patrol Dispatch
Center) are routed to the Dispatch Center where the dispatch operators evaluate the call and
take appropriate action.

Approximately 50% of all calls are true emergencies. All 911 calls are recorded and retained
for 366 days. During periods of high activity, the Dispatch Center can assign an additional
radio channel to police or fire agencies as needed in order to provide interference free
communication.

The recruiting process for new operators is challenging. The Dispatch Supervisor screens all
applications. Applicants then take the statewide Police Officer Standards and Training (POST)
test. Approximately 50% pass this test. After an interview process, top candidates undergo a
background check. About one third of those candidates pass this check. Those who pass then
take a medical and psychological exam. Candidates who pass these exams proceed to hands-on
training.
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The dispatch operators are highly trained and must have a calming demeanor yet be able to
rapidly assess each call and ensure that action is taken to respond to any emergency. Training
for new dispatch operators takes six to nine months. The dropout rate for trainees is as high as
60%. The work is extremely demanding and stressful but can be satisfying when the outcome
is positive.

The current staff includes a Supervisor and seven full-time-equivalent dispatch operators.
There are five operator vacancies. Because of staff shortages, operators work five 12-hour
shifts with mandatory overtime. Due to the long shifts and the lack of facilities at the Dispatch
Center, personnel bring their meals and eat at their stations.

The Dispatch Center itself consists of two rooms, one an office and storage area and the other
the actual dispatch room. The windowless dispatch room is 516 square feet and has stations for
four operators. There is only one restroom and no kitchen or break room. The Dispatch Center

is crowded and uninviting.

There has been discussion about relocating the Dispatch Center but to date, no decision has
been made.

Findings

F1.  The Nevada County Dispatch Center does not provide an adequate working
environment for the dispatch personnel.

F2.  The Nevada County Dispatch Center is understaffed that results in added stress to the
dispatch personnel.
Recommendations
R1. The Nevada County Sheriff’s Office should take immediate steps to provide an
adequate facility for the Nevada County Dispatch Center and relocate the function to

that facility.
R2. The Nevada County Human Resources Office should improve recruitment processes to
increase the number of dispatch operators to the allocated numbers.
Request for Responses
Pursuant to Penal Code section 933.05, the Jury requests responses from the following:

* From the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office to Findings F1, F2 and Recommendation R1
by 5 July 2019.
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*  From the Nevada County Human Resources Office to Finding F2 and Recommendation
R2 by 4 August 2019.
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RESPONSES

In the Report above, the Grand Jury requested responses from:

The Nevada County Sheriff’s Office
The Nevada County Human Resources Office

The Nevada County Sheriff’s Office responded but The Nevada County Human

Resources Office did not. It chose to allow the Nevada County Board of Supervisors
make its responses for it.
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NEVADA COUNTY
SHERIFF’S OFFICE

SHANNAN MOON

SHERIFF/CORONER
PUBLIC ADMINISTRATOR

May 15, 2019

The Honorable Thomas M. Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

RE: Response to the 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury’s October 11, 2018 visit to the
Nevada County Dispatch Center:

Dear Honorable Judge Anderson:

The Nevada County Sheriff's Office appreciates the opportunity to respond to the 2018-2019
Nevada County Grand Jury report entitled Nevada County Dispatch Center A Vital Need. We
would like to encourage the Grand Jury to include the upper management staff of the Sheriff's
Office in its inquiries and investigations. There are times when questions can be answered in
advance of the Grand Jury’s final report, thereby easing or eliminating concerns.

Findings

F1 The Nevada County Dispatch Center does not provide an adequate working
environment for dispatch personnel.

Agree.

F2 The Nevada County Dispatch Center is understaffed that results in added stress to
the dispatch personnel.

Agree.

Recommendations

R1 The Nevada County Sheriff's Office should take immediate steps to provide an
adequate facility for the Nevada County Dispatch Center and relocate the function to
that facility.

It is important to the discussion to understand that the current location of the Dispatch
Center inside the Wayne Brown Correctional Facility was a result of necessity, not planning;
there was simply no other place to put it at the time it was relocated from the Courthouse in

MAIN OFFICE: 950 MAIDU AVE ANIMAL CONTROL: 950 MAIDU AVE CORRECTIONS: P.O. BOX 928 TRUCKEE: 1087S1RQ&ERIPASS RD
NEVADA CITY, CA 95959 (530) 265-1471 NEVADA CITY, CA 95959 (530) 265-1471 NEVADA CITY, CA 95959 (530) 265-1291 TRUCKEE, CA 96161 (530) 582-7838



Sincerely,

Shannan

the early 1990’s. It was never intended to be the Jfinal location of the Dispatch Center and it
was clearly understood at the time that it will have to be relocated at some point in time. It
has served. its purpose adequately over the years. But as the Grand Jury and the Sheriff’s
Olffice agree, it has overstayed its welcome. This is exactly why a new round of discussions
has begun.

In so far as the Sheriff’s Office has started discussions with other County stakeholders, the
recommendation has already been implemented. As the Grand Jury correctly points out,
“There has been discussions about relocating the Dispatch Center..."

On the other hand, if the expectation is that any required response should specifically address
an “immediate” relocation of the Dispatch Center, that recommendation will not be
implemented because it is not reasonable.

Initial discussions are the preliminary step in a successful process. However, it is important
to stress that there is nothing “immediate” about relocating a Dispatch Center. First, the
location must be thoughtfully decided to ensure a long term uninterrupted operational status.
It is not ideal to continually move a dispatch center; the amount of necessary equipment and
infrastructure is tremendous in quantity and expense. Second, financial planning is critical,
Just as in any major capital facility project of its kind. Third, the relocated Dispatch Center
would necessarily need to be first constructed, or an existing structure would need to be
remodeled, and include all equipment, infrasiructure and testing necessary to begin accepting
and dispatching calls for service; it needs to be turn-key. This would also include any
necessary amenities for staff as suggested in the Grand Jury’s report. The above steps
require the input from the many stakeholders listed in the report, as well as a significant
allocation of financial resources. This simply cannot happen “immediately” as suggested by
the Grand Jury.

This is by no means an exhaustive list of steps but illustrates the complexity of such an

undertaking. However, most of the decisions as to “where” are outside the control of the
Sheriff’s Office. Without a “where”, the “how much” and “when" is currently undefinable.

-

C
<

Moon

Sheriff/Coroner/Public Administrator
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Vice-Chair Heidi Hall, 1% District
Edward C. Scofield, 2™ District
Dan Miller, 3" District

COUNTY OF NEVADA

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Susan Hoek, 4" District
Chair Richard Anderson, 5% District
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Julie Patterson Hunter,

Clerk of the Board

July 9, 2019

The Honorable Judge Thomas Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

RE: County of Nevada Reponses to Grand Jury 2019 Report entitled Nevada County Dispatch Center — A Vital Need

Honorable Judge Anderson,

Please find enclosed the County of Nevada’s responses to the Grand Jury’s 2019 Nevada County Dispatch Center — A Vital
Need Report as approved by the Board of Supervisors at their regularly scheduled meeting on July 9, 2019.

Sincerely,

ffrey Thorsby
Senior Administrative Analyst

/). )
Encl. ;! ) ZLJ

950 Maidu Avenue, Suite 200, Nevada City CA 95959-8617
phone: 530.265.1480 | fax: 530.265.9836 | toll free: 888.785.1480 | email: bdofsupervisors@co.nevada.ca.us
website: https://www.mynevadacounty.com/
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NEVADA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESPONSES TO
2019 Nevada County Civil Grand Jury Report

Nevada County Dispatch Center A Vital Need

DATED July 9, 2019

Responses to findings and recommendations are based on either personal knowledge, examination of official county
records, review of the responses by the County Executive Officer, Sheriff’s Office, Human Resources, County
Counsel, and other representatives or testimony from the Board of Supervisors and county staff members.

A. RESPONSES TO FINDINGS

F2. The Nevada County Dispatch Center is understaffed that results in added stress to the
dispatch Center

Agree.

The current staffing levels in Dispatch are a top concern and priority of the
County. Human Resources and the Sheriff’s Office have embarked on
multiple initiatives to attract enough qualified applicants to fill these critical
positions.

B. RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

R2: The Nevada County Human Resources Office should improve recruitment processes
to increase the number of dispatch operators to the allocated numbers.

The recommendation has been implemented.

Nevada County has embarked on an aggressive recruitment strategy and
streamlined many internal processes to speed up the process of identifying
and qualifying prospective candidates. The County utilizes extensive social
media advertising (County’s Facebook page, Sheriff’s Office Facebook page,
LinkedIn, County’s Nevada County News report, etc.) to attract candidates.
The County holds special “sit in” and after-hours “informational sessions” to
inform and attract candidates. Career events are held at various locations,
such as Beale Air Force Base, to target dispatchers. A recruiting approach to

Page 70



allow active Dispatchers from other Counties to be fast-tracked through the
County’s recruiting and hiring process is currently being developed.
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Investing in Housing for People Experiencing
Homelessness in Nevada County

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury

Page 73



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK



Investing in Housing for
People Experiencing Homelessness
in Nevada County

Summary

Homelessness is a significant national, state and local issue. The 2018-2019 Nevada County
Grand Jury (Jury) responded to a complaint relating to homelessness, prompting the Jury to
investigate the subject and report its findings.

The number of people experiencing homelessness in Nevada County (County) is much higher
than any count would suggest. The preliminary 2019 Point-In-Time (PIT) count is 404 but
stakeholders agree this number should be at least doubled to represent the true number of
individuals who are currently considered homeless. The majority of the people counted are
long-term residents of the County and are not a transient population from out of the area.

The Housing First model of providing people experiencing homelessness with permanent
housing has been endorsed by both the Federal Government and the State of California. Housing
First is an evidence-based approach with proven outcomes that has become the best practice.
Counties, municipalities, and community groups must endorse the Housing First model to be
eligible for significant new federal and state funding that is being allocated to address
homelessness.

In December 2018 the Nevada County Board of Supervisors (BoS) approved and adopted the
Ten Year Strategic Plan to Address Homelessness — 2018 (2018 Ten Year Plan). There was
broad agreement by the participants in the development of the plan that the primary cause of
homelessness in the County is the lack of affordable housing and the solution to ending
homelessness is to have more affordable housing units.

The Housing First approach will present challenges to the County since the current availability
of low-income housing is virtually non-existent. The strategies offered in the 2018 Ten Year
Plan must be developed into a specific implementation plan with goals, priorities, planned
outcomes, timelines, responsibilities, accountabilities, and key measurements to meet the very
real challenge of insufficient low-income housing units.

The BoS and elected officials from throughout the County should form a collaborative entity,
perhaps a Joint Powers Authority, with the mandate to establish county-wide rules and programs
to facilitate the development of low-income housing. In the absence of a collaborative entity, the
County should take the lead to determine how to provide low-income housing and invite
developers and builders to participate. The County should coordinate with Grass Valley, Nevada
City, and Truckee (the Municipalities) to develop a list of incentives for developers to construct
low-income housing.

Homelessness is a community issue that financially impacts every resident of the County. For
example, there are real costs associated with law enforcement activities including incarcerations,
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medical/emergency room visits, clean-up of trash and human waste, damage to the environment,
as well as increased risk of fires. Numerous studies across the country have shown that the
public cost per person is cut in half when housing is provided. Every citizen in the County
should be motivated to contact their elected officials and encourage them to fund low-income
housing for those experiencing homelessness as a method to reduce overall County costs.

Federal, state, and local funds for social services primarily flow into the County as opposed to
the Municipalities. The County is the only entity that can take the primary leadership position in
addressing the homelessness issue. The BoS and Nevada County Chief Executive Officer (CEO)
should embrace this role. Homelessness should be a regular agenda item for BoS meetings.
Frequent updates on strategies and projects in a public forum will raise awareness and possibly
garner support from a portion of the population that is not informed about the issue. Continued
partnership with community service providers for outreach and education to the general public is
vital.

The housing crisis, both nationally and state-wide, has resulted in substantial funding being
allocated to address homelessness and more is on the horizon. Monitoring existing and new
sources of funding and preparing the required applications are time-consuming activities, as is
the management and oversight of existing and new programs. All require a high level of
expertise and close collaboration with multiple parties to be successful. The CEO should
conduct an assessment of the personnel required to capitalize on the opportunities being
presented and submit an incremental staffing plan to the BoS. The bolstering of resources and
the outsourcing of specific functions should be evaluated to place the County in the best position
to be competitive and successful in securing additional federal and state funding.

Providing citizens experiencing homelessness with permanent housing is a best practice that has
been proven to reduce the overall cost of caring for these vulnerable citizens. Development of
adequate numbers of such housing units in the County will be a long-term project and there will
be a continuing need for traditional emergency shelters, winter warming shelters, and other
overnight options.

The Jury acknowledges that significant progress has been made in addressing homelessness in
the County and specific highlights are provided in this report. The Jury was encouraged to see
action taken by the BoS in January 2019 to purchase a five-acre parcel on Old Tunnel Road in
Grass Valley for $233,900. This parcel is slated for an estimated 10,000+ square-foot
Day/Navigation Center and 40 housing units. Two significant state funding applications for this
project have been submitted and results are pending.

Emergency shelters (Hospitality House is the largest in the County) offer a place for people to
sleep but they must vacate the facility during the day. This creates the lack of a daytime
destination for people experiencing homelessness which often leaves them back on the streets.
The Jury fully endorses aggressive movement on development of the Day/Navigation Center on
Old Tunnel Road as a first step toward giving citizens experiencing homelessness a destination
during the day and access to critical services. The County should continue to partner with
relevant stakeholders to secure funding for and commence construction of the Day/Navigation
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Center as a top priority. The Nevada County Building Department should streamline
construction requirements to open the Day/Navigation Center in the shortest time possible.

A warming shelter is a short-term emergency shelter that operates when weather conditions
become dangerously inclement. Their primary purpose is the prevention of death and injury
from exposure to the elements. The Jury was gratified to see the County, Nevada City, the
Nevada City Police Department, Sierra Roots, the Salvation Army, the Veteran’s Hall, and
neighborhood constituents come together, pool their expertise and resources, and finalize a plan
to open shelter options for the winter of 2018-19.

Current agreements were only in place for the 2018-2019 winter with no long-term plan. The
BoS should allocate ongoing funding in its annual budget to support the operation of winter
warming shelters. Existing agreements should be renewed by October 1, 2019 and should
include more flexibility on the part of operators as to when weather conditions, both forecasted
and actual, warrant opening.

Arresting people for sleeping outdoors was deemed illegal in 2018 by the United States Ninth
Circuit Court of Appeals. In Martin vs. City of Boise, the court found “the Cruel and Unusual
Punishments clause of the Eighth Amendment precludes the enforcement of a statute prohibiting
sleeping outside against homeless individuals with no access to alternative shelter.” Law
enforcement is required to adhere to this decision. The County should explore the risks and
benefits of designating and maintaining an approved camping location for overnight options.
The analysis, findings, and conclusions should be shared with the public.

There are citizens in the County who are actively working to facilitate and expand programs and
services for citizens experiencing homelessness. Their dedication and commitment are
commendable. There are vocal citizens on the other end of the spectrum who are opposed to any
projects or programs related to the homeless occurring near their residences or businesses. There
are many citizens in the middle who lack awareness of the magnitude of the issue, have never
been personally affected by homelessness, and do not recognize the cost and risk to the County
of failing to house people. Regardless of where an individual citizen lands on the spectrum,
investment now in permanent housing solutions will not only alleviate human suffering but will
save the County money. Every citizen should support these objectives.
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Glossary

2009 Ten Year Plan — The Ten Year Plan to End Homeless in Nevada County 2009-2019*
2018 Ten Year Plan — Ten Year Strategic Plan to Address Homelessness — 2018*
BoS — Nevada County Board of Supervisors*

CEO - Nevada County Chief Executive Officer

CoC — Continuum of Care*

County — Nevada County

HEAP — Homeless Emergency Aid Program*

HEARTH — Homeless Emergency Assistance & Rapid Transition to Housing*
HHSA — Nevada County Health & Human Services Agency*

HMIS — Homeless Management Information System*

HRCS — Homeless Resource Council of the Sierras*

HUD — United States Department of Housing and Urban Development*

Jury —2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury

MHSA — Mental Health Services Act*

Municipalities — Grass Valley, Nevada City, and Truckee

NCCC — Nevada County Coordinating Council*

NPLH — No Place Like Home*

PIT — Point-in-Time*

warming shelter — emergency cold weather shelter*

* See Appendix A for descriptions

Background

When the temperatures drop and rainfall persists, our attention and compassion are drawn to the
plight of our residents without homes. What are citizens of the County doing about community
members who are experiencing homelessness? What steps are elected officials taking? How can
the community provide support for them? The Jury responded to a complaint relating to this
issue of homelessness which prompted the Jury to investigate the subject and report its findings.

Homelessness is a significant national, state, and local issue. One barrier to the public’s
understanding of homelessness is a misconception regarding people experiencing homelessness.
It is important for our citizens to recognize that the majority of people experiencing
homelessness in the County grew up here, went to high school here, or had a job here prior to
losing their housing. They are not a transient population from out of the area. Demographic
information regarding people experiencing homelessness in the County is gathered during an
annual PIT count. In the 2019 PIT count, 59% of those who responded to the survey stated they
were originally from the County or reside here to be close to family. Furthermore, 59% of
survey respondents had lived in the County for five or more years prior to becoming homeless
and 21% had lived here between one and five years.

There are many reasons for a person to experience homelessness: job loss, low-paying jobs,
insufficient employment hours, permanent disability, medical issues, mental illness, substance
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abuse, alcoholism, being disowned for being gay or transgender, institutionalized racism,
domestic violence, child abuse, debt due to fraud, disparity in our criminal justice system,
divorce, or aging out of the foster care system. The major contributor is the shortage of
low-income housing. The challenges facing our nation and the County are how to help people
avoid becoming homeless and how to address the issues of people who are currently
experiencing homelessness.

County officials, dedicated non-profit organizations, and committed citizens have worked hard to
address homelessness in the County despite continually shifting strategies and requirements. In
September 2008 these groups created the Nevada County Continuum of Care Collaborative to
“collaboratively work together to prevent homelessness and to assist homeless individuals and
families to move to self-sufficiency and permanent housing.” The PIT count was 345 people in
January of 2009. They created The Ten Year Plan to End Homelessness in Nevada County
2009-2019 (2009 Ten Year Plan) with a primary goal “to end homelessness in Nevada County
by 2019.”

In 2017 the County PIT count was 371; by 2018 the issue of homelessness reached a high
priority level in the nation and our state. Comparative data for the United States and California
is not yet available for the 2019 count. The data below compares the 2017 results and shows the
dramatically higher incidence per capita of homelessness in California and the County vs. the
United States. Twenty-four percent of the nation’s homeless population resides in California and
the incidence per capita of homelessness is higher in the County.

2017 PIT Count
United States California Nevada County
533,742 (17 Homeless per 134,278 (34 homeless per 371 (37 Homeless per 10,000
10,000 population) 10,000 population) population)

Unsheltered Unsheltered Unsheltered
Sheltered
Sheltered Sheltered

In December of 2018 the BoS approved and adopted the 2018 Ten Year Plan. New major
sources of funding became available and competing for this funding requires collaborative
compliance with new requirements.

The preliminary 2019 PIT count of people experiencing homelessness in the County was 404
individuals. It is generally acknowledged by stakeholders that this number should be at least
doubled. The PIT count does not include people temporarily living with family or friends,
people living in temporary housing, and those in institutions such as jails, foster care, or
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hospitals. The Superintendent of Schools has reported that 300+ youth are living in another
household due to economic hardship and these students were not counted.

Individuals and families were counted based on where they slept the night of January 24, 2019.
The PIT count looked at both Sheltered Homeless (people living in emergency shelters, motels
paid for by an agency, and transitional housing for people experiencing homelessness) and
Unsheltered Homeless (people living in cars and other places not designed as regular sleeping
accommodations for people).

Preliminary key statistics in 2019 include the following:

¢ Sheltered — 160 (40%), Unsheltered — 244 (60%) — Total 404
*  Adults — 358 (89%), Children — 43 (11%)

¢ Chronically Homeless Individuals and Families — 202 (50%)
* Veterans — 33 (8%)

* Unaccompanied Youth — 27 (7%)

* Individuals with a Substance Abuse Problem — 144 (36%)

* Individuals with a Serious Mental Illness — 131 (32%)

The Jury embarked on this project with multiple goals:

* Educate the community on the magnitude of the problem.

* Understand the role being played by various stakeholders: the County, the Municipalities,
law enforcement, the Homeless Resource Council of the Sierras (HRCS), the new
organization overseeing each Continuum of Care (CoC), non-profit groups, faith-based
groups, homeless advocates, and people experiencing homelessness themselves.

* Understand the current status of programs and services being offered to citizens
experiencing homelessness.

* Identify significant gaps in programs and services.

* Identify current best practices for addressing homelessness.

* Assess opportunities for future sources of new funding and significant challenges that
may be barriers to the receipt of funding.

* Ensure that the public understands it can influence the BoS to fund solutions for
community members who are experiencing homelessness.

The Jury acknowledges that the issue of homelessness is complex and multi-layered. Appendix
B reflects the number of entities and organizations involved in addressing or serving people
experiencing homelessness. The Jury recognizes the progress that has been made and
encourages acceleration of that progress through increased communication, cooperation, and
collaboration among stakeholders. The public must engage if they are interested in saving the
County money or they desire to protect and improve the quality of life for these vulnerable
community members.
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Approach

The Jury interviewed a cross-section of individuals including those within the following

categories:

O O O O O O O O

County government,

City of Grass Valley government,

Nevada City government,

participants in HRCS and the Nevada County Coordinating Council (NCCC),
law enforcement,

non-profit groups,

faith-based organizations, and

homeless advocates.

The Jury conducted an extensive review of documents, including:

O O O O O O O O

homelessness statistics across the country and state,

articles on homelessness issues and solutions across the country and state,
websites of various non-profit groups working on homelessness issues,

law enforcement best practices addressing people experiencing homelessness,
BoS meetings and presentations,

the 2009 Ten Year Plan,

the 2018 Ten Year Plan,

Identified Service and Process Gaps Summary Brief 2017 (Homeless Process
Improvement Group, an ad hoc group convened by a County Supervisor),
Building Bridges to Housing — A Multi-Year Plan to Address Homelessness in
Nevada County 2018 (Nevada County Health & Human Services Agency
[HHSA]),

HRCS guidelines, policies, and procedures,

the /0™ Decile Project,

Assessing the Faith-based Response to Homelessness in America

(Baylor Institute for Studies of Religion; 2017), and

o overviews on funding sources with a focus on:
1) Mental Health Services Act (MHSA),
2) Homeless Emergency Aid Program (HEAP), and
3) No Place Like Home (NPLH).
Discussion
The Housing First Model

In the past, strategies and funding for addressing homelessness have focused on emergency
shelters and social services (food assistance, mental health programs, substance abuse programs,
etc.). In more recent years, the Housing First model has become the best practice. This model
has been endorsed by both the Federal Government and California and is the vehicle used to

Page 81



move money to County and municipal agencies, as well as community organizations, for the
purpose of providing housing and services to individuals experiencing homelessness.

The Housing First model quickly moves individuals and families into permanent housing
without preconditions and barriers to entry such as demonstration of sobriety, completion of
alcohol or drug treatment, or agreeing to comply with a treatment regimen upon entry into the
program. Housing First is an alternative to the system of moving people from the streets to
public shelters, from public shelters to transitional housing, and from transitional housing to
permanent housing. The approach is based on the concept that an individual or household’s
primary need is to obtain stable housing and that other issues that may affect the household
should be addressed once housing is secured.

The 2018 Ten Year Plan characterizes Housing First as “the official strategy of the Federal
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the [California] State Department
of Housing and Community Development for formatting homeless services.” The 2018 Ten
Year Plan was developed through meetings with stakeholders across the spectrum including
County and Municipal elected officials, the business community, law enforcement, shelter and
service providers, faith-based groups, homeless advocates, and community members. There was
broad agreement that the primary cause of homelessness in the County is the lack of affordable
housing and the solution to ending homelessness is having more affordable housing units.

The Housing First approach will present challenges in the County as the current availability of
low-income housing is virtually non-existent. County personnel recently referred to the
state-mandated Housing Element Report that concluded 300 low or very low income housing
units are needed in 2019. Between 2009 and 2015, only 56 such units were constructed in the
County. The County has already failed to meet its 2014-2019 Housing Element goals which
could lead to loss of accreditation and ineligibility for future block grant funds. Governor
Newsom appears to be raising the stakes as he recently directed the Attorney General’s Office to
file suit against the city of Huntington Beach for failing to have a housing plan that adequately
addresses the needs of all of its residents. The Governor’s action was the first of its kind under a
new law that allows the state to sue a local jurisdiction found to be out of compliance with its
housing goals.

The BoS commissioned the 2018 Ten Year Plan as a prerequisite requirement for applying for
California’s NPLH program through the Department of Housing and Community Development.
The global strategies offered in the plan met this requirement nicely. The framework can be
utilized to develop a specific implementation plan with goals, priorities, planned outcomes,
timelines, responsibilities, accountabilities, and key measurements to meet the challenge of
insufficient low-income housing units.

One of the key strategies in the 2018 Ten Year Plan supported by the Jury calls for the formation
of a Joint Powers Authority between jurisdictions within the County. The plan concluded that “a
unified effort in relation to housing ordinances and allocation of service resources would be a
highly effective approach.” This new organization would consist of local elected officials,
County administrators, and other key stakeholders. The entity would have the authority to create
an implementation plan and provide oversight over execution of that plan. It would be tasked
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with creating memorandums of understanding to integrate collaboration and resource utilization
across the County, the Municipalities, non-profits, faith-based organizations, and business
entities.

Many individuals interviewed by the Jury lauded the Mountain Housing Council of
Tahoe-Truckee. The Council is a coalition of 29 partner agencies including local government,
non-profits, and business groups. The Council assists with formulating local housing policy
including workforce housing, short-term rental policy, and housing development concepts. The
inclusion of the business community makes this group uniquely different from any organization
in western Nevada County and could serve as a model worthy of replicating. While much work
remains to be done in eastern Nevada County to facilitate the availability of low-income housing,
the Mountain Housing Council has a structure to facilitate solutions and positive momentum.

The Housing Challenge

There are many obstacles to building low-income housing in the County. These include but are
not limited to zoning, building codes, development fees, permit fees, permit procedures, and site
improvement requirements. The Jury learned there are various ways to address the critical
housing shortage through innovative solutions such as re-purposing existing buildings. The
County should take the lead to determine how to provide low-income housing and invite
developers and builders to participate. The County and Municipalities should identify building
requirements that can be modified and made more flexible in order to construct a variety of units
including modular homes, prefabricated homes, tiny homes, multi-unit apartment complexes, and
secondary dwelling units. The BoS should explore reinstating an inclusionary housing policy.
Such a policy provides residential developers with incentives to reserve a certain percentage of
homes or units in a development at prices affordable to low-and moderate-income households.
Alternatively, they can be required to make such housing available at an alternative site or pay a
fee in lieu of development. The County and Municipalities should develop a list of incentives
for developers to construct low-income housing including adjustments to impact fees and the use
of general funds to assist in building housing.

Costs

Homelessness is a community issue, impacting many visible and invisible aspects of local life.
The most obvious impact is the suffering and disruption to the lives of those without homes but
there is also a financial cost that ultimately affects every resident of the County. There are real
costs associated with law enforcement activities including incarcerations, medical/emergency
room visits, clean-up of trash and human waste, and damage to the environment as well as an
increased risk of fires.

In 2012, HUD Secretary Shaun Donovan said each person experiencing homelessness costs
taxpayers about $40,000 a year. In Los Angeles County, the Corporation for Supportive
Housing conducted a study in 2015 that focused on the top 10% highest-cost, highest-need
individuals experiencing homelessness (/0" Decile Project). The study showed that such an
individual costs public systems over $70,000 annually when they are experiencing homelessness,
and only $20,300 annually when they move into housing paired with support services. Another
study done by the Central Florida Commission on Homelessness showed that the region spent
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$31,000 a year per person experiencing homelessness. In contrast, individuals who received
permanent shelter cost $10,000 a year.

The cost of providing permanent housing for people experiencing homelessness is significantly
less expensive than the costs incurred by leaving them on the streets. Every citizen in the County
should be motivated to contact their elected officials and encourage them to fund housing for
people experiencing homelessness as a method to reduce overall County costs.

Funding and Leadership

County Government

In January 2018, the BoS adopted Resolution No. 18-062: Adopting the 2018 Board Objectives
and Legislative Priorities. Two of the six “A” priorities directly related to the homelessness
issue are:

*  “Implement the Homeless Services Plan utilizing Coordinated Entry, a 24/7 service pilot
program and a housing first model to identify and offer services to the most vulnerable
homeless population in Nevada County through partnerships with other jurisdictions, law
enforcement, and community providers.”

* “Leverage County resources to expand opportunities to address housing affordability
issues for all target populations in Nevada County through partnerships with other
jurisdictions, potential developers, and the housing authority.”

The Jury applauds the BoS for formalizing the commitment they made in early 2017 to make
homelessness a priority. Federal, state, and local funds for social services primarily flow into the
County as opposed to the Municipalities. This funding fuels the Health & Human Services
Agency (HHSA), which employs approximately 172 full-time employees in its Social Services,
Public Health, and Behavioral Health departments. While these three departments serve many
citizens who are not experiencing homelessness, the programs they manage (CalWORKs,
CalFresh, Medi-Cal, mental health services, alcohol and drug treatment, HIV management,
housing assistance, home rehabilitation, and others) provide support to many citizens who are
without homes. There is funding that flows directly to service providers through the CoC
program but those service providers are focused on their individual areas of expertise and cannot
be expected to provide the global leadership and coordination that is needed to address a problem
of this magnitude. The County is the only entity that can take the primary leadership position in
addressing the homelessness issue. The BoS and the CEO should embrace this role.

Since designating homelessness as a priority in early 2017, a review of BoS meeting minutes
confirms that only one significant progress review was given by HHSA personnel before
December 2018. The Jury believes this represents an unacceptable hands-off approach to an
issue deemed a “priority.” As the prior report’s deadline “to end homelessness in Nevada
County by 2019” approached, the County commissioned the 2018 Ten Year Plan. The plan
urged the BoS to undertake responsibility for leading the efforts to address homelessness in the
County. The 2018 Ten Year Plan was approved and adopted by the BoS at its December 11,
2018 meeting. Multiple Supervisors expressed desire for “traction” and “momentum,” which
will only come through the previously mentioned development of an implementation plan that
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links goals and resources to timelines and outcomes. Aggressive and visible monitoring of the
plan will be vital. Homelessness should be a standing agenda item for every BoS meeting.
Frequent updates on strategies and projects in a public forum will raise awareness and possibly
garner support from a portion of the population who are not informed about the issue. The
participation of the Nevada County Director of Housing in the January 2019 League of Women
Voters forum Strategies For Housing the Homeless was an excellent example of the County
engaging with the public on this topic. Continued partnership with community service providers
to provide outreach and education to the general public is vital.

The Jury recognizes and acknowledges that significant progress has been made in addressing
homelessness in the County, including some of the following highlights:

¢ Full-time Housing Resource Manager hired — July 2017

* Permanent Supportive Housing Programs renewed — September 2017

* Funding to Hospitality House (emergency shelter in Grass Valley) expanded — October
2017

* Funding of additional homeless outreach case managers in Tahoe Truckee secured —
October 2017

* The Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) where individuals interacting
with service providers are entered into a single database launched — December 2017

* Hospitality House expanded to include 11 beds for low-barrier clients (clients who suffer
from mental illness or alcohol or drug addiction) and 4 respite beds for patients being
discharged from Sierra Nevada Memorial Hospital — November 2018

* Joint efforts of the County, the cities of Grass Valley and Nevada City, and the nonprofits
Sierra Roots, the Salvation Army, and Hospitality House solidified the need for warming
shelters to accommodate people experiencing homelessness in western Nevada County
for the winter of 2018-2019 — November 2018

* Robust PIT count effort conducted — January 2019

* Completed purchase of a five-acre parcel for Housing First units completed — January
2019

*  Warming shelter nights increased — March 2019

The five-acre parcel purchased in January 2019 is slated for an estimated 10,000 square-foot Day
Center and 40 housing units. The BoS also approved a memorandum of understanding between
the County, Hospitality House, and the Regional Housing Authority to pursue grant applications
that will provide funding for the Day Center and housing project.

The first significant funding source for the housing portion comes through the California
Department of Housing and Community Development NPLH program that will dedicate up to
$2.0B in bond proceeds to invest in the development of permanent supportive housing for
persons who are in need of mental health services and are experiencing homelessness. These
housing units will be required to utilize tenant selection practices that prioritize vulnerable
populations and offer flexible, voluntary, and individualized support services. County officials
estimate that the County could be eligible for $1-3M and these funds would support 12 of the 40
housing units. The Jury commends Hospitality House for having the vision to adopt the Housing
First model which placed the entire region in a position to actively compete for this funding.
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The second major source of funding is a Community Development Block Grant that would
support construction of the Day Center. The maximum the County can request is $3M.
Applications have been submitted for both of these grants and decisions are pending. While not
yet approved, Governor Gavin Newsom’s “California for All” budget includes $500M in a
onetime General Fund to encourage local governments to build emergency shelters and
Day/Navigation centers.

The bottom line is that the housing crisis both nationally and in California has resulted in
substantial funding being allocated to address homelessness and more is on the horizon.
Monitoring both existing and new sources of funding and preparing the required applications are
time-consuming activities that require a high level of expertise and close collaboration with
multiple parties to be successful. Management and oversight over existing and new programs
are resource-intensive activities with a similar level of collaboration and cooperation required.
The CEO should conduct an assessment of the personnel required to capitalize on the
opportunities being presented and submit an incremental staffing plan to the BoS. Bolstering
resources and outsourcing specific functions should be evaluated to place the County in the best
position to be competitive and successful in securing additional federal and state funding.

Community
In addition to funding that flows through the County, other federal and state funding flows

directly through the CoC program. This program was developed by HUD to promote
community-wide commitment to the goal of ending homelessness. HRCS is fulfilling this role
for Nevada and Placer Counties. It performs the administrative function of applying for federal
and state grants and distributing funds, conducting the PIT count, managing the required HMIS
and submitting required quarterly or annual evaluations of programs that have received funding.
HRCS administered a joint Nevada and Placer County CoC. The NCCC was a HRCS
sub-committee focused on the County.

A recent unanimous decision by the HRCS Board of Directors was made to have what was the
NCCC and Placer County’s sub-committee separately manage their CoCs while still retaining
HRCS as the governing administrative body. The current HRCS Board has concluded that
managing separate CoCs will provide each county with access to two Emergency Shelter grants
where the current structure limits them to one each. It is acknowledged that HUD funding is
fluid and there is risk that the overall pool of funds available may decline over time.

In the past, there has been an unequal distribution of voting members on the HRCS Board of
Directors. In 2018, the 18 voting members consisted of nine members from Placer County, four
members from Nevada County, and four providers who have a scope of service spanning both
counties. Additionally, Placer County supported approximately 70% of the HRCS
administrative costs while Nevada County provided the other 30%. The unequal representation
contributed to an unequal allocation of funding as evidenced by the recent distribution of $2.7M
in California HEAP funding where $1.6M went to Placer County and $1.1M to Nevada County.
The Jury is pleased to see that an aggressive effort has been made recently to add Nevada County
representatives to the HRCS Board and the distribution is currently eight Placer, seven Nevada,
and four who span both counties. While this may be less important as the separation renders
HRCS less of a decision-making body and more of an administrative body, there is still value in
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each county having an equal voice at the table. Nevada County should provide equal financial
support for HRCS administrative expenses.

Nevada County members of the HRCS Board have stepped up to form the leadership team for
the new organization overseeing the County’s CoC. A chair and co-chair have been selected, a
Governance Charter has been drafted and accepted by HUD, and a meeting schedule has been
adopted. The Jury encourages a continued sense of urgency as the infrastructure for this new
organization is solidified. A broad spectrum of community entities involved in homeless
services (social services, emergency sheltering, law enforcement, HIV management, transitional
age youth, veterans’ services, mental health advocacy, housing, hospital services, and others)
must be energized to consistently participate.

The Jury suggests the BoS adopt the United States Interagency Council on Homelessness
recommendation that “a strategic plan implementation have an oversight body involving a broad
spectrum of the community.” The new organization overseeing the County’s CoC could serve in
this capacity overseeing the 2018 Ten Year Plan. A robust, healthy, and energetic organization
meets the expectations of HUD and other funding entities and will lead to solid,
community-wide prioritizing and decision-making.

Interim Solutions on the Way to Housing First

It is clear that providing citizens experiencing homelessness with permanent housing is a best
practice that has proven successful and garnered support at both the federal and state levels. It is
recognized that development of adequate numbers of such housing units in the County will be a
long-term project and, as such, interim solutions are required.

Shelters

Most communities are familiar with the concept of a homeless shelter that provides a temporary
place to sleep for people experiencing homelessness. As mentioned in the 2018 Ten Year Plan,
Hospitality House (69 beds for people who meet the eligibility requirements) is such a homeless
shelter. Others include the Salvation Army (36 beds for households with children) and
Community Beyond Violence (16 beds for victims of domestic violence).

To be compliant with the Housing First model, Hospitality House recently expanded its capacity
to include 11 beds for low-barrier clients, e.g. clients who suffer from alcohol or drug addiction,
making them ineligible for the main Hospitality House beds. Under a partnership with Sierra
Nevada Memorial Hospital and the County, an additional four respite beds were added for
patients being discharged from the hospital who need a safe place to recover. Hospitality House
offers a place for people to sleep but they must vacate the facility during the day (with the
exception of the respite clients). This creates the lack of a daytime destination for people
experiencing homelessness that often leaves them back on the streets.

Winter Warming Shelters

There are numerous dedicated and committed individuals and groups in the County working on
addressing homelessness including representatives from government, law enforcement,
non-profits, and faith-based organizations, as well as homeless advocates and community
volunteers. While communication, collaboration, and a common agenda have sometimes
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appeared absent in the past, many recently came together to address a potential crisis in warming
shelter availability for the 2018-2019 winter.

A warming shelter is a short-term emergency shelter that operates when weather conditions
become dangerously inclement. Its primary purpose is the prevention of death and injury from
exposure to the elements. Typical criteria for opening a warming shelter has included
temperatures below 30 degrees, temperatures below 34 degrees with one inch of rain in a
24-hour period, temperatures below 34 degrees with snow on the ground, or three or more
consecutive days of rain.

Leading up to the winter of 2017-2018, the County and the City of Grass Valley each provided
$37,500 to Hospitality House to open 15 warming shelter beds. At the time, Hospitality House
was not a low-barrier shelter so people experiencing homelessness with mental illness, alcohol
addiction, or drug addiction were not eligible. Sierra Roots, a non-profit organization that serves
the chronically homeless, ran a low-barrier warming shelter at the Nevada City-owned Veteran’s
Hall and Seaman’s Lodge in Nevada City under a memorandum of understanding. No County
funding was provided and staffing consisted entirely of volunteers. The limited availability of
shelter capacity in Grass Valley led to an overwhelming demand in Nevada City on the 20 winter
days the shelter was open. Sheltering over 50 individuals was not manageable resulting in
damage to the facility, complaints from the neighborhood, and a significant spike in law
enforcement activity.

Leading up to the winter of 2018-2019, it was clear that the permanent utilization of Hospitality
House for additional low-barrier and respite beds would result in no warming shelter beds being
available in Grass Valley. The County, Nevada City, the Nevada City Police Department, Sierra
Roots, the Veteran’s Hall, and neighborhood constituents came together to develop a new
memorandum of understanding that addressed caps on capacity, minimum staffing, and security
requirements. The County contracted to provide financial support so Sierra Roots could fund
key positions including security. Separately, the County negotiated a contract with the Salvation
Army to provide additional warming shelter beds for families in Grass Valley.

The Jury was gratified to see the various constituent groups come together, pool their expertise
and resources, and finalize a plan. During the wet and cold 2018-2019 winter, the shelters were
open many nights, capacity was not exceeded, and operations were smooth. Controversy
remains over the criteria utilized to open the Nevada City shelter. Current agreements were only
in place for the 2018-2019 winter with no long-term plan. Future agreements should be modified
to allow more flexibility on when to open. The County should budget continued funding for the
warming shelters and solidify agreements with the Municipalities and non-profit organizations
until permanent housing options are available.

The Jury wishes to acknowledge the United for Action coalition in the Tahoe/Truckee region that
was started four years ago. In addition to other projects, this faith-based group established a
permanent cold weather warming shelter at the United Methodist Church in Truckee. Churches
provide the majority of volunteers and all of the food. The need is much smaller with four to
nine individuals served each night it is open.
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Law Enforcement and Camping

Law enforcement personnel often interact with people experiencing homelessness. In the 2018
Ten Year Plan, officers reported 90% of the people experiencing homelessness they arrested
were suffering from either mental illness, substance abuse, or both. Arrests were often for small
infractions including public inebriation, disturbing the peace, and trespassing.

Arresting people for sleeping outdoors has been deemed illegal. In September 2018 the United
States Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals stated in a 32-page opinion (Martin vs. City of Boise), that

“The Cruel and Unusual Punishments clause of the Eighth Amendment precludes
the enforcement of a statute prohibiting sleeping outside against homeless
individuals with no access to alternative shelter. As long as there is no option of
sleeping indoors, the government cannot criminalize indigent, homeless people
for sleeping outdoors, on public property, on the false premise they had a choice
in the matter.”

Law enforcement is required to adhere to this decision. Establishment of an approved camping
location for overnight options that is well managed and supervised with appropriate facilities and
amenities should be explored. Fire danger and negative environmental impacts could be reduced
and law enforcement could direct people experiencing homelessness to this option.

Day/Navigation Center

Opening a Day/Navigation Center would mitigate the problem of no daytime destination for
individuals who must vacate overnight shelters. Such a facility would offer a centralized, safe
location for people experiencing homelessness to gather with facilities for hygiene, clothing
washing, warm meals, receiving mail, etc. Access to a Day/Navigation Center would also
provide an opportunity to connect people with public assistance programs, physical and mental
health services, permanent housing opportunities, and employment opportunities.

In January 2018, the HHSA presented its Building Bridges to Housing: A Multi-Year Plan to
Address Homelessness in Nevada County to the BoS. Included in the plan as one of the top three
priorities was the establishment of a Homeless Services Day Center and $250,000 of funding
was allocated for this purpose. The 3-12 month short-term plan was to identify a location and
establish a day services center with a longer-term 12-24 month plan to establish a fully
integrated, multidisciplinary homeless services center that operated full time. During most of
2018, the project failed to gain any momentum. Existing facilities affiliated with potential
operating partners required substantial capital investment to meet the requirements to obtain a
conditional use permit. A year later the BoS unanimously approved the purchase of 936 Old
Tunnel Road for $223,900. A portion of this land is slated for development of a 10,000+
square-foot Day Center that will ultimately evolve into a full-time facility that includes
transitional housing.

The Jury fully endorses aggressive movement on this plan as a first step towards giving citizens
experiencing homelessness a destination during the day and access to critical services. Ideally,
the County will receive the Community Development Block Grant it has applied for to support
this project. It appears there are additional sources of funding available such as the Governor’s
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$500M General Fund and these should be pursued. The current estimate is that the Day Center
will take 18 months to two years to build once construction begins. Efforts should be expended
to streamline construction requirements to open the Day Center in the shortest time possible.

Public-at-Large

There are citizens in the County who are actively working to facilitate and expand programs and
services for citizens experiencing homelessness. Their passion and commitment are admirable.
They donate money, volunteer, advocate, develop relationships with people experiencing
homelessness, encourage their workplaces and/or faith-based organization to get involved, attend
meetings of the new organization overseeing the Nevada County CoC and BoS meetings, and
work to elect people who prioritize addressing homelessness. There are vocal citizens on the
other end of the spectrum who are opposed to any projects or programs related to addressing
homelessness occurring near their residences or businesses, an attitude known as Not In My
Backyard (NIMBY). There are many citizens in the middle who lack awareness of the
magnitude of the issue, have never been personally affected by homelessness, and do not
recognize the cost and risk to the County of failing to house people. Regardless of where an
individual citizen lands on this spectrum, investment now in permanent housing solutions will
not only alleviate human suffering but will save the County money. These are objectives every
citizen should support.

Findings

F1.  The number of people experiencing homelessness in the County is much higher
than any count would suggest. The preliminary 2019 PIT count is 404 but
stakeholders across the spectrum agree this number should be at least doubled to
represent the true number of individuals who are currently considered homeless.

F2.  The PIT count shows the majority of people experiencing homelessness locally
are long-term residents of the County.

F3.  There are numerous dedicated and committed individuals and groups in the
County working on addressing the homelessness issue but no single entity has the
resources to do it alone.

F4.  Citizens in our community who are opposed to any projects or programs related to
addressing homelessness occurring near their residences or businesses often slow
or impede beneficial projects proven to save counties money.

F5.  The Housing First model of providing people experiencing homelessness with
permanent housing is an evidence-based approach with proven outcomes that is
considered a best practice across the country. The County will benefit from
supporting the Housing First model, making it eligible for federal and state funds.

F6.  The majority of the funding to address homelessness comes from state and federal
sources. The County and the new organization overseeing the Nevada County
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F7.

F8.

Fo.

F10.

F11.

F12.

F13.

F14.

R1.

CoC are the two major entities best suited, at this time, to diligently pursue such
funding for the benefit of our community.

The County’s severe shortage of low-income housing contributes to homelessness
and requires an aggressive approach to comply with Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) plan for funding. The County is best situated to address the
many obstacles to building low-income housing locally.

The BoS approved the 2018 Ten Year Plan on December 11, 2018. However, it
lacks an implementation plan with accountable leadership.

Homelessness financially impacts all County residents. The cost of homelessness
includes significant expenses related to medical, law enforcement including
incarceration, clean-up of trash and human waste, damage to the environment, and
increased risk of fires. Numerous studies across the country have shown that the
public cost per person is reduced to less than half when housing is provided.

Two key functions that address homelessness within the County that would
benefit from increased funding and personnel are the preparation of applications
(e.g. grant writing) and the oversight of existing and new programs.

The recent transition to an independent Nevada County CoC has increased
stakeholder engagement and access to funding opportunities.

Until the current shortage of low-income housing is remedied, there will be a
continuing need for traditional emergency shelters, winter warming shelters, and
other overnight options for people experiencing homelessness.

The current contracts between the County and non-profit providers regarding
winter warming shelters in western Nevada County do not extend beyond the
winter of 2018-2019, leaving uncertainty about the availability of such shelters in
the future.

A Day/Navigation Center for people experiencing homelessness would benefit the
community by offering a daytime destination to access social services and to

complement the current overnight accommodations. The County has purchased
land on which to build such a Center.

Recommendations
The County should take the leadership role for addressing homelessness.

The BoS should supplement the 2018 Ten Year Plan with an implementation plan
that links goals and resources to outcomes and timelines.
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R4.

RS.

R6.

R7.

RS.

RO.

R10.

R11.

R12.

The BoS should adopt the United States Interagency Council on Homelessness
recommendation that “a strategic plan implementation have an oversight body
involving a broad spectrum of the community.” The new organization overseeing
the Nevada County CoC could serve in this function/capacity.

The BoS and Municipalities should form a collaborative entity, perhaps a Joint
Powers Authority, with the mandate to establish county-wide rules and programs
to facilitate the development of housing. As suggested in the 2018 Ten Year Plan,
“A unified effort in relation to housing ordinances and allocation of service
resources would be a highly effective approach.” This Joint Powers Authority
should generate a list of incentives for developers to construct low income
housing including adjustments to impact fees, adjustments to building
requirements, and the use of general funds to assist in funding housing. In the
absence of such a collaborative entity, the County should take the lead to
determine how to provide low-income housing and invite developers and builders
to collaborate.

The BoS should explore reinstating an inclusionary housing policy.

The CEO should conduct an assessment of County personnel requirements
necessary to prepare homelessness funding applications and oversee existing and
new programs. A plan should be submitted to the BoS on staffing requirements
and alternatives.

Homelessness should be a regular board/council meeting agenda item for the BoS
and Municipalities.

The County should continue to partner with relevant stakeholders to secure
funding for and commence construction of the Day/Navigation Center as a top
priority.

The BoS should agree to equally share the administrative expenses of HRCS with
Placer County.

The new organization overseeing the Nevada County CoC should actively recruit
membership and participation from all stakeholders serving people experiencing
homelessness.

The BoS should allocate ongoing funding in their annual budget to support the
operation of winter warming shelters in western Nevada County.

The County, Grass Valley, and Nevada City should renew existing winter
warming shelter agreements with non-profits by October 1, 2019, including more
flexibility on the part of the operators as to when weather conditions, both
forecasted and actual, warrant opening.
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R13.

R14.

R15.

R16.

The County should explore the risks and benefits of designating and maintaining
an approved camping area for people without homes. The analysis, findings, and
conclusions should be shared with the public.

HHSA should continue to partner with community service providers and the
Municipalities to increase outreach to educate and inform the community about
homelessness issues and solutions.

Residents should contact their local elected officials to encourage them to fund
housing for people experiencing homelessness in order to reduce the costs to the

economy, environment, and healthcare and judicial systems.

Interested community members should attend meetings of the new organization
overseeing the Nevada County CoC and BoS.

Request for Responses

The Nevada County Board of Supervisors for:
o Findings F4, F5, F6, F7, F§, F9, F11, F12, and F13; and
o Recommendations R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R7, R8, R10, R12, R13, and R14.
o Responses are due by 27 July 2019.

The Nevada County Executive Officer for:
o Finding F9 and
o Recommendations R1 and R6.
o Responses are due by 26 August 2019.

The board of the new organization overseeing the Nevada County Continuum of Care

for:

o Findings F5 and F10, and
o Recommendations R3 and R11.
o Responses are due by 26 August 2019.

The Grass Valley City Council for:
o Findings F11 and F12; and
o Recommendations R4, R7, and R13.
o Responses are due by 27 July 2019.

The Nevada City Council for:
o Findings F11 and F12; and
o Recommendations R4, R7, and R13.
o Responses are due by 27 July 2019.
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The Truckee Town Council for:
o Finding F11 and
o Recommendations R4 and R7.
o Responses are due by 27 July 2019.

Hospitality House for:
o Findings F11 and F13, and
o Recommendation R8.
o Responses are due by 26 August 2019.

The Regional Housing Authority for:
o Finding F13 and
o Recommendation R8.
o Responses are due by 26 August 2019.

The Nevada County Health & Human Services Agency for
o Recommendation R15.
o The Responses is due by 26 August 2019.
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Appendix A: Descriptions

BoS — Nevada County Board of Supervisors
The BoS is the legislative and executive body of County government. Among its listed
responsibilities are the following that directly relate to the homelessness issue.

* Determines annual budget allocation.

* Exercises executive authority for the provision of local government services to
County residents, including Health and Welfare programs.

* Provides policy direction to the County Executive Officer for the operation
and administration of County departments.

CoC — Continuum of Care
According to the National Alliance to End Homelessness, a CoC is “a community plan to
organize and deliver housing and services to meet the specific needs of people who are
homeless as they move to stable housing and maximize self-sufficiency. It includes
action steps to end homelessness and prevent a return to homelessness.”

Organizationally, HUD has required the establishment of a CoC with four components:

* outreach, intake, and assessment in order to identify service and housing
needs and provide a link to the appropriate level of both;

* emergency shelter to provide an immediate and safe alternative to sleeping on
the streets, especially for homeless families with children;

* transitional housing with supportive services to allow for the development of
skills that will be needed once permanently housed; and

* permanent and permanent-supportive housing to provide individuals and
families with an affordable place to live with services if needed.

Day/Navigation Center — Day Center or Navigation Center
Homeless shelters focus on where people sleep at night but this leaves people without a
daytime destination, leading to injury or run-ins with law enforcement personnel. A
Day/Navigation Center for people experiencing homelessness would provide a location
where people can get access to services and meals, have access to hygiene equipment,
and have a daytime destination to complement Hospitality House, the Salvation Army,
and the warming shelters’ evening offerings. The County has purchased land on which to
build such a Center, but must secure additional funding. A Navigation Center is
generally regarded as a Day Center coupled with housing but some organizations use the
terms interchangeably.

HEAP — Homeless Emergency Aid Program
HEAP is a $500 million block grant program designed to provide direct assistance to
cities and counties to address the homelessness crisis throughout California. HEAP is
controlled by the California Homeless Coordinating and Financing Council.

HEARTH — Homeless Emergency Assistance & Rapid Transmission to Housing
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HEARTH was a Congressional Act (S. 896) signed into law on May 20, 2009.

The HEARTH Act reauthorized the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act with
amendments to consolidate HUD's competitive grant programs and update HUD's
definitions of homelessness and chronic homelessness.

HHSA — Nevada County Health & Human Services Agency
The HHSA provides local emergency services, public assistance, health services, and
housing resources.

HMIS — Homeless Management Information System
HMIS is the system used by the HHSA for coordinated intake and tracking of people
experiencing homelessness. Individuals are assessed according to their vulnerability; the
most vulnerable are connected first with housing.

HRCS - Homeless Resource Council of the Sierras
HRCS (pronounced ‘herks’) is a coalition of homeless housing providers, emergency
shelter providers, advocates, and government representatives. Since 2014, HRCS has
overseen Placer and Nevada County's CoC. HRCS is a private non-profit organization.

HUD — United States Department of Housing and Urban Development
HUD is the federal agency charged with addressing homelessness and housing shortages.

MHSA — Mental Health Services Act
The MHSA (previously Proposition 63) passed in November 2004. The MHSA allows
the California Department of Mental Health to provide increased funding, personnel, and
other resources to support county mental health programs and monitor progress toward
statewide goals.

NCCC — Nevada County Coordinating Council
The NCCC was a sub-committee of HRCS that provided CoC oversight and
organizational coordination for the County. The NCCC replaced the Nevada County
Continuum of Care Collaborative in 2014 when it joined HRCS. The NCCC is the basis
for a new organization that will oversee Nevada County’s CoC and funding requests.

NPLH - No Place Like Home
No Place Like Home is a California program enacted in 2016 to dedicate up to $2 billion
in bond proceeds to invest in the development of permanent supportive housing for
people needing mental health services and experiencing homelessness, chronic
homelessness, or who are at risk of chronic homelessness. The bonds are repaid by
funding from the MHSA.
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person experiencing homelessness
The federal government defines' a “homeless individual” as someone:

* who lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence;

* with a primary nighttime residence that is not designed as a regular sleeping
accommodation for people (including a car, park, abandoned building, bus or
train station, airport, or camping ground);

* living in a supervised shelter (including hotels and motels paid to shelter
people experiencing homelessness);

* who will imminently lose their housing, has no subsequent residence
identified, and lacks the resources or support networks needed to obtain other
permanent housing; or who is an unaccompanied youth or a member of a
family with children who has experienced a long-term period without living
independently in permanent housing, has experienced persistent instability as
measured by frequent moves, and can be expected to continue as such because
of chronic disabilities, chronic physical or mental health conditions, substance
addiction, a history of domestic violence or childhood abuse, the presence of a
child with a disability, or barriers to employment.

PIT — Point-in-Time
The PIT count is a HUD-mandated census of people experiencing homelessness. HUD
specifies the PIT count must be performed on a single day during the last ten days of
January. The most recent PIT count in Nevada County was conducted January 24, 2019.

! As defined in the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act as amended by the HEARTH Act of 2009
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Appendix B

Homelessness Stakeholders Meeting and Service Provider Flow Chart rev.8.7.2017
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RESPONSES

In the Report above, the Grand Jury requested responses from:

The Nevada County Board of Supervisors

The Nevada County Executive Officer

The board of the new organization overseeing the Nevada County Continuum of Care
The Grass Valley City Council

The Nevada City Council

The Truckee Town Council

Hospitality House

The Regional Housing Authority

The Nevada County Health & Human Services Agency

All listed entities responded except The Nevada County Executive Officer and The
Nevada County Health & Human Services Agency. Those two proposed respondents

chose to allow the Nevada County Board of Supervisors make their responses for them.
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COUNTY OF NEVADA

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

The Honorable Judge Thomas Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959
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Dan Miller, 3" District
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RE: County of Nevada Reponses to Grand Jury 2019 Report entitled Investing in Housing for People Experiencing

Homelessness in Nevada County

Honorable Judge Anderson,

Please find enclosed the County of Nevada’s responses to the Grand Jury’s 2019 Investing in Housing for People
Experiencing Homelessness in Nevada County Report as approved by the Board of Supervisors at their regularly scheduled

meeting on July 9, 2019.

Sincergly,

Jeftrey Thorsby
Senior Administrative Analyst

Encl.

950 Maidu Avenue, Suite 200, Nevada City CA 95959-8617
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NEVADA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESPONSES TO
2019 Nevada County Civil Grand Jury Report

Investing in Housing for People Experiencing Homelessness in Nevada County

DATED July 9, 2019

Responses to findings and recommendations are based on either personal knowledge, examination of official county
records, review of the responses by the County Executive Officer, Auditor-Controller, County Counsel, Public
Defender, Behavioral Health, and Health and Human Services agency representatives or testimony from the Board of
Supervisors and county staff members.

A. RESPONSES TO FINDINGS

F4. Citizens in our community who are opposed to any projects or programs related to
addressing homelessness occurring near their residences or businesses often slow
or impede beneficial projects proven to save counties money.

Agree.

FS. The Housing First model of providing people experiencing homelessness with
permanent housing is an evidence-based approach with proven outcomes that is
considered, a best practice across the country. The County will benefit from
supporting the Housing First model, making it eligible for federal and state funds.

Agree.

F6. The majority of the funding to address homelessness comes from state and federal
sources. The County and the new organization overseeing the Nevada County CoC are
the two major entities best suited, at this time, to diligently pursue such

funding for the benefit of our community.

Agree.

F7. The County's severe shortage of low-income housing contributes to homelessness
and requires an aggressive approach to comply with Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) plan for funding. The County is best situated to address the
many obstacles to building low-income housing locally.

Partially Disagree.
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While the County is a significant stakeholder in addressing low-income
housing, both private developers and stakeholder like the Regional Housing
Authority of Sutter and Nevada Counties, City of Grass Valley, Nevada City,
and The Town of Truckee are critical in addressing the many obstacles of
building low-income housing locally.

F8. The BoS approved the 2018 Ten Year Plan on December 11, 2018. However, it
lacks an implementation plan with accountable leadership.

Agree
The Strategic Plan itself lacks a specific implementation plan. However, an

implementation plan is currently being developed.

F9. Homelessness financially impacts all County residents. The cost of homelessness
includes significant expenses related to medical, law enforcement including
incarceration, clean-up of trash and human waste, damage to the environment, and
increased risk of firres. Numerous studies across the country have shown that the
public cost per person is reduced to less than half when housing is provided.

Agree.

F11. The recent transition to an independent Nevada County CoC has increased
stakeholder engagement and access to funding opportunities.

Agree.

F12. Until the current shortage of low-income housing is remedied, there will be a
continuing need for traditional emergency shelters, winter warming shelters, and
other overnight options for people experiencing homelessness.

Agree.
F13. The current contracts between the County and non-profit providers regarding
winter warming shelters in western Nevada County do not extend beyond the
winter of 2018-2019, leaving uncertainty about the availability of such shelters in

the future.

Partially Disagree.
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Although it is true that the most recent executed contract with Sierra Roots
was for one year, this is a standard contract term in the County and doesn’t
imply uncertainty. The intent of the County is to continue to support a
warming shelter this coming winter. Building off the experience from last
winter, the County, Nevada City, and service providers continue to work
together to improve facility availability, operation protocols, and to develop
cooperative agreements for the coming winter season.

B. RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

R1: The County should take the leadership role for addressing homelessness.

The recommendation has been implemented.

In 2019, the Board of Supervisors made homelessness a Priority A Objective
and has directed staff in multiple agencies to allocate and secure resources for
the development and coordination of homelessness services.

R2. The BoS should supplement the 2018 Ten Year Plan with an implementation plan
that links goals and resources to outcomes and timelines.

Recommendation not yet implemented but will be implemented in the future.

The plan adopted by the Board of Supervisors identified a series of
recommended strategies. As referenced above, an implementation plan is
being developed and will be completed within six months of the release of this
Grand Jury report. The implementation plan will link goals and resources to
outcomes and timelines.

R3, The BoS should adopt the United States Interagency Council on Homelessness
recommendation that "a strategic plan implementation have an oversight body
involving a broad spectrum of the community." The new organization overseeing
the Nevada County CoC could serve in this function/capacity.

This recommendation has been implemented.
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The Homeless Resource Council of the Sierras and the Nevada County CoC
already serve in the capacity as an oversight body. Both entities are
comprised of a broad spectrum of the community that include representatives
from schools, hospitals, county government, law enforcement, veterans,
shelter providers, disability advocates, and more.

R4. The BoS and Municipalities should form a collaborative entity, perhaps a Joint
Powers Authority, with the mandate to establish county-wide rules and programs

to facilitate the development of housing. As suggested in the 2018 Ten Year Plan,

"A unified effort in relation to housing ordinances and allocation of service resources
would be a highly effective approach." This Joint Powers Authority should generate a list
of incentives for developers to construct low income housing including adjustments to
impact fees, adjustments to building requirements, and the use of general funds to assist
in funding housing. In the absence of such a collaborative entity, the County should take
the lead to determine how to provide low-income housing and invite developers and
builders to collaborate.

This recommendation requires further analysis.

The Mountain Housing Council fulfills this function but limited to the
Truckee-Tahoe region. More exploration of broadening that model to
include Western Nevada County and/or other options is warranted and
underway. This analysis will be completed within six months from the date
of publication of the grand jury report.

RS. The BoS should explore reinstating an inclusionary housing policy.
This recommendation will not be implemented because it is not reasonable.

Inclusionary housing was a popular concept in the late 90’s and early 2000°s
but these programs were ineffective at producing affordable housing. The
programs were also fairly complicated, which made it resource intensive for
staff to manage and maintain the relatively small numbers of units that were
produced. Even HCD no longer supports inclusionary housing as a viable
program for developing affordable housing. An inclusionary housing policy
is inconsistent with the new Housing Element recently passed by the Board
of Supervisors.
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R6. The CEO should conduct an assessment of County personnel requirements
necessary, prepare homelessness funding applications and oversee existing and
new programs. A plan should be submitted to the BoS on staffing requirements
and alternatives.

This recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted.

The County added a Housing Resource Manager in 2018, shifted
responsibility for homelessness to the Director of Housing and Community
Services in, and utilizes existing staff resources for funding applications and
oversight of programs. In addition, the County contracts with outside
consultants and non-profits to prepare funding applications and implement
homeless services programs.

R7. Homelessness should be a regular board/council meeting agenda item for the BoS
and Municipalities.

This recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted.

Agenda items are brought to the Board of Supervisors as needed for input,
direction or approval. Homelessness continues to be a priority of the Board,
and as such items are heard on a regular basis as specific projects progress.

R8. The County should continue to partner with relevant stakeholders to secure funding
for and commence construction of the Day/Navigation Center as a top priority.

The recommendation has been implemented.

The County has collaborated with stakeholders to develop a proposal for a
Day/Navigation Center known as the Brunswick Commons Resource Center.
The County applied for a highly competitive round of Community
Development Block Grant funding, and unfortunately the project was not
awarded funding. The County and stakeholders continue to actively seek
funding to bring this project to realization. Additionally, the County and
community partners continue to explore interim navigation options.

R10. The new organization overseeing the Nevada County CoC should actively recruit
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membership and participation from all stakeholders serving people experiencing
homelessness.

This recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted.

The Nevada County CoC membership already includes a broad spectrum of
community stakeholders serving people experiencing homelessness. This is a
critical feature of the Nevada County CoC that is already in place.

R12. The County, Grass Valley, and Nevada City should renew existing winter
warming shelter agreements with non-profits by October I, 2019, including more
flexibility on the part of the operators as to when weather conditions, both
forecasted and actual, warrant opening.

This recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented
in the future,

Nevada County is working with the cities and non-profit service providers
and will be executing a warming shelter agreement before October 1, 2019.
Part of developing that agreement will be evaluating criteria to ensure clarity
and minimize confusion between service providers and the public as to when
a warming shelter may be opened.

R13. The County should explore the risks and benefits of designating and maintaining
an approved camping area for people without homes. The analysis, findings, and
conclusions should be shared with the public.

This recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted.

The County’s homeless efforts are a collaboration, leveraging partnerships
with non-profits and other local jurisdictions to address a wide spectrum of
needs. This spectrum includes outreach and engagement, low barrier
emergency shelter, recovery residence, supportive housing and permanent
housing. The County has long partnered with Hospitality House to support
emergency shelter needs, and in 2018 the County expanded that partnership
to add eleven low barrier shelter beds, and four medical respite beds to
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Utah’s Place. We remain focused on this partnership to address emergency
shelter needs.

R14. HHSA should continue to partner with community service providers and the
Municipalities to increase outreach to educate and inform the community' about
homelessness issues and solutions.

The recommendation has been implemented.

The County has created multi-agency teams made up of law enforcement
representatives and community providers that meet bi-monthly to coordinate
services, educate each other on pending issues related to homeless issues, and
coordinate response to needs. In the coming months these multi-agency
meetings, the monthly Continuum of Care meetings, and the implementation
of strategic plan recommendations will combine to communicate, educate,
inform, and converse with a diverse constituency including service providers
and the public. Additionally, the HOME team will deliver a coordinated and
unified approach to engaging multiple partners daily including businesses,
law enforcement, medical centers and public locations like libraries and bus
stops.

R15. Residents should contact their local-elected officials to encourage them to fund
housing for people experiencing homelessness in order to reduce the costs to the
economy, environment, and healthcare ant judicial systems.

Recommendation has been implemented.

Nevada County residents have multiple avenues to communicate their views to
elected officials such as by phone, e-mail, social media and in person.
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Nevada County Regional Continuum of Care
Response to the Grand Jury from Nancy S. Baglietto
Chair, Nevada County Regional Continuum of Care
August 26, 2019

FINDINGS:

F5. The Housing First model of providing people experiencing homelessness with permanent
housing is an evidenced-based approach with proven outcomes that are considered a best practice
across the country. The County will benefit from supporting the Housing First model, making it eligible
for federal and state funds.

Agree.

F10. Two key functions that address homelessness within the County that would benefit from
increased funding and personnel are the preparation of applications (i.e. grant writing) and the
oversight of existing and new programs.

Agree.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

R3. The BoS should adopt the United States Interagency Council on Homelessness’ recommendation
that “a strategic plan implementation have an oversight body involving a broad spectrum of the
community.” The new organization overseeing the Nevada County CoC could serve in this
function/capacity.

This recommendation to my knowledge has not been implemented and | have no
intelligence regarding the Board of Supervisors (BoS) adopting an oversight body, such as the
Nevada County Regional CoC that would ensure strategic planning implementation. The Nevada
County Regional CoC is part of a Housing and Urban Development (HUD) mandate, and as such,
is currently under the auspices of the Homeless Resource Council of the Sierras. It would seem
unlikely that the BoS would ask the Nevada County Regional CoC as it stands today to serve as
an oversight committee.

R11. The BoS should allocate ongoing funding in their annual budget to support the operation of
winter warming shelters in western Nevada County.

This recommendation has been partially implemented to my knowledge. Sierra Roots was given
a warming shelter contract for up to 26 nights (I believe) from the County to address homeless people
during severe weather, and | believe that another contract is currently under discussion/negotiation for
the coming winter 19/20. | do not believe however that “ongoing” support has been promised nor are
their likely enough nights covered given the winters tend to be very cold and for more than just 26 nights.
There is also the huge challenge of finding adequate, available space.
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GRASS VALLEY CITY COUNCIL Council Members

125 East Main St., Grass Valley, CA 95945 Lisa Swarthout, Mayor
Tim Kiser, City Manager Ben Aguilar, Vice Mayor
Kristi Bashor, City Clerk Jan Arbuckle
Howard Levine
Hilary Hodge
74 V\: ()\
July 12, 2019 cd |
\\ J /. ;,{:_
> o . \L.z
The Honorable Thomas Anderson AT }
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury (NP 7 rd A
201 Church Street K /N

Nevada City, California 95959
Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson -

The following is the City of Grass Valley's (City) response to the May 28, 2119 Grand Jury
Report - Investing in Housing for People Experiencing Homelessness in Nevada County. The
City appreciates the Grand Jury's interest in helping to address homelessness in Nevada County
and requesting input from the City regarding this issue.

The City supports the efforts of the Grand Jury to seek solutions regarding housing for people
experiencing homelessness in Nevada County.

The following is our response to the two (2) Findings and three (3) Recommendations noted in
the report:

Findings:

F11. The recent transition to an independent Nevada County CoC has increased stakeholder
engagement and access to funding opportunities.

Partially Agree

At this early phase, it is hard to know if the transition to an independent Nevada County
CoC will increase stakeholder engagement. There have been some promising steps taken
in 2019 but, as the Grand Jury concluded, the County is the only entity that can take the
primary leadership position in addressing the homelessness issue, so keeping the pace
they’ve started will be important to any potential progress. This transition should allow

Telephone (530) 274-4310 - Fax (530) 274-4399
www.cityofgrassvalley.com
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Nevada County to take a stronger solution-driven stance toward homelessness; especially
considering that managing separate CoCs will provide each county with access to two
Emergency Shelter grants where the current structure limits each to one. It’s important
to note the Grand Jury acknowledges that federal, state, and local funds for social
services primarily flows into the County as opposed to the Municipalities, so funding
opportunities for cities such as ours will depend on how those funds are distributed.

F12. Until the current shortage of low-income housing is remedied, there will be a continuing
need for traditional emergency shelters, winter warming shelters, and other overnight options
for people experiencing homelessness.

Disagree

Although low-income and affordable housing options in all geographical areas of the
County are important and should be a priority, the mere existence or increased stock of
affordable housing will not dramatically affect the need for emergency shelters, winter
warming shelters, and other overnight options for people experiencing homelessness.
Those experiencing homelessness due to underlying issues of substance use disorders
and/or mental illness need intensive and consistent long-term case management and social
services, not just housing. To begin addressing chronic homelessness, “Resource Centers”
and well-thought-out, programed, and funded on-site housing opportunities must be
made available.

Recommendations:

R4. The BoS and Municipalities should form a collaborative entity, perhaps a Joint Powers
Authority, with the mandate to establish county-wide rules and programs to facilitate the
development of housing. As suggested in the 2018 Ten Year Plan, “A unified effort in relation
to housing ordinances and allocation of service resources would be a highly effective
approach”. This Joint Powers Authority should generate a list of incentives for developers to
construct low income housing including adjustments to impact fees, adjustments to building
requirements, and the use of general funds to assist in funding housing. In the absence of such
a collaborative entity, the County should take the lead to determine how to provide low-income
housing and invite developers and builders to collaborate.

The recommendation will not be implemented at the present time.

The City of Grass Valley already has an adopted Housing Element that addresses the
state-mandated requirements. With respect to county-wide rules and programs to
facilitate the development of housing, this would not benefit the City as we already have
policies, programs, and codes in place to address the needs in Grass Valley. Based upon
these policies, programs, and codes, the City has over 1,000 subsidized housing units,
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representing approximately 20% of the City’s total housing and nearly all such housing
in Western Nevada County, and we are continuing to increase these numbers through
collaboration with developers. As far as the use of general funds and/or reducing impact
fees (which often amounts to the same thing, as fees the City waives must be covered from
other sources), typically this will trigger prevailing wage requirements which significantly
increases the cost of construction. Instead, over the last several years, with the use of
grants and other funding, the City has implemented capital projects to reduce
infrastructure issues and costs for future developers and projects.

R7. Homelessness should be a regular board/council meeting agenda item for the BoS and
Municipalities.

The recommendation will be partially implemented.

The City will hold meetings on homelessness as needed to address the issues and needs in
the City. As mentioned in the Grand Jury report, homelessness should be a standing
agenda item for every BoS meeting, so the timelines and outcomes of the implementation
plan(s) can be aggressively and visibly monitored. The City is somewhat limited in our
ability to remedy homelessness as we do not typically receive federal or state funds for
social services — those funding sources flow through Nevada County.

R13. The County should explore the risks and benefits of designating and maintaining an
approved camping area for people without homes. The analysis, findings, and conclusions
should be shared with the public.

The City is not asked to implement this recommendation.

This recommendation is addressed to the County; therefore, the City will not be
implementing it. The City does, however, support an evaluation of this concept in the un-
incorporated portions of Nevada County.

sk sk sk

This response was reviewed and approved by the City Council at its July 23, 2019 meeting.

Sincerely,

ey

City of Grass Valley
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Foothill House of Hospitality dba Hospitality House
Response to the Grand Jury from Nancy S. Baglietto
Executive Director/CEO, Hospitality House

August 26, 2019

FINDINGS:

F11. The recent transition to an independent Nevada County CoC has increased stakeholder
engagement and access to funding opportunities.

Partially agree. | think that a lot more organizations are showing up at the table
because there is greater funding available (that was not historically available) but | also believe
that because there was spotty engagement prior (mainly through the Nevada County
Coordinating Council), the role and function of the Nevada County Regional CoC is not broadly
well-understood. If the Nevada County Regional CoC could truly separate from the Placer County
CoC and no longer be under the Homeless Resource Council of the Sierras, greater work could be
accomplished, and more collaboration could occur for funding opportunities.

F10. The current contracts between the County and non-profit providers regarding winter warming
shelters in western Nevada County do not extend beyond the winter of 2018-2019, leaving
uncertainty about the availability of such shelters in the future.

Partially agree. As | mentioned in my other responses, | believe that Sierra Roots is
working with/negotiating a contract with the County for warming shelter services for the
coming winter. What is unknown is whether or not their contract will be ongoing and something
that Sierra Roots can count on year after year. It seems to be negotiated on a year-by-year
basis. Additionally, the contract is often not for enough nights. When Hospitality House received
a grant contract from the City of Grass Valley and the County in 2017-2018, the contract
covered every night from mid-November to mid-April, given the cold and rainy season. It is
important to note however Hospitality House could only serve a maximum of 15 extra people
each night (above our year-round 54 bed shelter) because of the terms of Hospitality House’s
conditional use permit. Occupancy could not exceed 69 guests at any one time.

RECOMMENDATION:

R8. The County should continue to partner with relevant stakeholders to secure funding for and
commence construction of the Day/Navigation Center as a top priority.

This recommendation has not yet been implemented. The County was unable to secure
funding through CDBG this last round for the homeless day resource center. Hospitality House
continues to encourage discussions with the County around looking at other funding options
(outside of just CDBG) for the Day Center as well as looking at other potential sites that would
not require new construction. There are more competitive grant funding opportunities for
acquisition and rehabilitation than there is new construction. Hospitality House strongly
believes in keeping an open mind to get the job done.
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July 10, 2019

The Honorable Thomas Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson,

The following is a response from the City of Nevada City regarding the 2018-2019 Grand Jury Report
titled Investing in Housing for People Experiencing Homelessness in Nevada County. The City respects
and acknowledges the value of the Grand Jury’s attention to the housing crisis nationally, statewide
and locally and the interest in ensuring the availability of low-income housing within all jurisdictions
in Nevada County.

As demonstrated in the responses to the Grand Jury’s recommendations, included below, the City has
been working towards researching, identifying and implementing approaches to being able to provide
opportunities for low-income and affordable housing within the City of Nevada City.

The Grand Jury has requested that the City respond to three findings and two recommendations that
were included in the report. Nevada City’s responses are as follows:

Finding #F11
The recent transition to an independent Nevada County CoC has increased stakeholder engagement

and access to funding opportunities.

Response
Partially agree. The transition to an independent Nevada County CoC should increase stakeholder

engagement specific to Nevada County’s issues with homelessness. At this time, it is too early to
know if the independent CoC will provide increased funding opportunities.
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Finding #F12
Until the current shortage of low-income housing is remedied, there will be a continuing need for

traditional emergency shelters, winter warming shelters and other overnight options for people
experiencing homelessness.

Response
Partially agree. Increasing the low-income housing availability will potentially assist in creating

housing opportunities, such as Housing Choice Voucher programs, that could mitigate the present
affordable housing gap which is one element that has exacerbated the homelessness situation
requiring the need for shelters. However, low-income housing is not going to resolve the need for
traditional emergency and warming shelters. There is a part of the population experiencing
homelessness that may not benefit from affordable housing because there are components of mental
illness, chronic health conditions, histories of trauma and other struggles that keep them in
homelessness. This section of the population needs supportive or transitional housing where
additional services are available to help them overcome housing barriers. There are also portions of
the population that chose not to accept the housing or services. For these reasons, there will be a
continued need for emergency/winter shelters and overnight options for this segment of the
population.

Recommendation #R4

The BoS and Municipalities should form a collaborative entity, perhaps a Joint Powers Authority, with
the mandate to establish countywide rules and programs to facilitate the development of housing.
As suggested in the 2018 Ten Year Plan, “A unified effort in relation to housing ordinances and
allocation of service resources would be a highly effective approach.” This Joint Powers Authority
should generate a list of incentives for developers to construct low income housing including
adjustments to impact fees, adjustments to building requirements and the use of general funds to
assist in funding housing. In the absence of such a collaborative entity, the County should take the
lead to determine how to provide low-income housing and invite developers and builders to
collaborate.

Response
The recommendation to create a Joint Powers Authority to implement a unified effort to housing

ordinances and allocation of service resources and generate a list of incentives will not be
implemented at this time. The City believes that it would be difficult to unify housing ordinances as
each jurisdiction’s housing element, general plan, developable areas, zoning and land availability
vary. The City is already developing measures to create an environment conducive to incentivizing
developers to construct affordable housing projects. Specifically, the City is in the process of
developing a Cottage Dwelling Ordinance, which will be going to the City’s Planning Commission in
July 2019. This Ordinance addresses incentivizing developers to construct low-income housing by
offering density increases and mitigation fee decreases in exchange for development of dwelling units
below 1,000 square feet. Additionally, the City has contracted a consultant to hold workshops and
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update the Housing Element, a draft of which is currently being reviewed by HCD, and which includes
programs to support low-income housing. At the July 10, 2019 meeting, the City Council will be
awarding a contract to an AB1600 consultant to perform a study to update the City’s impact fee
structure, which will include looking at potential incentives to developers through lower impact fees
for providing affordable housing. The Planning Commission has approved several subdivisions that
include affordable housing plans as part of their entitlements. The City anticipates that build-out of
these projects will yield affordable housing options across the affordable-income spectrum (very low
to median income categories), satisfying the affordable housing mandates required by the State.
Finally, the City does not have the general funds to assist in funding housing. The City’s general fund
is enough to support the current level of services being provided.

Recommendation #R7
Homelessness should be a regular board/council meeting agenda item for the BoS and Municipalities.

Response
The recommendation to have homelessness as a regular council meeting item will be partially

implemented. The City believes that this topic should be added to the agenda on an as needed basis
to address homelessness as it directly relates to the City of Nevada City. The City does not receive
funds for health and human services. It seems this topic might be better suited as a regularly added
item to the agenda’s for the CoC where the funding opportunities exist to address homelessness.

Recommendation #R13

The County should explore the risks and benefits of designating and maintaining an approved
camping area for people without homes. The analysis, findings and conclusions should be shared
with the public.

Response
The City will not be implementing this recommendation as it is addressed to the County. The City

supports recommendation #R13 implementation in the un-incorporated areas of Nevada County.
The City also supports that an analysis, the findings and conclusions should be shared with the public
and that included in the analysis, safe sleeping areas for those who camp in their vehicles should be
considered.

This response was reviewed and approved by the City Council at its July 10, 2019 City Council
meeting.

Sincerely,

@ Anes @ doen

Catrina Olson, City Manager
City of Nevada City
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August 19, 2019

The Honorable Thomas Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, California 95959

Dear Honorable Judge Thomas Anderson,
Enclosed you will find the responses of the Regional Housing Authority as requested by the
Grand Jury in the letter dated May 21, 2019, regarding the report under the title Investing in

Housing for People Experiencing Homelessness in Nevada County.

If you need any additional information, please do not hesitate to ask.

Best regards,

ustavo Becerra _
Executive Director W/
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FINDINGS:

F13. The current contracts between the County and non-profit providers regarding winter
warming shelters in western Nevada County do not extend beyond the winter of 2018-
2019, leaving uncertainty about the availability of such shelters in the future.

Agree

RECOMMENDATIONS:

~ R8.  The County should continue to partner with relevant stakeholders to secure funding for
and commence construction of the Day/Navigation Center as a top priority.

The recommendation has been implemented, as the County has been working with
Hospitality House on funding applications for this project. The Regional Housing Authority
believes that an equally top priority should be the development of new affordable housing
units, and the preservation of existing at-risk affordable housing properties. However,
funding for these types of projects is very competitive in the State of California and difficult
to get awarded.

= Regional Housing Authority is an equal opportunity employer and housing provider Ee s
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Jeff Loux, Town Manager
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The Honorable Thomas Anderson ol (’L" ! @

Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury N M

201 Church Street 21T

Nevada City, CA 95959

Re:  Grand Jury Report on Homelessness

Judge Anderson and the Grand Jury,

The Town of Truckee (“Town”) is in receipt of the Grand Jury’s report entitled Investing in
Housing for People Experiencing Homelessness in Nevada County. The Grand Jury requested
that the Town respond to Finding F11 and Recommendations R4 and R7; this letter will serve
as the Town’s response.

Grand Jury Finding:

F11. The recent transition to an independent Nevada County CoC has increased stakeholder
engagement and access to funding opportunities.

Town Response:

The Town does not have sufficient information to respond to this finding. The Town simply does
not know what effect the shift from a jointly managed continuum of care for Nevada and Placer
Counties to an independent Nevada County continuum of care has had. The Town'’s efforts to
engage with the homeless community and provide services to them have not been affected by
this change. In conjunction with the warming center that provides shelter during cold weather,
the Town has provided (and continues to seasonally provide) haircuts, veterinary examinations
for dogs, flashlights, AM radios, toothbrushes, socks, a bike technician to perform minor bike
repairs, and has arranged for the Truckee Fire Protection District to provide general wellness
exams and blood pressure checks.

10183 Truckee Airport Road, Truckee, CA 96161-3306
www.townoftruckee.com
530-582-7700 | email: truckee@townoftruckee.com
Printed on recycled paper.
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Response to 2018-2019 Grand Jury
Page 2 of 2

Grand Jury Recommendations:

R4. (This lengthy recommendation pertains to the establishment of a joint powers authority
or other “collaborative entity” to “establish county-wide rules and programs to facilitate
the development of housing.)

R7. Homelessness should be a regular board/council meeting agenda item for the BoS and
Municipalities.

Town Response:

Although Truckee does have a homeless population, homelessness in Truckee is a somewhat
different issue than in the western portion of Nevada County.! Truckee’s winter climate seems
to dissuade most people experiencing homelessness from permanently settling in the area, so
Truckee simply has a much smaller homeless population than other areas of Nevada County.
However, encouraging the production of affordable housing is one of the Truckee Town
Council’s top priorities. The Town has taken a number of steps to get affordable housing built,
including:

e Selling Town-owned land to the developer of 32 units of housing affordable to very low-
income and low-income households in the Frishman Hollow project.

e Making a loan of $1.65 million to facilitate a further 71 low-income units expected to be
constructed in 2019 and 2020 as part of the Artists’ Lofts project at the Truckee
Railyard.

e Negotiating an agreement with a developer of affordable housing to convey Town-
owned land for a further 70+ affordable units as part of Frishman Hollow Phase 2.

e Acted as co-applicant with the developer of 47 units of affordable housing to be
constructed in the Coldstream Common development, estimated to be completed in
2021.

e Working on an updated General Plan Housing Element to remove barriers to the
construction of affordable housing.

e Providing funding to the Mountain Housing Council of Tahoe-Truckee.

The Town is certainly willing to consider participation in a joint powers authority, or to consider
any ideas the County might have for the facilitation of affordable housing in the absence of a
joint powers authority. Town Council agendas will include homelessness as a topic of
discussion when appropriate.

David Tirman
Mayor, Town of Truckee

1 The Grand Jury did not interview anyone from the Town of Truckee in preparing its report, and it is not
clear whether the Grand Jury interviewed anyone else from the eastern portion of Nevada County.

10183 Truckee Airport Road, Truckee, CA 96161-3306
www.townoftruckee.com
530-582-7700 | email: truckee @townoftruckee.com
Printed on recycled paper.
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Facing Year-Long Fire Seasons
Are We Prepared?

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury
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Facing Year-Long Fire Seasons, Are We Prepared?

Summary

The 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury) conducted an investigation into Nevada
County’s fire preparedness. The Jury looked at both fire prevention efforts and the state of
ingress and egress viability of roads within the County in cases of fire. The Jury reviewed
pertinent documents and conducted interviews with personnel within County government and
other fire-related organizations.

During its investigation into fire preparedness, the Jury found a number of problems to support
its overall conclusion that the County’s fire preparedness practices are not consistent with
generally recognized best fire preparedness practices.

Nevada County should do everything in its power to support residents in complying with their
fire preparedness responsibilities. Non-profits should continue to expand their public outreach
efforts.

Glossary
BoS Nevada County Board of Supervisors
CodeRED Emergency Notification and Alerting System
County County of Nevada
Firewise USA A certification by the National Fire Protection Association
FSC Fire Safe Council of Nevada County
NCC Nevada County Consolidated Fire District
OES Nevada County Office of Emergency Services
PRC 4291 California Public Resource Code Section 4291
Background

It seems apparent, anecdotally and in the hard data as well, that the landscape of the California
fire season has changed in recent years. Factors such as drought, bark beetle infestations, and
warming trends have heightened our vulnerability period to nearly year-round. For example, the
recent Camp Fire in Butte County, the deadliest in California history, occurred during the month
of November. It consumed over 153,000 acres, destroyed nearly 18,000 structures (including
almost 14,000 residences), and claimed 86 lives.

The past few years have included a variety of fires that have locally affected Nevada County
(County) as well. The Lobo Fire of October 2017 burned over 800 acres and destroyed 47
structures. The McCourtney Fire of the same month burned 76 acres and destroyed 13
structures. The Lowell Fire of July 2015 burned over 2,300 acres, destroyed two structures, and
threatened 54 others.
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Our collective memory recalls the infamous 49er fire in September 1988. This fire destroyed
312 structures, 89 vehicles, 17 boats, and 33,700 acres of our community. That is 52 square
miles. The cost of suppression was assessed at $7.5M and the estimated property loss was
$22.7M.

California Public Resource Code 4291 (PRC 4291) describes the requirements for maintaining
defensible space around structures in forest, brush, or grass-covered lands in California. Of the
148 homes destroyed in the 49er fire, 80% were not in compliance with PRC 4291.

It appears that there is a tendency by some of the public to believe that our local fire services will
respond and deal with any wildfire that might occur in our neighborhoods. Yet the lessons
learned from recent conflagrations have demonstrated that fire trucks cannot always respond in
time and can be easily overwhelmed by fast-moving firestorms. Some locations cannot be
reached by fire trucks at all. It is clear that the primary responsibility for maintaining our safety
lies within each of us.

A random spark, combined with dry conditions and high winds, can quickly evolve into a fast-
moving fire front that can rapidly destroy surrounding neighborhoods. Some fire experts believe
that Nevada County is just as vulnerable as Butte County for such a disaster. Others say it is not
a matter of “if” but “when” the next big fire will occur. This sense of inevitability has brought
fire prevention to the foreground, where it must remain.

Maintaining defensible space around our properties and being prepared to quickly evacuate the
areas in danger offer the best chance for survival. These are responsibilities for each of us,
responsibilities we must embrace in order to live in such a beautiful part of California.

County government also plays an important role in fire prevention. Though the focus of the
County’s Fire Districts has necessarily been on fire suppression in recent years, County-based
prevention efforts will become increasingly vital to augment the personal efforts undertaken by
each resident. Just as firefighting is best accomplished by professionals, trained personnel
should also oversee fire prevention.

Approach

Prompted by concerns stemming from recent fires, the Jury began an investigation into the
preparedness level of the County regarding rural area ingress and egress routes for citizens and
responders. The scope of the investigation expanded to include defensible space requirements
and homeowner responsibilities. The Jury developed a plan of action that included interviews,
reviews of published materials, and Internet research. The Jury interviewed current and former
elected officials and staff from the Nevada County Board of Supervisors (BoS), the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (more commonly known as Cal Fire), the Nevada
County Office of Emergency Services (OES), the Fire Safe Council (FSC), the Nevada County
Consolidated Fire District (NCC), and the Grass Valley Fire Department. The Jury reviewed
documents from various County departments and non-profit organizations. Jury members have
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also attended fire-related public presentations, which are growing in frequency and increasing in
attendance.

Discussion

The Jury’s investigation looked at County-wide ingress and egress viability of roads in cases of
fire, as well as a variety of fire prevention activities, including evacuation planning, defensible
space inspections, defensible space ordinances, public responsibility, and public engagement.

The communal and individual responsibilities pertaining to fire remain immense. Wildfire
knows no artificial boundaries. Residents in one fire district are not protected from fire because
their home is down the road from a fire that started in an adjacent fire district.

Local fire districts recognized this reality when they worked together to form a joint operating
agreement that sends the nearest staffed fire engine to the scene of a fire regardless of where the
fire started. The goal, of course, is to remove the danger and to keep the fire from spreading.
Local fire districts also share a common dispatch center, again recognizing that it makes sense to
cooperate rather than duplicate efforts and services. Perhaps someday the firefighting efforts for
the County will be consolidated even more.

This report will focus more on fire prevention than emergency response. In the wake of recent,
incredibly destructive fires, residents often are told that it is not a matter of “if” but “when” the
next fire will occur. Given limited time constraints and budgets, the Jury believes that a
coordinated, County-led fire prevention program is the best way to achieve positive results.

Many private and public lands pose significant wildfire hazards. The reasons for these
deficiencies are numerous and the responsibility for fixing them diffuse, making it a difficult
issue to address effectively. The awe-inspiring natural spaces abundant in the Sierra foothills
make the County an inherently desirable place to live but they also put the County at great fire
risk. The desire to live amongst the trees can be hard to reconcile with mandatory setbacks and
foliage density limitations. People are sometimes reluctant to remove, at their own expense,
parts of what they love about their property. And yet, the data on the efficacy of prevention
measures is clear: the more they are implemented by responsible landowners, the safer every
resident of this county will be.

Fire Prevention

Current County fire prevention activities are patchworked. Some local fire districts staff and
fund prevention efforts, others do not. Not all fire districts have dedicated fire prevention
staffing. The County funds four part-time defensible space inspectors reporting to the OES; the
Public Works Department maintains ingress and egress viability on public roads. OES writes
grant applications to fund prevention activities. Local non-profit agencies such as FSC deal with
public education, chipping programs, Firewise USA certifications from the National Fire
Protection Association, etc.
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Nevada County fire districts have done a great job with fire suppression by cooperating with
each other through joint operating agreements and a shared dispatch center. Today, we have a
coordinated effort that allows an available fire truck closest to a fire to respond regardless of in
which district the fire is burning.

Fire prevention deserves this same kind of coordination. It is possible for each of the eight fire
districts to develop their own fire prevention activities with the expectation that they will align
and coordinate with each other appropriately. The Jury believes that a far better approach is for
the County to employ a fire prevention leader with the responsibility and funding to manage the
County’s fire prevention activities in a proactive, coordinated manner.

Defensible Space
Landowners are ultimately responsible for ensuring that their properties are in compliance with
all applicable defensible space ordinances and statutes.

PRC 4291 governs the defensible space requirements applicable to all properties which pose a
potential fire risk. It mandates that a person who "owns, leases, controls, operates, or maintains a
building or structure in, upon, or adjoining" a potentially hazardous property must maintain a
defensible space of vegetation management of 100 feet extending from structures. The zone
within 30 feet of the structure is subject to even further scrutiny.

Though not officially mandated in PRC 4291, the zone from 100-200 feet is subject to additional
defensible space guidelines. Homeowners must also take into account the degree of slope on
their property as steeper areas have additional requirements. While some of the mandated
specifics depend on various characteristics of the property and structure(s), all property owners
must at all times:

d remove vegetation within 10 feet of the outlet of a chimney or stovepipe,

. prevent any vegetation overhanging a building from containing dead or dying wood,
and

. keep roofs of structures free of vegetative materials.

The Wildland Fire Action Guide, prepared by officials from international and national fire
organizations, includes as best practices measures beyond those mandated by law. These include
different preparatory actions for each of three zones of defensible space on a property. The first
zone, comprising areas within 0-30 feet of a home (or to the property line), are subject to the
strictest guidelines, including the following.

. Use hard, noncombustible surfaces in areas immediately adjacent to the home (0-5
feet).

. Use non-wood, low-growing vegetation, succulent plants in particular.

. Do not store firewood or other combustible materials within this initial zone, or
within 30 feet of any other structures such as garages, decks, etc.

. Trim all branches at least 10 feet back from all roofs.
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Recommendations for the second zone, comprising the areas between 30-100 feet from a home,
include the following.

. Create vegetation groups (‘islands’) to break up continuous fuels around structures.

. Remove ladder fuels to create separation between low-level vegetation and tree
branches.

. Keep yards free of leaf and needle debris.

. Keep grass and wildflowers under 8 inches in height.

Recommendations for the third zone, comprising the areas between 100-200 feet from a home,
include the following.

. Create and maintain a minimum of 10 feet between the tops of trees.

. Remove ladder fuels to create separation between low-level vegetation and tree
branches.

. Remove dead trees and shrubs.

The County has contracted with NCC to manage four part time OES defensible space inspectors.
County defensible space inspectors performed only about 600 inspections last year, a small
fraction of the properties in the County subject to inspection.

Some property owners in recent years have had trouble finding contractors to clear their
properties during peak clearing months.

The County has no enforcement mechanism for defensible space violations occurring on
unoccupied properties. The County has not budgeted for abatement at present, putting the cost
burden of compliance fully upon the landowner.

In 1975, the County employed six full-time defensible space inspectors. At present, the County
employs only four part-time defensible space inspectors. Inspectors’ hours are capped at 1,000
per year by current County employment practices and inspectors generally work between April
and November.

County job postings for defensible space inspectors available at the time of this report list a
salary range of $18.50 to $21 per hour. Competitive positions at other fire districts have a
starting salary of $25 per hour.

Some elements of ordinances passed by the BoS must be adopted by local fire districts to be
enforced. The County adopted Hazardous Vegetation Ordinance No. 2411, an update to Article
7 of Chapter IV of the Nevada County General Code, on March 26, 2019. Previously,
responsibility for issuing notices and citations was limited to Fire Officials. Now, the ordinance
allows OES staff, Code Enforcement Officers, and Public Officials to issue Notices to Abate to
property owners for defensible space violations. If noncompliance is still in evidence after three
inspections, a citation may be issued. A fine structure accompanies this ordinance as well, with
fines not to exceed $130 for the first violation, $700 for the second within one year of the first,
and $1,300 for the third within one year of the first.
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The County has no authority to force adoption of this ordinance by local fire districts. The
ordinance does not provide additional funding for staffing or other resources necessary for its
enforcement.

Public Education and Outreach

The trend on public engagement has been positive. Recent County outreach efforts, such as
more town halls and the recently published Ready Nevada County OES fire handbook, have
increased.

Volunteer and non-profit organizations such as the FSC have also been increasingly active on a
variety of prevention fronts, public fire-safety-related meetings have seen increased attendance,
more communities each year are moving towards and achieving Firewise USA certification, and
the emergency notification system CodeRED has seen growth in participation.

The FSC and other organizations are consistently leading important efforts within the community
to promote preparedness. Nearly half of the County’s residents live in a Firewise USA
compliant community though not all of these communities are currently certified as such. Cost is
often a barrier to certification. The waiting list for certification is 25 communities long,
including 10 communities that have been fast-tracked by the County.

The FSC periodically offers a wildland fire class, which teaches homeowners to view their
properties as a firefighter would in order to increase awareness and implementation of best fire
prevention practices. The class takes between 32 and 64 hours to complete.

Evacuation Planning

Legal responsibility for mandated evacuations ultimately rests with the Nevada County Sheriff’s
Office. Comprehensive evacuation planning for fires is rendered extremely difficult by the
inherently random, complex, and unique conditions surrounding each fire, including wind speed
and direction, humidity, and other meteorological factors. Evacuation planning is therefore more
effectively understood as a combination of preparation activities undertaken by individuals and
the County which, collectively, best prepare the populace for all potential fire eventualities.

The growing population drawn by the area’s natural beauty also exacerbates evacuation
contingency planning. Many communities in the county were simply not built with evacuations
of a scale commensurate with their current populations in mind. This problem deepens as
communities continue to grow.

OES and fire officials recommend that residents become familiar with as many different
potential evacuation routes out of their neighborhoods as possible and not to rely upon any single
evacuation route or plan. These additional evacuation routes may include anything traversable
by vehicles in case of emergency (dirt roads, trails, pastures, drainage ditches, etc.).

In 2018, only $442 was spent on zoned evacuation planning, in which areas are evacuated in a
staggered fashion. There is no comprehensive County fire evacuation plan.
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Ingress and Egress
The Jury found deficiencies in the ingress and egress viability of roads within the County in
cases of fire as well as in road clearing practices.

According to the County’s website, there are approximately 600 miles of County-maintained
road, and 2,200 miles of private road in the County. The County has a stated goal of clearing
100 miles of county-maintained road per year in cooperation with the FSC. Prior to 2018, the
pace of County road clearing averaged between 50 and 100 miles per year. The County has
identified a list of the 50 highest-priority roads for clearing. Best practices dictate clearing each
County road every three to five years at a minimum. Even if the County meets their goals and
maintains current levels, up to 75% of the roads in the county may not be maintained in
accordance with best practices. The responsibility for the maintenance and clearing of private
roads belongs to property owners.

Funding for road clearing by the County was cut during the 2007-2009 recession. Funding is
inconsistent year-to-year due to its grant-based nature. As of April 9, 2019, $465,000 in ingress
and egress grants and matching funds had been awarded and approximately $8.1M in grants and
matching funds were pending. The County is currently seeking grants to fund additional road
clearing and other ingress and egress improvements and maintenance activities.

Many of the most dangerous ingress and egress situations in the County occur on privately
owned roads. Some private roads are simply considered “no go zones” for fire engines and other
emergency response vehicles if a fire occurs.

The data shows that the majority of property owners want to comply with all relevant ordinances.
The County must interact in a coordinated, proactive way with property owners.

The County is not authorized to clear private roads without expressed written permission from
the owner or a Notice to Abate. At present, PG&E is the only entity legally authorized to clear
private property without such permission.

CodeRED and Nixle

CodeRED and Nixle are emergency mass notification systems. CodeRED was implemented by
the County in 2014. Landlines in western Nevada County are automatically enrolled in
CodeRED. Residents are encouraged to also add their cell phone numbers to the CodeRED
notification database as mobile devices are not automatically enrolled and instead must opt-in.
Residents who live in Nevada County east of Donner Summit should register for Nixle
emergency alert notifications. The Truckee Police Department and Truckee Fire Protection
District routinely provide public messaging and emergency notifications via Nixle.

Additional preparation activities include, but are not limited to:

. keeping all egress routes clear,
. keeping all gates on egress routes unlocked,
. maintaining 10 feet of mandated clearance around all driveways,
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F1.

F2.

F3.

F4.

FS5.

Fé6.

F7.

F8.

having a “neighborhood buddy” or burner phone that uses a different service provider
than your primary phone in case your cell service goes out,

signing up for CodeRED or Nixle with all phones,

having a “go bag” prepared and placed in a vehicle, and

getting involved with the Firewise USA certification efforts in your community.

Findings

The majority of the responsibility for both fire prevention and evacuation route
knowledge falls upon the public.

OES is in the process of hiring four part-time defensible space employees for 2019,
each limited to 1,000 hours per year. This staffing level affords the County far less
fire protection compared to 1975, when six full-time inspectors were employed.
There is no fire prevention coordinator accountable for comprehensive fire prevention
efforts between fire districts, the County, non-profits, homeowners’ associations, and

residents.

The County does not allocate sufficient budgetary resources for its abatement
ordinance or fire prevention efforts.

Fire season has extended over time, especially recently, to the point that many
officials now consider it as “year-round.”

There is no comprehensive County fire evacuation plan.
Due to the unpredictable nature of fires, a variety of evacuation routes are necessary.

County residents have taken an increasingly proactive role in fire prevention.

Recommendations

The Nevada County Grand Jury recommends the following:

R1.

The County should establish a dedicated fire prevention coordinator reporting directly
to the County Executive Officer with regular reports to the Board of Supervisors.

The defensible space inspection program should be expanded into a year-round
program staffed by a minimum of two full-time employees in addition to the four
current, part-time positions.

The County should ensure that all County-maintained roads are cleared at least every
five years to comply with best practices.
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R4.

RS.

R6.

R7.

The County should fund additional programs to aid homeowners in vegetation
management and removal.

County residents should have multiple evacuation routes and contingency plans in
place.

County residents should have a “go bag” prepared and accessible with everything
they need in case of evacuation.

Non-profits should continue to expand their public outreach efforts.

Request for Responses

Pursuant to Penal Code section 933.05, the Nevada County Grand Jury requests responses from
the following:

Nevada County Board of Supervisors for:

. Findings F2 and F4

. Recommendations R1, R2, R3, and R4
. Due by 10 August 2019

Nevada County Chief Executive Officer for:
. Recommendation R1
. Due by 9 September 2019

Nevada County Office of Emergency Services for:
. Recommendation R2
. Due by 9 September 2019

Nevada County Department of Public Works for:

. Recommendation R3
. Due by 9 September 2019
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RESPONSES

In the Report above, the Grand Jury requested responses from:

The Nevada County Board of Supervisors

The Nevada County Executive Officer

The Nevada County Office of Emergency Services
The Nevada County Department of Public Works

Only the Nevada County Board of Supervisors responded. All others chose to allow the
Nevada County Board of Supervisors make their responses for them.
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Vice-Chair Heidi Hall, 1* District
Edward C. Scofield, 2™ District
Dan Miller, 3" District

COUNTY OF NEVADA

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Susan Hoek, 4™ District
Chair Richard Anderson, 5% District
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Julie Patterson Hunter,

Clerk of the Board

July 9,2019

The Honorable Judge Thomas Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

RE: County of Nevada Reponses to Grand Jury 2019 Report entitled Facing Year-Long Fire Seasons, Are We
Prepared?

Honorable Judge Anderson,

Please find enclosed the County of Nevada’s responses to the Grand Jury’s 2019 Facing Year-Long Fire Seasons, Are We
Prepared? Report as approved by the Board of Supervisors at their regularly scheduled meeting on July 9, 2019.

incerely,

<A

Jeffrey Thorsby
Senior Administrative Analyst

Encl.

950 Maidu Avenue, Suite 200, Nevada City CA 95959-8617
phone: 530.265.1480 | fax: 530.265.9836 | toll free: 888.785.1480 | email: bdofsupervisors@co.nevada.ca.us
website: https://www.mynevadacounty.com/
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NEVADA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESPONSES TO
2019 Nevada County Civil Grand Jury Report

Facing Year-Long Fire Seasons, Are We Prepared?

DATED July 9, 2019

Responses to findings and recommendations are based on either personal knowledge, examination of official county
records, review of the responses by the County Executive Officer, Office of Emergnecy Services, Public Works and
representatives or testimony from the Board of Supervisors and county staff members.

A. RESPONSES TO FINDINGS

F2: OES is in the process of hiring four part-time defensible space employees for 2019,
each limited to 1,000 hours per year. This staffing level affords the County far less fire
protection compared to 1975, when six full-time inspectors were employed.

Disagree.

In 1975, Nevada County Public Works Building Inspection Division
employed six (6) building inspectors who’s primary responsibility was to
inspect for structural, electrical, and the plumbing of new building
development. The same year, the Nevada County Agriculture Commissioner
employed two (2) Senior Agricultural Inspectors with the primary
responsibility of inspecting for the use of agricultural pesticides and pest
control methods. Nevada County Emergency Services only employed 1
Assistant Civil Defense Co-ordinator with the primarily responsibility to keep
the County in a state of perpetual readiness for any man-made or natural
disaster.

However, the County has maintained between two and four (2-4) inspectors
since 1989 as referenced in the County’s Cal FIRE Defensible Space
Inspection Memorandum of Understating (MOU). Historically, the County
hired inspectors that were supervised and managed by Cal FIRE in an effort
to help augment CalFIRE’s inspector staffing levels.

F4: The County does not allocate sufficient budgetary resources for its abatement
ordinance or fire prevention efforts.

Disagree.
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The County has increased its overall Emergnecy Management budget by 88%
since FY2017/18 from $622,443 to $1,292,996 in FY2019/20. Within the
overall service budget unit, the County has quadrupled its Defensible Space
Inspection Program and prevention efforts. Moreover, Nevada County Public
Works is projecting to spend approximately $708,000 for vegetation removal
along the County’s maintained roadways for FY 2019/20, which is
approximately 30% of the Roads-Maintenance service budget unit.

B. RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

R1: The County should establish a dedicated fire prevention coordinator reporting
directly to the County Executive Officer with regular reports to the Board of Supervisors.

This recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted.

The Program Manager of the Office of Emergency Services who oversees the
County’s fire prevention program regularly reports to the Director of
Information General Services, who reports directly to the County Executive
Officer. Subsequently, the Board of Supervisors receive periodic reports as
requested by the County Executive Officer or by the Board of Supervisors
directly.

R2: The defensible space inspection program should be expanded into a year-round
program staffed by a minimum of two full-time employees in addition to the four
current, part-time positions.

The recommendation requires further analysis.

In FY 2018/19, the work schedules of the part-time inspectors were staggered
and scheduled to provide inspection services over the winter months that
typically were not covered, as snow and weather permitted. This year the
County entered into a new partnership with Nevada County Consolidated
Fire District (NCC) to manage and lead the County’s Defensible Space
Inspection Program. In early 2020, the County and NCC will evaluate the
effectiveness of the program, the collaboration with CAL FIRE’s inspection
program, overall combined inspection results and impact, and then make
recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on how to mature the program
further.

R3: The County should ensure that all County-maintained roads are cleared at least every
five years to comply with best practices.
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The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not reasonable.

Although the County maintains 560 miles of road, not all roads can be cleared
with currently available resources, including the funding source for road
maintenance and gas tax funds, within 5 years. Although the County strives
to address vegetation on as many road miles as possible and continues to
apply for grant funding to further supplement those efforts, some roads
require annual maintenance while others are narrow dirt roads serving no
residences and therefore require less maintenance.

R4: The County should fund additional programs to aid homeowners in vegetation
management and removal.

This recommendation has been implemented.
The County has applied for grant funding for vegetation management and

removal programs. Additionally, the County recently provided green waste
receptacles for the public free of charge.
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What the Public Should Know
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Special Districts: What the Public Should Know

Summary

Special districts are types of local government formed to provide services and infrastructure in
their communities. They are governed by the residents they serve. The 2018-2019 Nevada
County Grand Jury (Jury) investigated special districts because they provide essential services,
have substantial fiscal and administrative responsibilities, and are often not well understood or
engaged with by the public. The Jury surveyed two dozen special districts that operate in
Nevada County. This report shares self-reported special district data divided into categories
based on budget size. This report is intended to aid the public in better understanding their
special districts, illuminate special district management and operations, and help special districts
follow legal requirements and best practices.

The Jury found that special districts are more likely to perform better with public awareness,
involvement, and oversight. The Jury encourages Nevada County residents to know about and
participate in the special districts that serve their residences and businesses. Participation can
include:

* reviewing special district websites,

* Dbeing aware of meeting agendas,

* attending meetings,

* reading meeting minutes,

* participating in electing new board members,

* serving on the board,

* volunteering for their special districts,

* reading and discussing articles in local papers about their special districts, and
* filing complaints if there are problems.

There are numerous organizations, checklists, and programs that can be used by special districts
as resources to improve their service to the public. The Jury encourages special districts to
comply with all applicable legal requirements, review and explore expanding their public
outreach programs, consider establishing citizen oversight committees, seek and employ best
practices, and pursue certifications and accreditations.

Glossary
LAFCo Nevada County Local Agency Formation Commission
Jury 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury
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Background

This report is intended to aid the public in better understanding their special districts, illuminate
special district management and operations, and help special districts follow legal requirements
and best practices.

Special districts are agencies governed by local residents to provide services and infrastructure in
their communities. In California, grand juries investigate local governments, including special
districts. The Superior Court of Nevada County website describes the Nevada County Grand
Jury as “a judicial body sanctioned by the Superior Court ... to inquire into and review the
conduct of county government and special districts.” The website also says the Nevada County
Grand Jury acts as “the conscience of the community.”

The Jury investigated special districts because they provide essential services, have substantial
fiscal and administrative responsibilities, and are often not well understood or engaged with by
the public. The Jury created a survey focused on special district management, which was sent to
the 24 special districts that were both independent — meaning they were governed by an elected
or appointed board — and had Nevada County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo)
boundary oversight. This survey excluded dependent special districts, which are run by officers
of a local agency or their appointees, and excluded special districts that operate in Nevada
County but have boundary oversight by the LAFCo of a different county in which they also
operate. Some special districts that operate in Nevada County also operate in Placer, Sierra,
Yuba, and El Dorado counties. This survey also excluded school districts, which are not
considered special districts under the law.

Approach

The Jury developed a survey that was sent to 24 special districts operating in Nevada County
(see Appendix A). The self-reported data in the responses was analyzed; the Jury found
grouping special districts into categories based on budget size facilitated analysis and
comparison. The Jury also conducted interviews, conducted independent research, reviewed best
practices materials, and observed a training hosted by Nevada County LAFCo.

Discussion

Special Districts

Special districts are types of local government formed to provide services and infrastructure in
their communities. They are governed by the residents they serve. They often supply essential
services such as water or road maintenance. The United States Census Bureau defines special
districts as providing

specific services that are not being supplied by existing general purpose

governments. Most perform a single function, but in some instances, their
enabling legislation allows them to provide several, usually related, types of
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services. The services provided by these districts range from such basic social

needs as hospitals and fire protection, to the less conspicuous tasks of mosquito
abatement and upkeep of cemeteries.

Special districts benefit from the community knowing about them and participating in them.
Some districts recognize this advantage by having a citizen oversight committee representing the
public. Special districts are governed by residents in the communities they serve. Residents fill
positions as board members and sometimes as volunteer staff. Special districts have substantial
autonomy — what the United States Census Bureau describes as “substantial administrative and
fiscal independence from general purpose local governments” — so they benefit from community
oversight. Residents fund special districts through property taxes and service fees. They can
also receive funding from grants and other sources. Nevada County property tax bills show
some fees paid to fund local special districts in the section titled “VOTER APPROVED TAXES
/ TAXING AGENCY DIRECT CHARGES & SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS / FEES” but do not
include services that are billed separately, such as Nevada Irrigation District (NID) water fees.
Tax bills are distributed via postal mail and accessible online at:
https://www.mynevadacounty.com/365/My-Tax-Bill

Here are examples of tax bills with special district assessments:

COUNTY VALUES, EXEMPTIONS, AND TAXES

PHONE # DESCRIPTION PRIOR CURRENT BILLED
INQUIRIES 530-265-1285 LAND 0 59522 59522
VALUATIONS 530-265-1232 0 0 0
TAX RATES 530-265-1244 0 0 0
EXEMPTIONS 530-265-1232 STRUCTURAL IMPROVEMENTS 0 134197 134197
PAYMENTS 1-888-243-1366 0 0 0
PERS PROP 530-265-1232 0 0 0
ADDR CHGS 530-265-1232 0 0 0
0 0 0
NET TAXABLE VALUE 193719
VALUES X TAX RATE PER $100 1.000000 $1,937.20
VOTER APPROVED TAXES / TAXING AGENCY DIRECT CHARGES & SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS / FEES

PHONE # CODE DESCRIPTION ASSESSED VALUE TAX RATE / 100 = TAX AMOUNT
(530) 265-1244 35100 Voter Debt: Grass Valley Elem 2018 193719 0.023082 $44.72
(530) 265-1244 35400 Voter Debt: Nevada Jt Union H.S. 2002 193719 0.007390 $14.32
(530) 265-1244 35401 Voter Debt: Nevada Jt Union H.S. 2016 193719 0.019000 $36.80
(530) 889-4173 35504 Voter Debt: Sierra College SFID #2 2004 193719 0.022795 $44.16

PHONE # DESCRIPTION DIR CHRG PHONE # DESCRIPTION DIRCHRG PHONE # DESCRIPTION DIR CHRG
(866) 807-6864  Nev Co Consolid. Fire 2012  $56.98 (866) 807-6864  Nevada Co Consolide $123.14 (530) 265-1402 CSA 16-Westemn Co $29.70
SI%EEN(_‘]_Y T-IIXI(?ESE $140.00
PENALTY & COST $000  prre ARGES szgs(a)%%
AGENCY TAXES + DIRECT CHARGES + FEES + PENALTY + COST + DELINQUENT PENALTIES $3.
1st INSTALLMENT $1,143.51 2nd INSTALLMENT $1,143.51 TOTAL TAXES
PAID ON 11/07/2018 PAID ON 11/07/2018 $2,287.02

Special district fees listed on a Nevada County property tax bill retrieved via website
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VOTER APPROVED TAXES, TAXING AGENCY

DIRECT CHARGES AND SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS ASSESSED VALUE X TAXRATE = AGENCY TAXES
530 889-4173 SIERRA COLLEGE SFID #2 303,600 .000231 kLT
530 265-1244 NUHS SERIES A & B 303,600 .000077 28.38
530 265-1244 NUHS ELECTION OF 2016-SERIES A 303,600 .000190 57.68

ROUNDING ADJUSTMENT <0.01>
530-265-1411 * LAKE WILDWOOD SEWER MAINTENANCE 045 712.00
530-265-1402 * CSA 16-WESTERN COUNTY SOLID WASTE SYSTEM 139 29.70
530-265-1411 * LAKE WILDWOOD SEWER IMPROVEMENT 179 283.00
530-432-2630 PENN VALLEY FIRE DIST.VOTER APPROVED PARCEL CHARGE 185 75,90
530-432-2630 PV AMBULANCE/RESCUE VOTER APPROVED PARCEL CHARGE 259 Wb gl

530-432-1990 WESTERN GATEWAY PARK VOTER APPROVED PARCEL CHARGE 267 12.94

Special district fees listed on a Nevada County property tax bill received via postal mail

Surveyed Special Districts
In 2018, the Jury surveyed the 24 special districts that were both independent and had Nevada
County LAFCo boundary oversight. The surveyed special districts included:

* eight fire districts,

* four recreation and park districts,

¢ four community service districts,

* three water districts,

* two cemetery districts,

* one public utility district that provided both water and electricity,
* one sanitation (wastewater) district, and

* one resource conservation district.

Special districts are funded by a combination of taxes, service fees, grants, and other revenues.
The surveyed special districts had annual operating budgets ranging from $12,800 to $59.5
million. The Jury found that grouping special districts into categories based on budget size
facilitated analysis. The categories used were:

* small-budget districts for annual operating budgets under $100,000,

* medium-budget districts for annual operating budgets from $100,000 up to $200,000,

* large-budget districts for annual operating budgets from $200,000 up to $1 million,
and

* million-dollar-budget districts for annual operating budgets of $1 million or more.

When grouped by budget size, the special districts surveyed tended to have similar
characteristics. All data provided was self-reported by the special districts. The Jury hopes that
sharing its analysis of the information gathered will benefit both the public and the special
districts themselves.
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Small-Budget Districts

Special districts with annual budgets under $100,000 were classed by the Jury as small-budget
districts. The Jury surveyed five special districts of this size. Their budgets ranged from
$12,800 to $69,250.

Four of these districts had financial reserves. Four indicated they were current with submitting
their certified financial audits to the Nevada County Auditor-Controller. All five of the districts
indicated they had copies of their past three audits, current operating budget, and current
financial reports available.

Four of the districts had bylaws. One of the districts had a website.

None of the districts had employees and the number of volunteers ranged from one to five.

Four of the districts had written conflict of interest policies and three had written code of conduct
policies.

One district had a written reimbursement policy. None of the districts had written credit card
use, check-signing, or nepotism policies. Three indicated they had policies and procedures

manuals.

One district compensated board members $90 per meeting; the others did not compensate board
members.

Two of the districts had standing finance committees. None of the districts had ad hoc or any
other standing committees.

One district reported conducting public outreach via mailings; the other four indicated they
conducted no public outreach.
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Medium-Budget Districts
Special districts with annual budgets from $100,000 to $200,000 were classed by the Jury as
medium-budget districts. The Jury surveyed five special districts of this size.

None of these districts had any full-time employees; four had three or four part time employees.
Four districts used volunteers.

Two districts had a written credit card use policy. Two had written reimbursement policies.
Three districts had written check-signing policies. Four districts had both a written conflict of
interest policy and a written code of conduct policy. One had neither.

One district compensated board members $100 per meeting; the others did not compensate board
members.

Four of the districts indicated they had no public outreach programs; the other performed
outreach to community groups.

Three districts had bylaws, one reported that bylaws were in process, and one cited a Nevada
County Board of Supervisors formation resolution that can be used in lieu of creating bylaws.

All five of the districts indicated they were current with submitting certified financial audits to
the Nevada County Auditor-Controller. None had finance committees.

All five of the districts reported that copies of their past three certified financial audits, current
operating budgets, and current financial reports are available.

Four of the five districts had websites. Each website offered access to agendas and minutes.
Four posted a list of the board members on their websites, four provided a map of their service
area, two offered their past three certified financial audits, two provided their budgets, and one
posted their bylaws online.

Large-Budget Districts

Special districts with annual budgets from $200,000 to $1 million were classed by the Jury as
large-budget districts. The Jury surveyed six special districts of this size, four of which were fire
districts, making up half of the fire districts surveyed.

All of these districts had employees (either full or part time) and three used volunteers.

Half of the districts had standing finance committees. Five of six had written credit card
policies. Four had written reimbursement policies. Three had written check-signing policies.

Four districts had written conflict of interest policies. Five had written code of conduct policies.

One district compensated board members $200 per month; the others did not compensate board
members.
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Five districts had public outreach programs. One did not.

All of the districts were current with submissions of their audits to the Nevada County
Auditor-Controller.

All of the districts had active websites but only four of six posted minutes and agendas on those
websites. Four of six had bylaws, none offered them on their websites. Two posted their past
three audits on their websites. All posted the names of their board member and maps of their
service areas.

All of the districts reported copies of their past three audits, current operating budgets, and
current financial reports are available.

Million-Dollar Districts
Special districts with annual budgets over $1 million were classed by the Jury as million-dollar
districts. The Jury surveyed eight special districts of this size.

These districts ranged from having eight to 201 full time employees. Seven of the eight districts
had an employee handbook. One reported not having a policies and procedures manual.

All of the districts had written policies for code of conduct, credit card use, reimbursement,
check-signing, and conflict of interest. Six had written nepotism policies.

Six of the districts offered compensation for attending meetings, ranging from $75 per meeting
to $14,851 per year.

Seven districts reported conducting several public outreach programs; one did none.

All of the districts had websites. All had agendas and minutes available on their websites. One
district reported charging customers if printed copies were requested.

All of the districts had financial reserve policies. Seven were current with submitting their
certified financial audits to the Nevada County Auditor-Controller. Five had standing finance
committees.

Two districts reported they did not have bylaws; five of the remaining six offered their bylaws on
their websites. All reported posting their current budgets on their websites. Seven had their past
three certified financial audits on their websites. Seven posted their policies and procedures
manuals on their websites. One district did not offer a map of its service area on its website. Six
offered a board member list, including length of time in office, and five posted an organizational
chart.

Special District Laws

California has substantial legislation regarding special districts. The California Government
Code (§ 16271) defines special districts as existing

Page 149



for the local performance of governmental or proprietary functions within limited
boundaries. ‘Special district’ includes a county service area, a maintenance
district or area, an improvement district or improvement zone, or any other zone
or area formed for the purpose of designating an area within which a property tax
rate will be levied to pay for a service or improvement benefitting that area.

Special districts must comply with a number of state laws that help protect or aid consumers.

¢ The Public Records Act (California Government Code § 6250) requires that all public
records maintained by state and local agencies be made available to all members of
the public.

e The special district audit requirement (California Government Code § 26909) allows
residents to access audits of every special district within the county.

* The special district website requirement (California Government Code § 53087.8) specifies
districts have a website with contact information.

e Ethics law AB1234 (California Government Code § 53234) describes California
requirements that guide elected officials and agency staff to ethically serve their
communities.

¢ The Ralph M. Brown Act (California Government Code § 54950) guarantees residents’
rights to attend and participate in special district meetings. The act delineates many rights
including the rights to be given notice of meeting topics and to record meetings.

Special District Best Practices

Not all districts surveyed were in full compliance with legal requirements or industry best
practices. Special districts should ensure they are meeting all legal requirements, such as
maintaining the minimum number of board members and keeping their financials and audits up
to date. The Nevada County Elections Office prepared a document that specifically addressed
filling vacancies on special district boards called How To Fill A Vacancy:
https://www.mynevadacounty.com/DocumentCenter/View/13780/How-to-Fill-a-Vacancy-PDF

Once all minimum legal requirements are met, special districts can focus on best practices such
as performing public outreach. For example, a special district may want to perform outreach
with local schools by awarding an annual scholarship, conducting outreach events at schools, or
offering an internship program. Additional outreach might come in the form of events, open
houses, public workshops, website postings, email alerts, direct mail, brochures, flyers,
factsheets, newsletters, an information center or kiosk, newspaper advertising and articles,
billboards, radio appearances, etc.

There are many resources for determining best practices. The Institute for Local Government is
a non-profit organization promoting “good government at the local level with practical,
impartial, and easy-to-use resources for California communities.” Their Good Governance
Checklist: Good and Better Practices offers two levels of recommendations, which they term

Page 150



“Minimum Standards/Good Practices” and “Beyond the Minimum/Better Practices.” Some
Minimum Standards include offering a five year financial forecast and making complete current
fiscal year budgets available on agency websites. The full checklist is available at:
https://www.ca-ilg.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/checklist v4.pdf

The Jury published reports Special Districts’ Compliance with Brown Act and Ethics Laws with
details on those topics and A Path to Transparency for Special Districts with website and bylaws
best practices recommendations. The 2015-2016 Nevada County Grand Jury report Being A
Better Board Member offers best practices guidance and training information for board
members.

There are many resources available to special districts to learn about best practices in their
particular area(s) of service. In addition to the California Special Districts Association, there are
numerous organizations special districts can join and use as resources. For example, water
districts may explore the Association of California Water Agencies; recreation and park districts
may explore the California Association of Recreation and Park Districts.

The Special District Leadership Foundation describes itself as a “non-profit organization formed
to promote good governance and best practices among California’s special districts through
certification, accreditation and other recognition programs.” Their High Performing District
Checklist outlines best practices in the areas of finance and human resources. Their District
Transparency Certificate of Excellence promotes transparency in operations and governance,
with an emphasis on website content and outreach efforts.

Public Participation

Special districts are governed by elected or appointed boards and funded by the public they
serve. Participation by residents is vital. Broad understanding of their functions and funding
helps districts operate in alignment with constituent needs. The public can learn more about and
get involved with their special districts by:

* learning what special districts serve their residences and businesses,

* reviewing special district websites,

* Dbeing aware of meeting agendas,

* attending meetings,

* reading meeting minutes,

* participating in electing new board members,

* serving on the board,

* volunteering for their special districts,

* reading and discussing articles in local papers about their special districts, and
* filing complaints if there are problems.

Participating in electing new board members means being informed about who is running, and

electing people with a broad diversity of skill sets, a basic financial understanding, management
skills, and have the time to serve.
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Findings

When grouped by budget size, the special districts surveyed tended to have
similar characteristics that help the public have relevant expectations of their
districts.

Special districts generally perform better with public awareness, involvement, and
oversight. Performing additional public outreach could encourage more public
participation.

Legal requirements for special districts ensure public access and effective and
responsible operation. Not all surveyed Nevada County special districts were
fully complying with special district laws. Because special districts are entrusted
with public funds it is especially important to keep current with legally required
audit filings and other laws.

Best practice recommendations allow special districts to serve the public more
effectively. Adopting best practices provides consistency the public can use in
evaluating districts. Not all Nevada County special districts were complying with
recognized best practices.

There are numerous organizations, reports, and programs that can be used by
special districts as resources to improve their service to the public.

Recommendations

Nevada County residents should know what special districts serve their residences
and businesses.

Nevada County residents should participate in their special districts by:

* reviewing special district websites,

* Dbeing aware of meeting agendas,

* attending meetings,

* reading meeting minutes,

* participating in electing new board members,

* serving on the board,

* volunteering for their special districts,

* reading and discussing articles in local papers about their special districts, and
* filing complaints if there are problems.

Special districts and the public should read the Jury’s reports Special Districts’
Compliance with Brown Act and Ethics Laws and A Path to Transparency for
Special Districts, and the 2015-2016 Nevada County Grand Jury report Being A
Better Board Member .
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R4. Special districts should comply with all applicable legal requirements.

RS. Special districts should seek and employ best practices.

R6. Special districts should consider establishing citizen oversight committees.

R7. Special districts should review and explore expanding their public outreach
programs.

RS. Special districts should pursue certifications and accreditations such as the Special

District Leadership Foundation’s District Transparency Certificate of Excellence.

Requests for Responses

No responses are requested.
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Appendix A: Surveyed Special Districts

Small Districts

Beyers Lane Community Service District
Kingsbury Greens Community Services District
Mystic Mines Community Services District
Oak Tree Park and Recreation District

San Juan Ridge County Water District

Medium Districts

Bear River Recreation and Park District

Lake of the Pines Ranchos Community Services District
Truckee Cemetery District

Washington County Water District

Western Gateway Recreation and Park District

Large Districts

Nevada County Resource Conservation District
Nevada Cemetery District

North San Juan Fire Protection District

Ophir Hill Fire Protection District
Peardale-Chicago Park Fire Protection District
Rough and Ready Fire Protection District

Million Dollar Districts

Higgins Fire Protection District

Nevada County Consolidated Fire District
Nevada Irrigation District

Penn Valley Fire Protection District
Truckee-Donner Public Utility District
Truckee-Donner Recreation and Park District
Truckee Fire Protection District

Truckee Sanitary District
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Career Technical Education:
An Alternative to the Traditional
College Prep Experience

Summary

“Career Technical Education [(CTE)] is an education strategy designed to prepare students for
ongoing education, long-term careers, citizenship, and entry into the work place.” '

Strong, effective CTE programs are necessary to fill skilled positions in agriculture, the
automotive industry, construction, the business sector, medicine, and many other industries.
They are vital for the development of rewarding careers for Nevada County (County)
non-college-prep high school students and for the economic growth of the County.

Business representatives, especially in the construction fields, expect basic vocational programs
that prepare individuals for entry into trades. However, a conflict exists because schools are
required to adhere to the more complex 2005 State Board of Education CTE model that includes
college entry-level courses.

Nevada Joint Union High School District (District) has developed a robust CTE program
encompassing numerous industry sectors and pathways. Throughout the District, there are more
than 1,200 students enrolled in CTE classes in 16 pathways. The District’s report on its 2020
strategic plan includes an aggressive strategy for continuing CTE development, business
partnerships, and community outreach.

Significant steps taken by the District Board of Trustees in the 2018-2019 school year include
approval of new CTE classes, memorandums of understanding with other counties for
collaboration and CTE teacher training, and CTE facility modernization projects to be completed
over the next two years. Currently there are four capital development projects underway:
construction, culinary, and two agricultural.

Other resources that are being utilized to develop the District CTE industry sectors are internship
and work experience programs, the Strong Workforce and Get Focused Stay Focused programs,
career technical student organizations, and dual enrollment with Sierra College, a community
college.

Critical links between the business community and the District CTE industry sectors are the
internship and Work Experience Education programs, providing students with hands-on
experience in vocational fields and local businesses with needed entry-level staff. The District
currently has formal agreements with fourteen local County businesses. These businesses are
providing internships to students primarily from the Automotive and Sports Medicine pathways.

' What is Career Technical Education, Nevada Joint Union High School District, https://www.njuhsd.com/Academics/Career-Technical-
Education-CTE/index.html
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District leadership reports that approximately 20 students from these two pathways are currently
placed in internships.

The state-funded Strong Workforce Program was developed to ensure that career technical
education and workforce development courses, credentials, certificates, degrees, industry sectors,
and pathway offerings are responsive to the needs of employers, workers, civic leaders, and
students.

Administrators at both high school and community college levels have determined that too many
of their students are not completing their courses and graduating. The Get Focused Stay Focused
program is designed to provide a student with comprehensive guidance in developing an
educational plan to prepare for and complete preparation for the career of their choice.

A career technical student organization is an extracurricular group for CTE students to further
their knowledge and skills. There are nine national career technical student organizations in the
United States with two — Future Farmers of America (FFA) and SkillsUSA — active in the
District. Membership is provided by the District.

FFA is the most active and visible career technical student organization in the District and a
major reason the agricultural industry sector is the most developed and successful. SkillsUSA is
the most versatile of all of the career technical student organizations and is applicable for
students in any career pathway, but is less developed. The District chapter has expanded
membership to four pathways.

Sierra College has an important local influence. It has an impressive CTE program containing
certifications and degrees that are available to District students through dual enrollment.

Challenges for the District include funding, advisory committees, staffing, post-completion
tracking, alignment of class schedules, and certification. See the body of the report for more
details.

CTE, like all technical fields, is constantly expanding and changing. There has been substantial
progress made by the District in developing CTE. Advisory committees, the Strong Workforce
Program, internship programs, and Work Experience Education partners are significant and
critical links to the community but more organized and regular outreach is needed to keep the
public informed of progress. Increased local industry involvement with County CTE industry
sectors is encouraged.

The Jury commends District administration, CTE staff, advisory committees, business partners,

and students for their continuing dedication and collaboration. This has created a CTE program
that is remarkable for a school district of its size.
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Glossary

A-G University of California college compliance criteria
CTE Career Technical Education
County Nevada County
District Nevada Joint Union High School District
FFA Future Farmers of America
Jury 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury
ROP Regional Occupational Program
Approach

The 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury) became aware of questions regarding CTE
programs in County high schools through several newspaper articles. The Jury determined that
an investigation into the status of CTE in County high schools was indicated. A cross-section of
District CTE personnel, representatives of local businesses and industries, and other community
members with knowledge or experience of occupational education programs were interviewed.
District board meetings were attended. The Jury also reviewed County occupational education
history and funding processes, and individual school websites, reports, and curricula.

Background

Strong, effective CTE programs are necessary to fill skilled positions in agriculture, the
automotive industry, construction, the business sector, medicine, and many other industries.
These programs are vital for the development of rewarding careers for County non-college-prep
high school students and for the economic growth of the County.

CTE has been an important and necessary alternative to the traditional college prep experience
across the country and in the County for decades. In 2005 the California State Board of
Education determined that the Regional Occupational Program (ROP) needed to be updated and
standardized, and should include basic college entry options for every student. It adopted the
California Career Technical Education Model Curriculum Standards, rewriting the ROP program
and changing occupational education:

The California Career Technical Education Model Curriculum Standards are
organized in 15 industry sectors, or groupings, of interrelated occupations and
broad industries. Each sector has two or more career pathways. A career
pathway is a coherent sequence of rigorous academic and technical courses that
allows students to apply academics and develop technical skills in a curricular
area. Career pathways prepare students for successful completion of state
academic and technical standards and more advanced postsecondary course work
related to the career in which they are interested.
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Narrow, job-skill-oriented secondary vocational programs of the past — that
prepared individuals almost exclusively for entry into trades — have given way to
broader CTE programs. These programs teach rigorous academic concepts within
the context of career education. The CTE curriculum standards show direct
linkages to California’s content standards in English-language arts, mathematics,
history — social science, science, and visual and performing arts, and they provide
learning opportunities in many venues both within and outside the traditional
classroom.

The State Board of Education also superimposed a set of University of California college
compliance criteria (A-G) on pathway development. Even if a student is not college bound they
need to complete a minimum of 15 college-prep courses. The college criteria required in the
CTE model are history, English, mathematics, laboratory science, a foreign language, visual and
performing arts, and a college-prep elective.

CTE industry sectors are more complex and difficult to develop, fund, administer, and staff than
the earlier ROP programs. Business and industry representatives are asking for vocational
programs that prepare individuals for entry into trades but schools are required to adhere to the
State Board of Education CTE model.

Discussion

The Nevada Joint Union High School District includes seven public high schools:

Comprehensive High Schools Bear River High School

Nevada Union High School
Early College High School Ghidotti Early College High School
Independent Study Schools North Point Academy

Nevada Union Adult School

Continuation High Schools Nevada Union Tech High
Silver Springs High School

The District has developed a robust CTE program encompassing numerous industry sectors and
pathways. Inthe 2018-2019 school year, Nevada Union High School had 843 students (53%)
enrolled in CTE courses and Bear River High School had 424 students (69%) enrolled. See the
table below for details provided by the CTE Steering Committee. Many students take CTE
classes even though they plan on attending college.
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2018-2019 Career Technical Education

Bear River High School

Industry Sector Pathway Enrollment
Agriculture Agriscience 106
Ag Mechanics 116
Education Social Justice 30
Arts Media & Entertainment Online Media 30
Publication 29
Graphic Design 30
Tech Theater 36
Information & Communication Technology = Computer Science 47
Total Enrollment (69%) 424
Nevada Union High School
Industry Sector Pathway Enrollment
Agriculture Horticulture 111
Ag Mechanics 115
Agriscience 87
Transportation Automotive 49
Hospitality Culinary 149
Manufacturing Design & Engineering 61
Arts Media & Entertainment TV Broadcast (DCA) 60
Production & MNGL Arts 59
Tech Theater 28
Health Medical Sports Medicine 50
Building & Construction Trades Woodworking 69
Information & Communication Technology = Computer Science 5
Total Enrollment (53%) 843

CTE courses are also available to students at North Point Academy, Nevada Union Tech High,
and Nevada Union Adult Education. No charter school currently offers CTE programs.

Internship and Work Experience Education programs are a critical link between the business
community and District CTE industry sectors. These programs provide students with hands-on
experience in their desired vocational fields and local businesses with needed entry-level staff.

The District currently has formal joint venture agreements with fourteen local County
businesses. These businesses are providing internships to students primarily from the
Automotive and Sports Medicine pathways. District leadership reports that approximately 20
students from each pathway are currently placed in internships. Additionally, there are a few
students who are engaged in Work Experience programs outside their school commitments.
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Funding

Federal funding for CTE comes through the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education
Act. While state funding gives local education districts control over the distribution of CTE
funding, the only CTE-designated funding at the state level is a per-pupil CTE “add on.” As a
result, funding for CTE industry sectors within the District is reduced and local education
districts give priority to college prep programs.

Over the past five years, the gap in funding has been filled with compliance-based, competitive
grants from public and private sources. Grant writing has become a critical component of CTE.
It is a technical, time consuming, and critical requirement for a successful CTE program. Some
grants can be utilized across all industry sectors and pathways while others are more narrowly
focused. Specific reporting requirements are attached to each grant.

For the current school year, the CTE “add on” approximates $602K and grant funding
approximates $392K. Additionally, the District has allocated funding of $740K out of its general
fund. Total expenditures to support the CTE program approximate $1.7M.

Administration
The District’s 2020 strategic plan contains objectives and goals related to CTE, such as:

* developing internship programs,

* working with NU Tech High to connect CTE completion and Work Experience
Education more explicitly and build the program as a unique early/alternative
graduation option,

* sharing resources as efficiently and effectively as possible, and

* assisting in the alignment of class schedules to facilitate pathway completion.

Significant steps taken by the District Board of Trustees in the 2018-2019 school year include
approval of new CTE classes, memorandums of understanding with other counties for
collaboration and CTE teacher training, and CTE facility modernization projects to be completed
over the next two years. A proposal to create a position for a Director of CTE and State/Federal
Programs is also under consideration. Other resources that are being utilized to develop the
District CTE industry sectors are described in the following paragraphs.

Internship and Work Experience Education Programs

CTE programs can be expensive to develop due to initial specialized building modification,
equipment, safety, and code requirement costs. In spite of this, major pathway projects are
underway for agriculture facilities at both Nevada Union High School and Bear River High
School, construction facilities at Silver Springs High School, and culinary facilities at Nevada
Union High School.
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Currently, CTE teachers are often the primary contact for initiating and maintaining the business
relationships necessary for internship and Work Experience Education programs. They are also
responsible for the frequent site visits that are required.

The District and CTE staff are actively working to improve internship and Work Experience
Education programs and increase the number of students participating in them. Programs such
as the Strong Workforce Program will provide more process standardization and collaboration
between business sectors and CTE pathways.

Strong Workforce Program

The Strong Workforce Program was developed through Assembly Bill 1602 in 2017 to expand
and improve CTE throughout the state. The K-12 state education, economic, and workforce
development initiative was developed for the purpose of expanding the availability of high
quality, industry-valued career technical education.

Any local education district participating in the program ensures its CTE and workforce
development courses, credentials, certificates, degrees, industry sectors, and pathway offerings
are responsive to the needs of employers, workers, civic leaders, and students. The program
receives state funding.

A memorandum of understanding was approved between the Nevada County Superintendent of
Schools and the District for coordination of the K-12 Strong Workforce Program at the April
2019 Board of Trustees meeting. As the lead administrative agency, the Superintendent of
Schools will receive and administer any allocated funds and submit the necessary plans,
applications, and all fiscal claims.

Get Focused Stay Focused

Administrators at both high school and community college levels have determined that too many
students are not completing their courses and graduating. Get Focused Stay Focused is a state
program that consists of three interrelated components.

1. High school students complete a comprehensive guidance course during their first year to
identify their interests and life goals, discover a career aligned to those interests and
goals, and develop an educational plan to prepare for that career.

2. The course culminates with the development of an online, skills based, ten-year career
and education plan that is updated each year throughout high school and used by advisors
for counseling and instructors for academic coaching.

3. During the 10™, 11", and 12" grades, students update their ten-year plans as they take a
series of follow-up instructional modules that help them expand their career and
education options. They learn the process for selecting and applying to post-secondary
education and identifying the skills needed in the workforce.

The District is implementing this program with the incoming 9" grade class in 2019.
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Dual Enrollment

Sierra College has an important local influence. It has an impressive CTE program containing
certificates, certifications, and degrees that are available to District students through dual
enrollment.

High school juniors and seniors may enroll in up to two dual enrollment classes per semester.
Additionally, high school students may take advanced placement high school courses and receive
college credit for such courses. Participation is difficult for CTE students because class
schedules do not match.

District and college administrations meet regularly to ensure availability and continuity in CTE
industry sectors and classes for all students.

Career Technical Student Organizations

A career technical student organization is an extracurricular group for CTE students that further
their knowledge and skills by participating in activities, events, conferences, and competitions.
There are nine national career technical student organizations in the United States with two —
FFA and SkillsUSA — active in the District. Membership is provided by the District.

Future Farmers of America

All students enrolled in the Agriculture Industry Sector in the District are automatically enrolled
in FFA. The long term, ongoing support of FFA and the commitment of local teachers are major
reasons the Agriculture industry sector is the largest and strongest in the District. For decades
many students in the County have spent extensive extra-curricular time in FFA and have won
awards in local, state, and national competitions in parliamentary procedure, public speaking,
extemporaneous speaking, and agricultural mechanics. FFA students and their activities are very
visible on school campuses and in the community.

FFA is dedicated to preparing students for careers in the Agriculture, Food, and Natural
Resources clusters. It has a total membership of more than 669,000, with 8,630 chapters across
all 50 states. The vision of FFA is to “grow leaders, build communities, and strengthen
agriculture.” It focuses on more than just hands-on skills needed in the agricultural industry;
students also develop skills like leadership and communication.

SkillsUSA

SkillsUSA is the most versatile of all of the career technical student organizations and is
available to students in any career cluster or pathway. SkillsUSA has more than 360,000
members and 19,000 chapters across all 50 states. The District chapter has expanded
membership to include four pathways. Overall, the SkillsUSA framework is designed to cover
workplace, personal, and technical skills grounded in academics. In order to help members
shape these skills, the organization provides leadership training, employability skills curriculum,
skills assessments, conferences, and competitions. Included in the program is a Career Essentials
Credential.
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Advisory Committees

Advisory committees play a vital role in CTE programs. Although they have no administrative
or legislative authority, they provide understanding between schools and the communities they
serve. Advisory committees bring balanced judgement to local problems and help give
continuity and support. All CTE industry sectors must have, under law, an advisory committee.

Additionally, districts must have a district-level advisory committee comprised of representatives
from each of the advisory committees. A district advisory committee helps the local board of
trustees with the development, implementation, and evaluation of CTE programs. These
committees must meet regularly and often enough to carry out their assignments. The minimum
number of meetings is two per year; best practice is between three and eight per year.

The District currently has a CTE Steering Committee that serves as the District advisory
committee. Advisory committees for several of the industry sectors exist but additional advisory
committees are needed.

Staffing and Training

Staffing is a critical factor in CTE program development. A CTE teacher is required to have
specialized industry experience, a teaching credential or certification, leadership ability, and an
affinity for working with high school students. Programs have been discontinued because a
teacher left and a replacement with appropriate skill and experience was not available.
Counselors and instructional leaders must be knowledgeable in all aspects of CTE programs.

There are limited opportunities for CTE teacher training or collaboration in the regular school
schedule. Some individual pathway collaboration takes place automatically but cross-industry
sector and cross-pathway interaction seldom occurs. More workshops or group discussions
would provide the most valuable training for CTE staff training program development.

It is difficult to keep all levels of staff up to date on departmental budgets, planning, and
changes. CTE teachers and other staff could develop lesson plans, organize field trips, etc. more
efficiently if they knew what budget amounts were available in their departments and had a voice
in planning. Standardization of routine processes, forms, and reporting criteria across pathways
make training and information sharing easier.

Challenges
Post-Completion Tracking
There is little data available on the success rate of CTE programs, i.e., how many students have

gone on to vocational careers in the County or to college in CTE-related majors. Follow up data
is necessary in order to measure CTE effectiveness and plan for future development.
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Alignment

Students at District high schools cannot currently take advantage of classes at other campuses
because of distance, transportation, and incompatible class schedules. District administration
recognizes that this results in missed training and career opportunities for students. Alignment of
class schedules across District schools is in progress.

Certification

CTE administration and staff recognize there is a lack of much needed certification of District

CTE training available to students upon graduation. Students can report pathway completion,

internship or Work Experience Education references, and career technical student organization
participation but there is much to be done to provide entry-level certification.

Certificates for completion of OSHA 10- and 30-hour online courses, a valid driver’s license,
and CPR training are basic credentials that some CTE students have been assisted in achieving,
giving them better entry-level credibility. These and other entry-level qualifiers could be
expanded in all pathways.

Conclusions

CTE, like all technical fields, is constantly expanding and changing. There has been substantial
progress made by the District in developing CTE. Advisory committees, the Strong Workforce
Program, internship programs, and Work Experience Education partners are all significant and
critical links to the community. More organized and regular outreach is needed to keep the
general public informed of progress.

Increased local industry involvement with County CTE programs is encouraged.
Communication between the District and representatives from the several industries has
commenced. Other industry sectors and pathways would benefit from business participation.
Development of meaningful industry sectors requires a collaborative partnership between the
District, industry, teachers, and students. Students will benefit from the additional hands-on
experience provided through internships and Work Experience Education. Businesses can assist
in developing students with a broader skill set who are more prepared to enter the local
workforce.

The Jury commends District administration, CTE staff, advisory committees, business partners,

and students for their continuing dedication and collaboration. This has created a CTE program
that is remarkable for a school district of its size.
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2018-2019 Detention Facility Inspection Report

Summary

The 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury) has conducted an inspection of the detention
facilities in the Nevada County (County) to “inquire into the conditions and management of the
public prisons within the county” as required by Penal Code § 919(b). The Jury toured and
inspected the Wayne Brown Correctional Facility (Wayne Brown), the Carl F. Bryan II
Juvenile Hall (Juvenile Hall), the Washington Ridge Conservation Camp (Washington Ridge),
and two holding facilities: the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office’s Truckee Sub-Station (Truckee
Jail) and the Nevada County Superior Court Holding Facility in Nevada City (Nevada City

Holding Facility).

In general, the Jury found the public prisons in the County to be well managed and in good
condition except for problems related to the age of the facilities at the Nevada City Holding

Facility and at the Truckee Jail.

The Jury made the following recommendations.

¢ Improve Correctional Officer recruiting and staffing processes.
¢ Complete a comprehensive review of the Inmate Welfare Fund (IWF) at Wayne

Brown.

* The Board of Supervisors should make a decision on the use of Juvenile Hall.
* The Board of Supervisors should examine the need for security improvements at
Juvenile Hall and the Nevada City Holding Facility.

2015-2016 Report

AB 109

Cal Fire
CDCR

CO

County

GED

IWF

Jury
Juvenile Hall
Nevada City Holding Facility
NCSO
SCFAO

Glossary

Grand Jury’s 2015-2016 Report entitled

Carl F. Bryan II Regional Juvenile Hall - Is It Worth the Cost?

California Public Safety Realignment Act of 2011
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation
Correctional Officer

Nevada County

General Education Diploma

Wayne Brown Inmate Welfare Fund

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury

Carl F. Bryan II Juvenile Hall

Nevada County Superior Court Holding Facility
Nevada County Sheriff’s Office

Sheriff’s Chief Fiscal Administrative Officer
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TAY Transitional Age Youth Program

Truckee Jail Nevada County Sheriff’s Office’s Truckee Sub-Station
Washington Ridge Washington Ridge Conservation Camp
Wayne Brown Wayne Brown Correctional Facility

Background

The California Constitution of 1849 provides in Section 23 of Article 1 that a grand jury “be
drawn and summoned at least once a year in each county.” Accordingly, the Superior Court in
each of the 58 counties in the State yearly impanels a grand jury whose primary function is to
investigate the operation of the various officers, departments, and agencies of local government.
A grand jury may examine all aspects of county and city government, special districts, and
other tax-supported organizations to ensure that the best interests of the citizens of the county
are being served. The jury reviews and evaluates procedures, operations, and systems utilized
by local agencies to determine whether more effective methods may be employed.

California Penal Code § 919(b) requires each county’s jury to inquire annually into the
condition and management of public prisons within the county. The subject of this report is the

result of the 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury’s (Jury) inquiry into the condition and
management of the public prisons in the County.

Approach

The Jury inspected each of the public prisons in the County as follows:

Carl F. Bryan II Juvenile Hall August 9, 2018
Nevada County Sheriff’s Office’s Truckee Substation August 16, 2018
Nevada County Superior Court Holding Facility September 13, 2018
Wayne Brown Correctional Facility October 11, 2018
Washington Ridge Conservation Camp January 17, 2019

These inspections included a walk-through of each facility, interviews, and a review of
procedures and documents related to each facility. In addition, the Jury reviewed previous
grand jury reports on the facilities.

The Jury observed the condition of each building and discussed the management of each
facility with its staff. Where appropriate, the infirmary was inspected for any insufficiencies
and hazardous conditions. The kitchen in each facility, where present, was inspected.
Educational and vocational programs as well as discipline and inmates’ grievance procedures
were reviewed. Policies for inmate classification, orientation, and visitation were also
reviewed.

The following describes the current condition of each facility.
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Wayne Brown Correctional Facility

Wayne Brown was originally opened in 1992 with a rated capacity of 239 inmates. Its capacity
has varied over the years. At the time of the Jury’s inspection there were 225 inmates in
custody (175 males and 50 females) of ages ranging from 19 to 80 years. The average stay is
17 days, up from 14 days in previous years. The current facility rated capacity is 283 inmates
with five additional beds in the medical unit to be used as needed. Inmates are segregated by
gender and individual classifications based in part on the seriousness of each inmate’s offense
and term of sentence.

In addition to inmates from the County, the facility houses inmates from the California
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) assigned under the California Public
Safety Realignment Act of 2011 (AB 109). The current population of inmates is approximately
one-quarter Federal and three-quarter’s County pursuant to a contract with the Federal Bureau
of Prisons and other California county agreements.

At the time of the Jury’s inspection there were 46 Correctional Officers (COs). The ratio of
male to female COs is approximately 50/50. Nine of the COs are supervisors. Management
must create four teams from the remaining 37 officers. The facility is short staffed by 10-12
COs due to availability (sickness, vacations, etc.) and must make up the shortfall through the
use of overtime. The facility faces an ongoing challenge attempting to maintain mandatory
minimum staffing due to a lack of applicants who can pass the background check needed to
qualify.

Sixty percent of the inmates at this facility are repeat offenders, a statistic slightly lower than
the statewide average. The Wayne Brown staff is working to reduce the number of repeat
offenders by introducing evidence-based treatment programs with proven outcomes. An
example is Moral Reconation Therapy, a systematic cognitive behavior program aimed at
increasing an inmate’s moral reasoning. Other programs, such as a recent Arts Program
brought in from the community, have been well received and are reported to reduce inmate
anxiety.

Housing costs per day, per inmate are $177.27. The State reimbursement rate for inmates from
other counties is $77.17 per day.

During the last year there were eight attempted suicides and one death due to natural causes at
Wayne Brown. There were no escapes from this facility in the last year.

The Jury visited the housing pods and recreational room; toured the intake area including the
sally port, holding cells, and safety cell; and reviewed the booking process. The housing and
intake areas were well maintained and clean. It appeared that there were sufficient surveillance
cameras to maintain the safety of inmates and staff. Inmates were oriented to rules and
procedures via a handbook given to each inmate upon entry into the facility. There was a
grievance process in place with appeals to various levels as necessary. There were
approximately 400 grievances filed per year.
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Environmental Health and Nutrition inspections of the facility are made periodically.

Fire and emergency drills are performed twice a year and every two years the Nevada City Fire
Department conducts an inspection. This facility has an Automatic Emergency Defibrillator
and all staff members are trained to use it. The staff is also trained in First Aid and CPR.

All cooking and baking is performed in-house at Wayne Brown. The kitchen is commercial
grade and staffed by inmates who are eligible to do such work. The crews of all men or all
women alternate on working the AM or PM shifts.

Educational programs are provided that can lead to a General Education Diploma (GED), a
high school diploma, or community college level credits. The courses are free and are taught
by three high school teachers paid by the Wayne Brown Inmate Welfare Fund (IWF). The
facility also provides programs to treat drug/alcohol abuse and anger management.

During the inspection of Wayne Brown, the Jury inquired into the operation and management
of the IWF. The IWF is established by Penal Code § 4025 which states:

The sheriff of each county may establish, maintain, and operate a store in
connection with the county jail and for this purpose may purchase confectionery,
tobacco and tobacco users' supplies, postage and writing materials, and toilet
articles and supplies and sell these goods, articles, and supplies for cash to
inmates in the jail.

Subsequent subsections of § 4025 speak to other sources of revenue for the IWF.

The 2017-2018 Nevada County Grand Jury in its Detention Facility Inspection Report
identified a number of concerns regarding the IWF that included:

* management of the fund,

* lack of financial audits,

* Nevada County Sheriff’s Office (NCSQO’s) conservative approach to the use of the
IWF,

* compliance with the NCSO Corrections Division Directive 64,

* lack of a IWF Committee, and

* lack of inventory records.

During its investigation into the management and operation of the IWF the Jury found:

* The IWF is a separate trust fund in a separate line item in the NCSO financial account.
The annual NCSO budget request is prepared by the NCSO and submitted for
approval by the Nevada County Board of Supervisors. The Sheriff’s Chief Fiscal
Administrative Officer (SCFAO) administers the NCSO account. The County
Auditor-Controller audits the NCSO account, however the IWF account is not
separately audited.
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* The SCFAO reviews requests for the IWF budget and removes those that are
considered inappropriate. The account had a balance of $440,419.02 at the end of FY
2017-2018 compared to a balance of $282,273.55 at the end of FY 2014-2015. The
expenses for FY 2017-2018 were $84,712.59, reflecting again a very conservative
approach to the use of the IWF. The IWF receives a commission of 25% on all items
sold in the commissary.

* A review of the NCSO Corrections Division Directive 64 revealed that it had been
revised with a new effective date of June 12, 2018. The revision does not mention an
IWF Committee. There is also no requirement for inventories or inventory records.
The Jury was told that the County only requires inventories of capital assets valued in
excess of $5,000 and that the IWF has none in that category.

e A review of the NCSO Corrections Division Directive 64 found that it was in
compliance with the requirements of Penal Code § 4025.

Carl F. Bryan II Juvenile Hall

Pursuant to California law, only persons under 18 years of age at the time of their violation can
be held in juvenile detention facilities. For a variety of reasons discussed in detail in the Jury’s
2015-2016 report, entitled Carl F. Bryan II Regional Juvenile Hall - Is It Worth the Cost?
(2015-2016 Report), there is an ongoing national and local trend away from incarceration of
juveniles in favor of alternatives to detention including release on recognizance, release on
bond, community support, and formal evidence-based monitoring programs. At the time of the
Jury’s inspection there were five male inmates, aged 13 to 17 years. This facility has a capacity
for 60 inmates but is currently staffed for 30 inmates. All five inmates were from Nevada
County.

As discussed in the 2015-2016 Report, one result of the decrease in juvenile detention and the
maintenance of state-mandated staffing levels has been a steadily rising cost per inmate. A new
California program called the Transitional Age Youth program (TAY) has been implemented at
juvenile halls. TAY applies to inmates who are 18 years of age or older but under 21 years of
age on the date their offense was committed. Under California law, juveniles under the age of
18 must be held in a juvenile holding facility. It permits incarceration of such inmates outside
of county jails in facilities such as juvenile halls that offer programs for rehabilitation.
Modifications have been made to Juvenile Hall so that inmates in the TAY program can be
housed there but not co-mingled with the 17 and younger inmates. It was anticipated by staff
that the TAY program would increase the number of inmates at Juvenile Hall and reduce the
cost per inmate. At the time of the Jury’s inspection there were no inmates in the TAY
program present.

The total budget for Juvenile Hall this year is $2.9 million, down from $3.3 million a year ago.
The goal for 2019-2020 is under $2.5 million. These budget reductions are due to reductions of
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staff. An ad hoc committee looked into whether the facility should be closed, re-purposed in its
function, or share operations with other county holding facilities.

At the time of the Jury’s visit the need for the following facility improvements were noted.

* The Main Pod control panel is in need of repair.
* Two additional cameras with swivel capabilities would improve security.
* Recording capabilities for all cameras would improve facility surveillance.

There are numerous programs and incentives to help inmates get a fresh start. Recreational
facilities and educational programs are provided. Inmates are able to acquire work skills in
gardening and the culinary arts. All meals are prepared onsite and inmates can earn culinary
worker certifications that can be used for work after they are released.

The interaction between inmates and COs appeared to be cordial. The staff appears to be
forward thinking and firm but respectful of their charges.

Washington Ridge Conservation Camp

Washington Ridge, located northeast of Nevada City off Route 20, is one of 44 conservation
camps administered jointly by the CDCR and the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (Cal Fire). The cooperation between CDCR and Cal Fire is impressive. While in
the camp the inmates are under the supervision of CDCR but when working as firefighters or
performing community service projects they are under the supervision of Cal Fire. CDCR
officers are on duty at all times.

Washington Ridge has a resident inmate capacity of approximately 100 but can handle up to
300 additional fire fighters when necessary to respond to major disasters. During the Jury’s
visit there were 74 inmates assigned to Washington Ridge including support inmates assigned
to do the cooking, cleaning, and yard and equipment maintenance. The camp is self-sufficient.
It has its own water wells and a back-up generator that can run the entire camp.

Washington Ridge has five transport and support vehicles, each supporting a crew of 12-17
inmates. Each vehicle is equipped to be self-sufficient for days if necessary. At the time of the
Jury’s visit only four vehicles were being maintained because of the lack of inmates at the
camp. The primary cause of the camp operating below capacity is the reassignment of
non-violent offenders from State prisons to county jails as mandated by AB 109. As a
consequence of AB 109, the eligible pool of inmates available for assignment to conservation
camps has decreased over the years. In response, the CDCR and Cal Fire have started to
broaden the requirements for eligibility to serve time in the conservation camps. In addition,
they encourage county sheriffs to transfer eligible inmates from county jails to conservation
camps. At the time of the Jury’s visit there were no NCSO inmates serving at Washington
Ridge.
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The firefighting inmates are rigorously trained to perform very dangerous duty. Even though
many man-hours of service are provided yearly fighting fires within the State the number of
accidents is very low. Fire crews average 2,000 hours each on a fire line. In 2018, there were
91,750 total fire-fighting hours recorded by camp inmates. The total operating budget for the
camp is approximately $6M. In addition to firefighting the crews perform needed work in the
community. Local projects include cutting firewood, working in public parks, and performing
needed work for nonprofit programs such as maintenance of parks and sports fields. Full crews
are available to counties, cities, and certain nonprofit organizations for approximately $200.00
per day.

Each inmate has a trust account that can be used for commissary purchases and phone calls.
Inmates earn $1.45 per day. Inmates who have learned a skill in camp earn $2.65 per day.
Inmates who are on a fire line or performing other emergency type work earn $1.00 per hour.
These amounts were doubled in March of 2019.

Inmates may have pre-cleared visitors on Saturday and Sunday between the hours of 8:30 AM
to 5 PM.

The Jury toured the dormitories, recreation hall, cafeteria, woodshop, wood mill, tool repair
shop, equipment shop, and fire transport and support vehicle garages. Washington Ridge
continues to be a well-run and maintained facility. The Jury has no recommendations for
changes or improvements at this time.

Nevada County Sheriff’s Office’s Truckee Sub-Station

The Truckee Jail is used to temporarily hold inmates arrested in eastern Nevada County until
they can be transferred to Wayne Brown and it houses inmates transferred from Wayne Brown
to stand trial at the Truckee Branch Courthouse. The Truckee Jail also serves as a holding
facility for the Truckee Police Department, the Sheriff Departments of Sierra and Placer
Counties, and the California Department of Parks and Recreation. This facility has a capacity
for 12 inmates. At the time of the Jury’s visit there were two male inmates. This is a Type I
holding facility with a maximum holding time of 96 hours. Their current housing cost is $130-
$140 per day with a reimbursement cost of $77 per day for non-county inmates. The facility
must be staffed with one Sheriff’s Deputy and two COs at all times. They are down two
positions and that shortage requires, on average, 12 hours overtime per week. Transportation to
and from Wayne Brown is the responsibility of NCSO deputies. In addition to staff on duty,
first response medical personnel and the local fire department serve the facility as needed. For
nonemergency medical attention inmates are transported to Wayne Brown.

The Truckee Jail was built in the early 1960s and its age is showing. Nevertheless, it appears to
be adequate for its limited use.
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Nevada County Superior Court Holding Facility

The Jury inspected the Nevada City Holding Facility including its administrative offices, the
security monitoring station, its cells, the hallways leading to the courtrooms, and the sally port
through which the inmates are brought into the facility. The deputies and COs were questioned
regarding their duties, inmates treatment, safety of the inmates, safety of the public, security,
maintenance of the inmates’ hygiene level, and air quality in the building.

Inmates brought to the Nevada City Holding Facility arrive in a law enforcement vehicle at the
sally port and are escorted into the holding area where they are secured in individual cells.
When it is time for the inmate’s court appearance, the inmate is chained and handcuffed, then
escorted through public hallways and the lobby into a courtroom where the inmate is guarded
by an armed deputy sheriff.

The Nevada City Holding Facility includes a control room where multiple cameras allow the
COs to monitor the movements of inmates from the cells to the courtrooms. There are cameras
directed at some entrances and exits to the courthouse and on the exterior of the building to
help control access. The Jury noted that if additional cameras and alarms were positioned at
the front and back doors of the courthouse, increased security would result. At the time of the
Jury’s visit it was noted that the camera monitoring process was very slow. We were told this
is a problem caused by the age of the building and that the cost of the internal wiring upgrades
required were slowing down the work. The Jury also noted that video is not recorded nor
retained for future review.

The cell area was clean and well maintained and nothing appeared to be a potential danger for
either the inmates or the COs who supervise the inmates.

Although there is little risk of escape, the location of a public access door into the lobby on the
east side of the first floor does present an enticement to prisoners. Because of the restraints

employed and the alertness of the officers, prisoners who attempt to flee are unlikely to be
successful.

The Courthouse is showing its age but appears to be maintained and kept in a serviceable
condition.

Findings

F1.  In general, the Jury found the public prisons in the County to be well managed and in
good condition except for problems related to the age of the facilities at the Nevada City
Holding Facility and at the Truckee Jail.

F2.  There is a significant staffing shortage of Correctional Officers within Nevada County.

F3.  The use of evidence-based programs at Wayne Brown has had a positive impact.
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F4.  Education programs funded by the IWF provide opportunities for inmates to obtain a
GED, high school diploma, or community college credits increasing their potential for
success upon release.

FS5.  The IWF committee was deleted from the NCSO IWF Policy (Sheriff’s Corrections
Division Directive 64).

F6. IWF expenditures for inmates are conservative and do not match revenues; and they
also appear to be restrictive.

F7.  The substantial funds in the IWF account provide the opportunity to introduce new
programs or reduce the commissions charged for purchases.

F8.  Financial oversight is limited with no requirement for audits of IWF funds or the taking
of inventory of IWF purchased equipment.

F9.  An ad hoc committee has made a presentation to the Board of Supervisors suggesting
the repurposing of Juvenile Hall. No decision has been made at the time of publication.

F10. The Main Pod control panel at Juvenile Hall is in need of repair.

F11. Two additional cameras with swivel capabilities would improve security at Juvenile
Hall.

F12. Recording capabilities for all cameras would improve facility surveillance at Juvenile
Hall.

F13. The entrance and exit surveillance cameras at the courthouse are insufficient.

F14. The holding facility camera monitoring station at the courthouse needs to be updated.

Recommendations

The Nevada County Grand Jury recommends:

R1.  The Nevada County Human Resources Office should increase the priority for
Correctional Officer staffing.

R2. NCSO should revisit IWF Policy to consider reestablishment of an Inmate Welfare
Committee, establish periodic audits of IWF funds and resources, and review revenue

and expenditure policies to balance revenue and expenditures.

R3. The Nevada County Board of Supervisors should expedite a decision on the use of
Juvenile Hall.
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R4.

RS.

The Nevada County Probation Department should provide the necessary repairs and
additional surveillance capability to Juvenile Hall.

NCSO should request the Court to provide additional improvements in security cameras
and monitoring capabilities.

Request for Responses

Pursuant to Penal Code § 933.05, the Nevada County Grand Jury requests responses from the
following:

Nevada County Human Resources — Finding F2 and Recommendation R1 by
11 August 2019.

Nevada County Sheriff’s Office — Findings F5, F6, F7, F8, F13, F14 and
Recommendations R2, R5 by 12 July 2019.

Nevada County Board of Supervisors — Finding F9 and Recommendation R3 by
12 July 2019.

Nevada County Probation Department — Findings F10, F11, F12 and Recommendation
R4 by 11 August 2019.

Page 178



RESPONSES

In the Report above, the Grand Jury requested responses from:

Nevada County Human Resources
Nevada County Sheriff’s Office

The Nevada County Board of Supervisors
Nevada County Probation Department

Nevada County Human Resources and Nevada County Probation Department did not

respond, choosing to allow the Nevada County Board of Supervisors make their
responses for them.
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Dan Miller, 3" District

COUNTY OF NEVADA

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Susan Hoek, 4" District
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Julie Patterson Hunter,
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July 9,2019

The Honorable Judge Thomas Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

RE: County of Nevada Reponses to Grand Jury 2019 Report entitled Detention Facility Inspection Report

Honorable Judge Anderson,

Please find enclosed the County of Nevada’s responses to the Grand Jury’s 2019 Detention Facility Report as approved by
the Board of Supervisors at their regularly scheduled meeting on July 9, 2019.

Sigcerely,

Jeffrey Thorsby ‘
Senior Administrative Analyst L/’L@U_Qé)
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phone: 530.265.1480 | fax: 530.265.9836 | toll free: 888.785.1480 | email: bdofsupervisors@co.nevada.ca.us
website: https://www.mynevadacounty.com/

PRINTED ON RECYLED PAPER Page 181



NEVADA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESPONSES TO
2019 Nevada County Civil Grand Jury Report

Detention Facility Inspection Report

DATED July 9, 2019

records, review of the responses by the County Executive Officer, Probation, County Counsel, Public Defender,
Behavioral Health, and Health and Human Services agency representatives or testimony from the Board of
Supervisors and county staff members.

Responses to findings and recommendations are based on either personal knowledge, examination of official county

A. RESPONSES TO FINDINGS

F2. There is a significant staffing shortage of Correctional Officers within Nevada
County.
Agree.

F9. An ad hoc committee has made a presentation to the Board of Supervisors suggesting
the repurposing of Juvenile Hall. No decision has been made at the time of publication.

Agree.
F10. The Main Pod control panel at Juvenile Hall is in need of repair.
Agree.

F11. Two additional cameras with swivel capabilities would improve security at Juvenile
Hall.

Agree.

F12: Recording capabilities for all cameras would improve facility surveillance at
Juvenile Hall.

Agree.

B. RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

RI: The Nevada County Human Resources Office should increase the priority for
Correctional Officer Staffing.
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The recommendation has been implemented.

Nevada County has deployed an aggressive recruitment strategy that has
included: 1) Implementing a new streamlining testing processes for
Correctional Officers on May 22; 2) Setting up career events at various
locations such as Beale Air Force Base; 3) Developing a targeted marketing
brochure; 4) Developing a fast-track recruiting approach for Correctional
Officers from other counties; and 5) Further utilizing extensive social media
advertising tools.

R3: The Nevada County Board of Supervisors should expedite a decision on the use of
Juvenile Hall.

This recommendation has been implemented.

The Board of Supervisors provided direction on June 25, 2019 for the future
use of Juvenile Hall.

R4: The Nevada County Probation Department should provide the necessary repairs and
additional surveillance capability to Juvenile Hall.

The recommendation requires further analysis. The Probation Department
will conduct an analysis with the purpose of identifying the programmatic
components and costs of remodeling Juvenile Hall into a more youth center
focused facility within the next six months. The County will then prepare a
Request for Proposals (RFP) if warranted based on the analysis to address
Findings 10, 11, 12 in the Grand Jury Report dated May 7, 2019.
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NEVADA COUNTY
SHERIFF’S OFFICE

SHANNAN MOON

SHERIFF/CORONER
PUBLIC ADMINISTRATOR

July 12, 2019

The Honorable Thomas M. Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

RE: Response to the 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury’s Detention Facility Inspection

Report:

Dear Honorable Judge Anderson:

The Nevada County Sheriff's Office appreciates the opportunity to respond to the 2018-2019
Nevada County Grand Jury report entitled Detention Facility Inspection Report. In additional to
the Grand Jury’s inspection, the following is a list of inspections for the adult detention facilities

in the county:

Type Last Completed
Federal:

PREA 2/16/2019
(Prison Rape Elimination Act)

DOJ/ Jail Summary 1/31/2019
(Department of Justice)

USMS 9/19/2019
(United States Marshals Service)

Board of Prisons 10/18/2019
Census 2/16/2019
State / Local:

DOJ / Death in Custody 1/31/2019
BSCC 1/29/2018
(Board of Sate and Community Corrections)
Health-Medical/Mental 4/24/2019
Environmental 1/18/2019
Nutritional Evaluation 9/10/2018
Grand Jury 9/2/2018
Values Act /Transfer Reporting 2/26/2019
Fire 8/15/2017

Frequency

Every 3 years
Annual
Annual

Annual
Every 10 years

Annual
Biennial

Annual
Annual
Annual
Annual
Annual
Biennial

We would like to encourage the Grand Jury to include the upper management staff of the
Sheriff's Office in its inquiries and investigations. There are times when questions can be
answered in advance of the Grand Jury’s final report, thereby easing or eliminating concerns.

MAIN OFFICE: 950 MAIDU AVE ANIMAL CONTROL: 950 MAIDU AVE
NEVADA CITY, CA 95959 (530) 265-1471 NEVADA CITY, CA 95959 (530) 265-1471

CORRECTIONS: P.0. BOX 928 TRUCKEE: 10875 BOKNERBASS RD
NEVADA CITY, CA 95959 (530) 265-1291 TRUCKEE, CA 96161 (530) 582-7838



F5

F2

F7

F8

Findings

The IWF committee was deleted from the NCSO IWF Policy (Sheriff's Corrections
Division Directive 64).

Agree.

IWF expenditures for inmates are conservative and do not match revenues; and they
also appear to be restrictive.

Agree. By statute, the use of the funds is restricted to certain expenditures.
According to the California Penal Code Section 4025(e), “[tlhe money and
property deposited in the inmate welfare fund shall be expended by the sheriff
primarily for the benefit, education, and welfare of the inmates confined within
the jail. Any funds that are not needed for the welfare of the inmates may be
expended for the maintenance of county jail facilities. Maintenance of county
jail facilities may include, but is not limited to, the salary and benefits of
personnel used in the programs to benefit the inmates, including, but not
limited to, education, drug and alcohol treatment, welfare, library, accounting,
and other programs deemed appropriate by the sheriff. Inmate welfare funds
shall not be used to pay required county expenses of confining inmates in a
local detention system, such as meals, clothing, housing, or medical services
or expenses, except that inmate welfare funds may be used to augment those
required county expenses as determined by the sheriff to be in the best
interests of inmates.”

We will be carefully looking at whether it is prudent and a fiscally sound
practice to match revenues with expenses, thereby leaving no fund balance.

The substantial funds in the IWF account provide the opportunity to introduce new
programs or reduce the commission charged for purchases.

Agree. The Sheriff’s Office is always looking for new programs to reduce
recidivism.

Financial oversight is limited with no requirement for audits of IWF funds or the taking
of inventory of IWF purchased equipment.

Agree that there are no requirements for audits. However, the Auditor
performed a review of the IWF approximately one year ago and found no
irregularities. The only inventory items purchased with IWF funds are those
typically not required by law, e.g. microwaves ovens to heat their commissary
items. There is a visual inventory on these items everyday by correctional staff,
as well as other items used by the inmates; if a microwave oven is missing, it is
readily apparent and is investigated immediately.

F13 The entrance and exit surveillance cameras at the courthouse are insufficient.
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F14

R2

RS

Sincerely,

Agree. However, every additional camera that is added, places an additional
burden on the courthouse central control officer who is tasked with monitoring
these cameras, along with many other duties. Watching a new entrance or exit
camera requires another existing camera to go unmonitored.

The holding facility camera monitoring station at the courthouse needs to be updated.

Agree.

Recommendations

NCSO should revisit IWF Policy to consider reestablishment of the Inmate Welfare
Committee establish periodic audits of IWF funds and resources, and review revenue
and expenditure policies to balance revenue and expenditures.

This recommendation had already been implemented. As the Grand Jury is aware,
Penal Code Section 4025 does not require an Inmate Welfare Fund (“IWF’)
Committee (“Committee”) but NCSO’s prior policy had a provision for one. The
Committee has not met for several years due to the non-controversial and routine
expenditures from the fund. However, Sheriff Moon has already committed to
reinstate the Committee prior to this report by the Grand Jury. Additionally, and
previous to this report, the Auditor has reviewed the IWF and found no concerns. We
have been working with the Auditor to set up a regular process moving forward.

Additionally, the expenditures and revenues are reviewed by staff on a regular basis.
These expenditures have been somewhat conservatives in the past due to the
uncertain future of revenue generated by the IWF (at one point, the FCC had passed
regulations significantly reducing, or in some cases eliminating, telephones sales
commissions which would have placed a burden on taxpayers).

NCSO should request the Court to provide additional improvements in security
cameras and monitoring capabilities.

This recommendation will not be implemented because it is not reasonable. The
NCSO has no authority to over the security system in the courthouse; it is the sole
responsibility of the Nevada County Superior Court (“NCSC”) to maintain the system,
to include any replacements or upgrades. The NCSO is fully confident that the NCSC
is aware of the operational status of their surveillance system, as well as the need for
any upgrades or replacements.

annan Moon

Sheriff/Coroner/Public Administrator
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REPORTS ON RESPONSES TO
2017-2018 GRAND JURY REPORTS

The Grand Jury usually releases its reports late in the July to June term. Pursuant to California
Penal Code Sections 933(c) and 933.05, there are time limits for responses and each Finding and
Recommendation may either require or request a response from the party addressed. The
governing body of an agency that is the subject of the report has 90 days to submit a response,
while elected officials and department heads are allowed 60 days to respond. Responses may
include additional information for clarification.

Accordingly, most if not all of the responses to reports are received after a new Grand Jury has
been empaneled. As a result, the review and publication of the responses become the
responsibility of the new Grand Jury. Responses are reviewed to ensure their sufficiency under
the law and to provide a basis for oversight of promised changes. When factual disputes are
raised in the responses, further investigation may be done. If it is determined that more
information is needed, Grand Jury committees may meet with the respondents. Finally, when the
new Grand Jury finds it appropriate, reports about the investigation of prior responses may be
published.

The responses are published in this Grand Jury Final Report to provide public access to them.
The full reports and responses may be found on the Grand Jury Reports website:
http://nccourt.net.
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Safety and Security at Nevada County Schools
A Report on Responses to the 2017-2018 Grand Jury Report

Summary

The 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury) has reviewed the responses to the 2017-2018
Jury report entitled Safety and Security at Nevada County Schools (The Report) and inquired
about progress toward implementation of those responses where appropriate. This report
contains the results of follow-up interviews and information gathered to determine if the
agencies are following through with the recommendations in and responses to The Report.

It was immediately apparent to the Jury after reading the responses that safety at our schools is
extremely important to the Superintendent of Schools (SoS) and Nevada County school districts.
Even though the SoS has no formal authority over the school districts it was clear that
recommendations and training given by the SoS are taken seriously, modified where necessary,
and quickly implemented by almost all school districts.

School districts have been provided with substantial information and training opportunities by
the SoS. They have implemented site-specific modifications and additions in major areas, such
as parents’ guides, the appropriate use of social media, and classroom security and visibility. It
is now up to school administrators, teachers, parents, and guardians to ensure that their
individual schools are maintaining and continuing to improve these measures.

Another indication of cooperation and progress is the formation of the Community Agencies
United for Safe Schools and Safe Streets (CAUSSSS) committee. This is a group of school
administrators and directors, law enforcement agencies, the courts, the district attorney, the
Probation Department, Child Protective Services, the Office of Emergency Services, and the
Behavioral Health Department. CAUSSSS holds monthly meetings to provide an opportunity
for confidential sharing of problem areas with open discussion and collaboration.

There is one group The Report does not address except in passing: the parents and guardians of
the students. The importance of parents and guardians being fully acquainted with the safety
policies and practices of the schools their children attend cannot be overstated.

Parents and guardians should determine how much their children know and understand about
school and classroom safety and emergency procedures. Do they know if their child’s teacher
has a quick reference guide which lists emergency procedures and is it readily accessible in their
classroom? In addition, they should read all communication from their child’s school regarding
emergency procedures. They should receive information at a minimum at the start of each
semester. If they have concerns or want more information, they should contact the school
principal or the school board to make their concerns known.

The Jury commends the SoS and school districts in Nevada County for working hard to improve
and safeguard the safety of their students.

Page 195



Approach

In addition to reading The Report and all of the responses submitted, the Jury researched public
documents related to school safety, especially those available from the SoS, local school districts
and school websites, law enforcement, and other sources.

Interviews were also conducted with agency personnel directly involved with school safety and
security in Nevada County.

Glossary
Jury 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury
SoS Nevada County Superintendent of Schools
The Report 2017-2018 Nevada County Grand Jury report Safety and Security at
Nevada County Schools
CAUSSSS Community Agencies United for Safe Schools and Safe Streets
Discussion

It was immediately apparent to the Jury after reading the responses to The Report that safety and
security at our schools is extremely important to the SoS and Nevada County school districts.
Even though the SoS has no formal authority over the school districts, it was clear that
recommendations and training given by the SoS are taken seriously, modified where necessary,
and quickly implemented by almost all of the districts. The SoS has an outstanding staff that
recommends, evaluates, and assists in the implementation of school safety plans.

The most apparent indication of cooperation between the SoS and school districts is the similar
wording of some of the responses. In some cases, the wording is exactly the same and implies a
coordinated approach, at least to the task of responding to The Report.

Another indication of cooperation is the existence of CAUSSSS. This group holds monthly
meetings to provide an opportunity for confidential sharing of problem areas with open
discussion and collaboration. Participants include school personnel, government agencies, and
first responders:

* SoS office,

* school administrators and directors,

* all schools in the western Nevada County, representing all districts, charter and private,
* Qrass Valley Police Department,

* Nevada City Police Department,

* Nevada County Sheriff’s Office,

* (California Highway Patrol,

* Nevada County Superior Court,
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* School Resource Officers,

* Nevada County Child Protective Services,

* Nevada County Consolidated Fire Department,
* Nevada County District Attorney,

* Nevada County Public Health Department,

* Nevada County Probation Department, and

* Nevada County Office of Emergency Services.

In addition, the SoS meets with the superintendents of the school districts monthly and school
safety is a regular topic.

The Jury learned that every school in western Nevada County is compliant with SoS
recommendations and is exceeding them in many cases. Each school has a safety council to
discuss site-specific safety issues. The Tahoe Truckee Unified School District operates under
the auspices of the Placer County Board of Education.

Local law enforcement supplies trained officers as School Resource Officers to some schools.
The use of School Resource Officers should be increased but funding is a major impediment.
Only Nevada Union, Bear River, and Silver Springs high schools have a Resource Officer on
site. They can also respond to situations at other schools nearby but when minutes count that
response may not be timely enough. Some remote schools are not located near one of these high
schools, therefore response would be slower. Fortunately, all local law enforcement agencies,
the Sheriff’s Office, and the California Highway Patrol respond to 911 calls.

All Nevada County schools have an outdoor assembly area identified for emergency evacuations.
Some of them have adjusted their approach to outdoor assembly after the Parkland, Florida
shooting in which the assailant used the fire alarm in an attempt to create confusion. Previously,
schools placed a high priority on ensuring attendance at the assembly areas before allowing
students to disperse or return to classes. Many schools have changed their approach to place
attendance lower in priority than safety and have identified multiple assembly areas so that
students can go to the nearest or safest one instead of the one assigned to them. Outdoor
assembly drills needs to be frequently practiced to instill muscle memory and minimize
confusion.

Some teaching staff are resistant to drills because of the time they take away from instruction.
The Jury recommends schools identify a minimum number of drills to be exercised during a
given school year and encourage teaching staff to include time for them. This, of course, should
be done without publishing a schedule of safety drills.

The Jury commends the SoS and school districts in Nevada County for working hard to improve
and safeguard the safety of their students. There is one group The Report does not address
except in passing: the parents and guardians of the students. The importance of parents and
guardians being fully acquainted with the safety policies and practices of the schools their
children attend cannot be overstated.
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Parents and guardians have a responsibility to read the communications from their child’s school
regarding emergency procedures. They should ask their child the following questions:

Does your classroom have an inside door lock?

Do you know how to lock the classroom door?

What has the school taught you about RUN.HIDE.FIGHT.?
Do you understand what RUN.HIDE.FIGHT. means?
When was the last time you had a practice drill?

How often do practice drills happen?

AN

Parents or guardians should ask themselves the following questions:

* Do you know if your child’s teacher has a quick reference guide which lists procedures
for emergencies?

* s this guide readily accessible in a standard location in each classroom?

*  Who shows this reference guide to substitute teachers?

* s there a list of emergency phone numbers posted in the classroom?

If parents and guardians have questions or want more information, they should contact the school
principal or the school board to make their concerns known.
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Jury Comments on Responses

The following are summary comments about the responses to the recommendations in The
Report.

Recommendation #1: The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools should coordinate with
school districts, law enforcement, parents and guardians, and students in the development of a
highly summarized parents’ guide on what to do and not do when a lockdown or other
emergency happens. This guide should contain uniform instructions that are generic to

all schools. Additionally, each school should add instructions that are site specific to their school
location and circumstances and distribute to teachers, parents and guardians, and high school
students at the beginning of the year and each semester thereafter.

* The SoS developed a generic guide titled School Safety Information for Parents which
was distributed to each of the school districts. The guide addresses communication
during an emergency and the frequency of drills. It outlines specific procedures for the
following emergencies: earthquake, fire, lockdown, shelter in place, and reunification off
site. Each school was responsible for adding site-specific instructions and distributing
the guide to parents. Distribution of the guide varied from posting on the school website
to sending the document home with students. Parents who have not seen the guide
should consult with their child’s school.

Recommendation #2: The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools should coordinate with
school districts, law enforcement, parents and guardians, and students to develop a uniform,
workable plan that responds to the appropriate use of social media during actual emergencies and
drill exercises.

* The SoS has developed a model for best practices relating to the use of social media,
Communication During an Emergency. This model has been distributed as part of the
generic guide titled School Safety Information for Parents. 1t includes, but is not limited
to:

o prohibiting mass texts and calls to students’ personal cell phones as they may alert
intruders,

o prohibiting mass texts and calls to students’ personal cell phones that tie up the
system and prevent safe and effective responses, and

o prohibiting unverified social media posts that may cause confusion and
misinformation.

Recommendation #3: The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools should develop the means
to train teachers in uniform safety and security protocols and include the exercise and use of the
“ALICE” standard in each of the schools. Additionally, each school district’s board should
direct and fund the deployment of this training and exercise.

* The SoS has offered free training to all schools and teachers through its Safety School

Climate Coordinator. All school districts have taken advantage of this training except
Union Hill. The ALICE (Alert-Lockdown-Inform-Counter-Evacuate) standard is a
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specific response to an active shooter incident. Schools were initially trained in ALICE
but have since simplified to the Federal Homeland Security Department’s best practice
for response which is referred to as RUN.HIDE.FIGHT. It is believed that
RUN.HIDE.FIGHT is easier for administrators, teachers, and students to recall in the
midst of an incident.

Recommendation #4: The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools should coordinate with
districts and schools to establish a standard means of secure communication between the front
office and the teachers, regardless of their location.

On a site-specific basis, improvements have been made to address this concern. Public
address systems, speakers, and intercoms in classrooms have been upgraded. While these
methods allow for communication in an emergency, they may not be secure. Some
schools have an unpublished telephone number that can be used for direct teacher to front
office communication via cell or classroom telephone. Many locations have invested in
portable two-way radios that allow for continued communication even when a teacher
leaves the classroom. This method should be expanded across all schools.

Recommendation #5: Each district and school should conduct a thorough physical evaluation of
classroom security and visibility including inside door locks, appropriate shading, and camera
systems. Each school should be required to be in conformance with the physical demands and
characteristics of a comprehensive school safety plan.

The majority of districts have significantly upgraded camera surveillance of their
campuses. Most have done a comprehensive review of their primary classrooms and
inside door locks and window shading have been installed.

At least three districts have installed lock boxes containing a master key as requested by
law enforcement agencies so they would have immediate access to all buildings. At least
one district has purchased lockdown kits for every classroom. Most districts responded
that evacuation routes were posted throughout the schools and regular drills followed by
staff meetings were scheduled.

Not all schools have utilized SoS services. Some schools have not implemented inside
door locks for all classrooms and locks for other rooms and buildings on their campus or
increased camera coverage of their physical plants. This should be a priority project for
those schools.

Recommendation #6: The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools, school districts, and local
law enforcement should collaborate on the use and deployment of Resource Officers that
encompass all of our schools.

The Jury wishes to compliment the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office and the Grass Valley
Police Department for their efforts to deploy School Resource Officers. The Sheriff’s
Office has assigned a School Resource Officer to both Nevada Union and Bear River
high schools with additional duties to respond to needs at other schools in their
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immediate areas. The Grass Valley Police Department has assigned a School Resource
Officer to cover the Park Avenue campuses of Silver Springs High School and the Sierra
Academy. The Department continues to seek funding to assign School Resource Officers
to other Grass Valley campuses.

The Nevada City Police Department does not currently employ a School Resource
Officer because of limited funding but has participated in activities with the Grass
Valley Police Department to acquaint students with officers. The Department hopes to
hire a part-time School Resource Officer in the future.

The Jury encourages the Grass Valley and Nevada City police departments to
investigate potential sources of funding for School Resource Officers. For example, the
California Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST) and the
federal Office of Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) both indicate on their
websites that grants are available.

Recommendation #7: A working group of the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools, the
Nevada County Sheriff’s Office, the Grass Valley Police Department, the Nevada City Police
Department, Nevada County Behavioral Health (especially concerning behavior of the assailant),
and school administration and staff should be created to develop a model program for all schools
to utilize when examining and creating their own outside assembly and accounting program.

* SoS has initiated a working group to work with the above agencies. The Community
Agencies United for Safe Schools and Safe Streets known as CAUSSSS meets monthly.

With continued meetings and participation of all agencies involved in CAUSSSS a model
plan can be developed, which can be adapted to each school with their particular
requirements and needs specific to each schools size, population and campus.

Recommendation #8: Following the creation of a model program for outside assembly and
accounting, each school district should direct their schools to exercise this model and, in
conjunction with local law enforcement, develop and incorporate the site-specific procedures
necessary to conduct a safe and secure school evacuation.

* All school districts responded with full or partial agreement. All law enforcement
agencies also agreed and stated that they were available to work with schools to develop
and assist them in developing site-specific procedures. Nevada Joint Union High School
and Union Hill reported that they had implemented the recommendations, including
adjustments to assembly areas. In May the southern Nevada County schools along with
the SoS organized a school and community forum where all members of the community
were invited to understand how each agency is important to overall school safety.
Parents may wish to request additional site-specific details from their local schools.
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Appendix I

Summary from the 2017-2018 Grand Jury Report
Safety and Security at Nevada County Schools

In the wake of several tragic and highly publicized school violence incidents, school safety and
violence prevention are major national concerns. Since the year 2000 there have been nearly 190
school shootings in 43 of the 50 states. The shootings have taken place at a rate of about one per
month and left more than 250 students and teachers dead.

With a countywide safety assessment of our local schools as an objective, the Nevada County
Grand Jury (Jury) interviewed selected officials from schools and school districts as well as the
Nevada County Superintendent of Schools (NCSOS). The Jury was interested in determining the
extent of deployment of the California legislature’s mandated comprehensive school safety plan,
Education Code 32280-32289.

Our questions and observations were specific to regulations but general enough to reflect the
unique characteristics of the schools which were visited.

The Jury visited 16 of the 42 schools in Nevada County (38%) to see if there were safety
programs in place, what they included, and what their feelings were about safety policies already
in place.

The Jury contacted the NCSOS office to find out what part it played in overseeing
implementation of safety policies.

During the school surveys, the Jury compiled observations from various individual school sites,
several of which raised safety concerns within the Jury. A sample of the observations follows.

* All schools had a comprehensive school safety plan in accordance with California
Education Code, Section 32280-32289.

* All schools showed a realistic and forthright effort at deploying and executing their safety
plan.

* Teacher training on safety and security did not appear to provide enough opportunity to
thoroughly instruct the teachers on responsibilities, alternatives, and appropriate methods

for dealing with an extreme emergency.

* Evacuation procedures included assembling students and teachers in largely open areas
outside. Recent active shooter experience indicates that this procedure should be
changed.

* All schools we visited were able to secure their perimeters.
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* In most schools, emergency secure communication was somewhat lacking or did not
exist between front office and teacher.

* Not all classrooms had inside locks or window coverings to prevent observation from the
outside. Camera systems were not always present and were inconsistent.

* Notification to parents and guardians appeared to be consistent across those we
interviewed. All schools used a telephone-centered message system and some sort of
group email. However, the emergence of social media has completely changed the
communication dynamics and, instead of fostering communications, has increased the
sense of panic in many students, teachers, and parents and guardians.

* There was no comprehensive written statement providing parents and guardians, teachers,
and appropriate students with simple instructions of what to do and what not do in the
event of an emergency.

* One consistent issue emerged: there is a need to establish a presence at each school of
some form of Resource Officer.

*  When questioned about possibly arming teachers, an immediate consensus emerged from
those interviewed which discarded the idea as unsuitable.

We all want to see our children succeed. We all want the youth of our community to have an
educational experience that is mutually positive and respectful. We all want our community to
share the mutual responsibilities and the beneficial results of a renowned school system. Toward
that end, the Jury asks the entire community to extend themselves, just a bit, toward things that
are positive and respectful. We are all neighbors wanting to be neighborly. Some things are
impossible to solve at a local level. We should act together toward solving those things that are
solvable and refuse to allow a national perspective to pull us apart.
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Appendix II

Responses to Recommendation #1
Recommendation #1

The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools should coordinate with school districts, law
enforcement, parents and guardians, and students in the development of a highly summarized
parents’ guide on what to do and not do when a lockdown or other emergency happens. This
guide should contain uniform instructions that are generic to all schools. Additionally, each
school should add instructions that are site specific to their school location and circumstances
and distribute to teachers, parents and guardians, and high school students at the beginning of the
year and each semester thereafter.

Nevada County Superintendent of Schools

The development of a parent's guide would help to improve communication,
alleviate fear, and assure parents that collaboration between responding agencies
is in place and practiced. The recommendation requires further analysis,
collaboration and discussion between agencies and school sites. Nevada County
Superintendent of Schools does not have the authority to require school districts
to participate in the development of such a guide but is willing to collaborate and
provide resources as requested.

Chicago Park School District

Agree. Our current emergency plan does not include a parents' guide. A template
from the Nevada County Schools Office (NCSOS) that our District could
customize would serve as an asset to our community and communicate proper
protocol during an emergency.

Clear Creek School District

Agree. As our current plan does not include a parent guide, uniform instructions
developed in conjunction with the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools and
law enforcement would provide beneficial information to our community
members on what to do and what not to do in an emergency situation.

Grass Valley School District

Agree. The development of a parent's guide would help to improve
communication, alleviate fear, and assure parents that collaboration between
responding agencies is in place and practiced. The recommendation requires
further analysis, collaboration and discussion between agencies and school sites.
The Grass Valley School District is willing to collaborate and participate in the
development of such a guide.
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Nevada City School District

Agree. The development of a parent's guide would help to improve
communication, alleviate fear, and assure parents that collaboration between
responding agencies is in place and practiced. The Nevada City Elementary
School District will participate in the development of this guide and make it
specific to our schools.

Nevada Joint Union High School District

This recommendation is partially implemented. The Nevada County
Superintendent of Schools' office employs a School Safety and Climate
Coordinator who provides resources, training and services to all schools in
Nevada County. The incumbent employee is a former Nevada Joint Union High
School District employee and as such, is deeply informed of the needs of the
schools in our district. The Nevada Joint Union High School District is interested
in continued analysis, collaboration and discussion between agencies in the
development of such a parents' guide. However, we want to make it clear that
some site specific information about emergency procedures should not be shared
with the public so as to not inform the tactics of the assailant and/or interfere with
our schools' ability to address emergency situations effectively.

Penn Valley Union Elementary School District

Agree. Our current emergency plan does not include a parents' guide. A template
from the Nevada County Schools Office (NCSOS) that our District could
customize would serve as an asset to our community and communicate proper
protocol during an emergency.

Pleasant Ridge Union School District

The development of a parent's guide would help to improve communication,
alleviate fear, and assure parents that collaboration between responding agencies
are in place and practiced. The recommendation requires further analysis,
collaboration and discussion between agencies and school sites. Pleasant Ridge
Union School District would participate in the development of such a guide and is
willing to collaborate for completion of a county wide parent's guide.

Twin Ridges School District

Agree. We feel that the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools (NCSoS) has
worked well with the districts within the county. They have provided a template
that standardizes the process of creating a comprehensive Safety Report.
However, our current emergency plan does not include a parents’ guide. Any
additional assistance in this would be greatly appreciated. Small districts within
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the county do not have the human resources that the larger districts have in order
to complete these tasks.

Union Hill School District

The recommendation has not yet been implemented, and no timeframe has been
established for implementation due to the dependency on other agencies. The
development of a parent's guide would help to improve communication, alleviate
fear, and assure parents that collaboration between responding agencies is in place
and practiced. The recommendation requires further analysis, collaboration and
discussion between Union Hill School District, Nevada County Superintendent of
Schools and agencies.

Nevada County Sheriff’s Office

This recommendation is clearly directed at the NCSOS. We will work to help
develop a guide if requested by the NCSOS.

Grass Valley Police Department

The recommendation has been implemented. In early June of 2018, the Grass
Valley Police Department was consulted by the Nevada County Superintendent of
Schools’ office about the development of a "parent's guide" related to lockdown
situations and other critical incidents. GVPD staff provided feedback and
suggestions regarding the content of a generic "parent's guide".

Nevada City Police Department

The recommendation has not yet been implemented but has been discussed with
the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools as well as with local schools and
other law enforcement agencies. The Nevada City Police Department is available
and willing to provide information and suggestions as to the content of a parent's
guide. It is our belief that this would be a better way to keep parents informed
and show the true extent that the schools and law enforcement are working
together.
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Responses to Recommendation #2
Recommendation #2

The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools should coordinate with school districts, law
enforcement, parents and guardians, and students to develop a uniform, workable plan that
responds to the appropriate use of social media during actual emergencies and drill exercises.

Nevada County Superintendent of Schools

Social media plays a large role in the response to emergencies and drill exercises
and should be considered in the preparation of Comprehensive School Safety
Plans. Nevada County Superintendent of Schools does not have the authority to
require school districts to participate in the development of such a plan but is
willing to collaborate and provide resources for best practices as requested.

Chicago Park School District

Agree. The appropriate use of social media by parents and students during actual
school emergencies should be addressed in the parents' guide referred to in R1.

Clear Creek School District

Agree. A workable uniform plan for the use of social media during an emergency
and drills would be beneficial to our parents and school community.

Grass Valley School District

Agree. Social media plays a large role in the response to emergencies and drill
exercises and should be considered in the revisions of the Comprehensive Safety
Plans. The Grass Valley School District is willing to collaborate and participate
in developing this resource.

Nevada City School District

Agree. Social media plays a large role in the response to emergencies and drill
exercises and should be included in the Parent's Guide referred to in
Recommendation 1.

Nevada Joint Union High School

This recommendation is partially implemented. The Nevada County
Superintendent of Schools' office holds a monthly meeting to bring agencies
together in a standing group, Community Agencies United for Safe Schools and
Safe Streets, aka CAUSSSS. Held on the first Friday of each month, and hosted
by the Grass Valley Police Department, schools, Nevada County office of the
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Sheriff, Probation, Child Protective Services, California Highway Patrol, the
Office of Emergency Services, Durham School Services and Behavioral Health
each attend and share immediate concerns in our schools and on the streets. At
the last meeting, it was reported that the NCSOS hosted a South County Safety
Forum on Monday, May 7, 2018 at the Bear River High School Theater.
Representatives from Nevada County OES, Sheriff's office, CHP, Cal Fire,
Higgins Fire District and South County school administrators heard about the
collaboration efforts of the aforementioned agencies in working to keep schools
safe. The Nevada Joint Union High School District hopes to hold a similar event
in the North County in the fall. The Board and Administration of the Nevada
Joint Union High school District share the concern of the Grand Jury regarding
the use of social media by parents, students and community during possible
lockdown situations. The NIUHSD strives to communicate truthful information
on a timely basis through our School Messenger system and School District
Social Media accounts. Unfortunately, our efforts are often thwarted by
unverified information being shared on social Media diverting our attention from
the task at hand. The Nevada Joint Union High School District continues to look
forward to ongoing collaboration with the NSCOS' office and community
agencies as we strive to develop strategies to communicate timely, truthful
information and discourage unfounded rumors on social media.

Penn Valley Union Elementary School District

Agree. The appropriate use of social media by parents and students during actual
school emergencies should be addressed in the parents' guide referred to in R1.

Pleasant Ridge Union School District

Social media plays a large role in the response to emergencies and drill exercises
and should be considered in the preparation of Comprehensive School Safety
Plans. Nevada County Superintendent of Schools does not have the authority to
require school districts to participate in the development of such a plan, but
Pleasant Ridge Union School District is willing to collaborate and develop best
practices. May of this school year South County schools organized with NCSOS
a safety forum which included all first responders of Nevada County.

Twin Ridges School District

Agree. The district agrees in the idea of having a uniform and workable plan.
However, the rural isolation of the Twin Ridges School District reduces and limits
the extent of dissemination of information through all social media. Many of our
families are not connected either out of choice or the unavailability of these
platforms.
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Union Hill School District

Social media plays a large role in the response to emergencies and drill exercises
and should be considered in the preparation of Comprehensive School Safety
Plans. Union Hill School District has included the role of social media in the
Comprehensive School Safety Plan. Union Hill School District does not have
authority over Nevada County Superintendent of Schools but will work with
NCSOS staff as needed to consider the appropriate use of social media in a crisis.

Nevada County Sheriff’s Office

This recommendation is clearly directed at the NCSOS. We will work to help
develop a workable plan if requested by NCSOS.

Grass Valley Police Department

The recommendation has been implemented. In early June of 2018, Grass Valley
Police Department staff, Nevada County Sheriff’s Office staff, and Nevada
County Superintendent of Schools personnel met to discuss the development of a
plan to provide uniform templates to all area schools that could be disseminated
via social media during emergencies and training exercises. Appropriate
language for a variety of possible scenarios was discussed. The templates
included general instructions and information and had space to add specifics
depending on the location and event. The Nevada County Superintendent of
Schools’ office was then going to distribute these templates to area schools along
with a plan for distribution method and timing.

Nevada City Police Department

The Nevada City Police Department currently utilizes social media and has their
own Facebook page where we would have the ability to disseminate information
related to actual emergencies or training exercises. The Superintendent of
Schools is in possession of templates that can be used as guidelines in
disseminating information during such events. These templates were going to be
distributed to local schools for review and input.
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Responses to Recommendation #3
Recommendation #3

The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools should develop the means to train teachers in
uniform safety and security protocols and include the exercise and use of the “ALICE” standard
in each of the schools. Additionally, each school district’s board should direct and fund the
deployment of this training and exercise.

Nevada County Superintendent of Schools

The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools, through the Safety and School
Climate Coordinator currently offers uniform safety and security protocols and
ALICE training free of charge to all schools in Nevada County. It is at the
discretion of school sites to take advantage of and secure training dates. Time
restraints appear to be a barrier to this recommendation.

Chicago Park School District

Disagree. The NCSOS already has developed a means to train teachers (and
students) in uniform safety and security protocols that include "ALICE" training
by Chris Espedal, the NCSOS Safety and School Climate Coordinator has already
in-serviced staff and students at Chicago Park, with plans to have her back on an
annual basis for on-going teacher training. It is not the board's position to direct
and fund an exercise such as this; it is an administrative duty.

Clear Creek School District

Disagree. Our school has have taken advantage of the "ALICE" training provided
by the Nevada County Superintendent of School's Safety Coordinator. She has
also provided input into updating our Comprehensive School Safety Plan. She is
scheduled to return at the beginning of next school year to do refresher training
for our staff. It is not the responsibility of the school board to direct the
deployment of this training and exercise. It is an administrative responsibility.

Grass Valley School District

Partially agree. The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools, through the
Safety and School Climate Coordinator currently offers uniform safety and
security protocols and ALICE training free of charge to all schools in Nevada
County. All schools in the Grass Valley School District participates in this
training offered by the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools Office and has
implemented the "ALICE" standard in all of our school sites and programs.
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Nevada City School District

Disagree. The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools, through the Safety and
School Climate Coordinator, currently offers uniform safety and security
protocols and ALICE training free of charge to all schools in Nevada County.
The Nevada City Elementary School District has sought the training from the
School Climate Coordinator, and has implemented the guidance shared.

Nevada Joint Union High School District

This recommendation is partially implemented with full implementation expected
during the Fall Semester of 2018. Review of the ALICE standards were covered
at staff meetings in the 2018 Spring semester. Many of these review sessions
were attended or facilitated by the NCSOS' School Safety and Climate
Coordinator. Additionally, the Grass Valley Police Department assisted Silver
Springs High School in doing a "run, hide, fight" training with students and staff
at the school. The administration of the Nevada Joint Union High School District
is in the process of planning a comprehensive ALICE training on the afternoon of
our countywide staff development day to be held on Monday, September 17,
2018. We are hoping to use the School Safety and Climate Coordinator along
with our Teen CERT (Community Emergency Response Team) to demonstrate
various classroom scenarios in which the ALICE (Alert, Lockdown, Inform,
Confront, Escape) protocol would be implemented. Teachers and staff will be
able to observe the drills and debrief. The Nevada Joint Union High School
District would be happy to invite any of the interested feeder school districts to
participate in observing the drills and participating in the debrief activities.
Lockdown and evacuation drills are held semiannually at our schools, once in the
fall, and once during the spring. Students will receive ALICE training during
those drills. Additionally, the Board of Trustees did declare its intent to training
of staff and student as evidenced Resolution #39-17/18 adopted by the Board of
Trustees at our regularly scheduled board meeting of June 13, 2018.

Penn Valley Union Elementary School District

Disagree. The NCSOS already has developed a means to train teachers (and
students) in uniform safety and security protocols that include "ALICE" training.
Chris Espedal, the NCSOS Safety and School Climate Coordinator, has already
in-serviced staff throughout the Penn Valley Elementary School District, with
plans to complete "refresher" professional development each year. It is not the
Board's position to direct and fund an exercise such as this; it is an administrative
duty.

Pleasant Ridge Union School District

The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools, through the Safety and School
Climate Coordinator, currently offers uniform safety and security protocols and
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ALICE training free of charge to all schools in Nevada County. Pleasant Ridge
has used the county Safety and School Climate Coordinator to train staff at
Pleasant Ridge Union School District.

Twin Ridges School District

Disagree. The NCSOS already has developed a means to train teachers (and
students) in uniform safety and security protocols that include “ALICE” training.
Chris Espedal, the NCSOS Safety and School Climate Coordinator has already
inserviced staff and students at Twin Ridges for several years in a row. This is an
administrative function, not a board duty.

Union Hill School District

The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will likely be
implemented in the future. The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools,
through the Safety and School Climate Coordinator currently offers uniform
safety and security protocols and ALICE training free of charge to all schools in
Nevada County. Union Hill School District Safety Committee was trained by
NCSOS on May 21 and October 6, 2014 and teachers were trained on August 12
and November 5, 2014. On August 14, 2017 Patti Carter, Office of Emergency
Services, spoke to the staff regarding responsibilities emergency situations.
Union Hill School District does not have authority over Nevada County
Superintendent of Schools but will work with NCSOS staff as needed.
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Responses to Recommendation #4
Recommendation #4

The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools should coordinate with districts and schools to
establish a standard means of secure communication between the front office and the teachers,
regardless of their location.

Nevada County Superintendent of Schools

The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools does not have the authority to
establish a standard of communication for school site communication systems.
Each school site must consider the communication means and methods in place
on their specific site. The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools is willing to
provide resources and recommendations for best practices to school sites as
requested.

Chicago Park School District

Disagree. Communications during an emergency between our front office and
teachers is in place as stated in our local emergency procedures plan. Once
teachers have been contacted by the office, a call to the NCSOS to make them
aware of our emergency is protocol.

Clear Creek School District

Disagree. It might be difficult for the Superintendent's office to establish a
standard means of secure communication at all schools because each school
varies in staffing, layout, and equipment. Our school has established procedures
for communication between staff and the office in both our Comprehensive and
local safety plan.

Grass Valley School District

Disagree. The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools does not have the
authority to make recommendations for school site communication systems. Each
school site must consider the communication means and methods in place on their
specific site. The Grass Valley School District schools coordinate with the
District for consistency in this area of safety.

Nevada City School District
Disagree. The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools does not have the
authority to make recommendations for school site communication systems. Each

school site must consider the communication means and methods in place on their
specific site as every school district has different phone and intercom systems.
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Nevada Joint Union High School District

This recommendation has been implemented by the Nevada Joint Union High
School District. Each school site has a secure telephone number that is not
published to the public. Additionally, each classroom has a stocked emergency
response bag and a flip chart with protocol for the top 56 likely emergency
situations in our schools. The Nevada Joint Unified School District has made
great progress in this area due to our Measure I bond funding. We installed a new
high end Public Address System at both Bear River and Nevada Union. New
speakers were installed throughout the campus at Bear River, which had the older
of the two systems. During the summer of 2018, a new fully automated fire
alarm system is being installed at Bear River High School replacing the original
equipment. The Nevada Joint Union High School District is grateful to the voters
of Nevada County, for whom school safety was a priority allowing us to do these
and other projects.

Penn Valley Union Elementary School District

Disagree. Communications during an emergency between our front office and
teachers is in place as stated in our local emergency procedures plan. Once
teachers have been contacted by the office, a call to the NCSOS to make them
aware of our emergency is protocol.

Pleasant Ridge Union School District

The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools does not have the authority to
establish a standard of communication for school site communication systems.
Pleasant Ridge has the ability to communicate at each of their school sites through
office to classroom intercom systems. Also, each classroom has a phone that each
teacher can be contacted on.

Twin Ridges School District

Disagree. We strongly believe that this is a local decision and would not be
effective if it was standardized throughout the county. Our unique isolation and
geography is much different than the rest of the other districts within Nevada
County. TRESD uses radios as well as an intercom system to communicate with
all staff. Once teachers have been contacted by the office, a call to the NCSOS to
make them aware of our emergency is protocol.

Union Hill School District
The recommendation has been implemented. Union Hill School District does
coordinate with Nevada County Superintendent of Schools regarding

communication. There are email notifications and phone calls made when
incidents occur. Union Hill School District has a communication protocol with
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two-way radios in the hands of every employee for instant communication not
matter the location.
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Responses to Recommendation #5

Recommendation #5

Each district and school should conduct a thorough physical evaluation of classroom security and
visibility including inside door locks, appropriate shading, and camera systems. Each school
should be required to be in conformance with the physical demands and characteristics of a
comprehensive school safety plan.

Chicago Park School District

Agree. All classrooms at Chicago Park have inside door locks, appropriate
shading, and evacuation routes listed by the entrance of the room. There is a
camera system installed with 13 strategically placed cameras around the campus
for security measures. An updated comprehensive federal and local school safety
plan was approved by our safety committee and school board in the spring of
2018. A quick reference guide which lists procedures for emergencies such as
lockdowns, evacuation for wildfire, shelter in place, emergency phone numbers,
etc., is readily accessible for teachers in their classrooms.

Clear Creek School District

Agree. Clear Creek has inside door locks, shading for doors and windows, and
we installed 9 security cameras in December of 2017. We have updated our
Comprehensive School Safety Plan and it has been approved by our safety
committee and school board. A quick reference Guide which describes what to
do in various emergencies has also been updated and posted in rooms throughout
the school.

Grass Valley School District

Agree. The Grass Valley School District has conducted a thorough physical
evaluation of classroom security and has made improvements including
modifying door locks, adding window shades, and security cameras at all school
sites, preschools, and district buildings. This is part of the Grass Valley School
Districts' Comprehensive Safety Plan and reviewed annually in District Safety
Committee meetings.

Nevada City School District
The Nevada City School District did not respond to Recommendation #5.
Nevada Joint Union High School District

This recommendation has been implemented by the Nevada Joint Union High
School District. The district intends to continue to follow through with ongoing
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assessment and upgrades to the physical safety of our school sites. During the
summer of 2017, the Nevada Joint Union High School District installed new
surveillance cameras throughout our district. The new cameras have a greater
range of coverage and detail than our former cameras. With our new camera
system we have been able to catch, correct and prosecute a greater number of both
student inappropriate behavior and crimes outside of school hours committed on
our campuses. The surveillance system was one of our first funded projects
through our Measure B bond issuance increasing school safety dramatically. The
Nevada Joint Union High School District is grateful to the voters of Nevada
County for whom school safety was a priority, allowing us to do this and other
projects.

Penn Valley Union Elementary School District

Agree. It is our protocol to keep all classroom doors locked during the school day
as both of our campuses are open where the community has access. Appropriate
shading and evacuation routes are posted at the entrance of every room. We have
video surveillance on both campuses that are used regularly as needed for safety
precautions. An updated comprehensive federal and local school safety plan was
approved by our stakeholder groups and Board of Trustees in February 14, 2018.
A quick reference guide which lists procedures for emergencies such as
lockdowns, evacuation for wildfire, shelter in place, emergency phone numbers,
etc., is readily accessible for teachers in their classrooms.

Pleasant Ridge Union School District

Pleasant Ridge Union School District updates their safety plan annually with the
assistance of parents, community agencies and school officials. With the required
mandatory safety drills, school officials seek input from all members that
participate in those safety drills. When the evaluation comes back of needed
improvement, the school and district address those issues immediately. All
schools within the district have surveillance cameras in strategic locations for
safety purposes. The district purchased more last year to cover more outlying
areas. All schools within PRUSD update and comply with the site comprehensive
safety plan.

Twin Ridges School District

Agree. All classrooms at Grizzly Hill have had inside door bolt locks installed
recently and window privacy tinting was added this year to all windows.
Evacuation routes are posted by the entrance of each classroom. We have a
camera system installed with 11 strategically placed cameras around the campus
for security measures.

Page 217



Union Hill School District

The recommendation has been implemented. The Nevada County Superintendent
of Schools does not have the authority to establish a standard of communication
for school site communication systems. Each school site must consider the
communication means and methods in place on their specific site. The Nevada
County Superintendent of Schools does provide resources and recommendations
for best practices to Union Hill School District as requested. Union Hill School
District conducts an annual review of the school grounds considering inside door
locks, appropriate shading, and camera systems. In the last three years Union Hill
School District has ordered and installed blinds for every window and door, retro-
fitted door locks to be locked from the inside, and installed over 30 security
cameras. In 2018 UHSD installed four new cameras to increase our visibility for
security.
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Responses to Recommendation #6

Recommendation #6

The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools, school districts, and local law enforcement

should collaborate on the use and deployment of Resource Officers that encompass all of our
schools.

Nevada County Superintendent of Schools

The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools does not have the authority or
jurisdiction over School Resource officers to make decisions on the use and
deployment of Resource Officers. However, collaboration and discussion
between schools, districts, and law enforcement on the most effective use and
deployment of Resource Officers would be of value. Nevada County
Superintendent of Schools is willing to offer support and recommendations for
best practices to participating school districts and law enforcement agencies.

Chicago Park School District

Neither Agree nor Disagree. When an officer's presence is needed on campus
(which is not very often), our protocol is to contact Dispatch at the County
Sheriff’s Dept. and they send a deputy out. Sometimes it's a Resource Officer and
sometimes it is not. Based on our distance from where our Resource Officers are
stationed, I am glad that our needs are not solely limited to the availability of a
Resource Officer and a patrol car is sent instead.

Clear Creek School District

Partially Agree. The use and deployment of Resource Officers could be helpful,
but funding and school location may not make this recommendation feasible. If
an officer’s presence is needed on campus, our protocol is to contact Dispatch at
the Nevada County Sheriff’s Dept. to send a deputy out. Based on the distance
from where Resource Officers are stationed and our rural school location, the
deployment of a Resource Officer may not meet our needs in an emergency.

Grass Valley School District

Partially Agree. The Grass Valley School District does not have the authority or
jurisdiction over School Resource Officers to make decisions on the use and
deployment of Resource Officers. However, collaboration and discussion
between schools, districts, and law enforcement on the most effective use and
deployment of Resource Officers would be of value.
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Nevada City School District

Agree. The Nevada County Superintendent of Schools does not have the
authority or jurisdiction over local law enforcement agencies to make decisions
regarding the use and deployment of School Resource Officers. However,
collaboration and discussion between schools, districts, and law enforcement on
the most effective use and deployment of Resource officers would be of value.

Nevada Joint Union High School

This recommendation has been implemented by the Nevada Joint Union High
School District along with the Nevada County Sheriff’s Department and the Grass
Valley Police Department. The Nevada Joint Union High School District intends
to continue to follow through with these partnerships.

Penn Valley Union Elementary School District

Neither Agree or Disagree. When an officer's presence is needed on campus
(which is not very often), our protocol is to contact Dispatch at the Nevada
County Sheriff’s Dept. and they send a deputy out. Sometimes it is a Resource
Officer and sometimes it is not. Based on our distance from where our Resource
Officers are stationed, I am glad that our needs are not solely limited to the
availability of a Resource Officer and a patrol car is sent instead.

Pleasant Ridge Union School District

Pleasant Ridge School District does not have the authority or jurisdiction over
School Resource officers to make decisions on the use and deployment of
Resource Officers. However, collaboration and discussion between schools and
law enforcement on the most effective use and deployment of Resource Officers
would be of value. Nevada County Superintendent of Schools has offered support
and recommendations for best practices to participating school districts and law
enforcement agencies through monthly CAUSSSS meetings.

Twin Ridges School District

Agree. As was stated in previous responses, our isolation could be an issue
because of distance from town to either site within the district. If and when we
call dispatch, the response time is based on the location of the closest deputy or
other peace officer. Twin Ridges would welcome all collaboration between the
above mention organizations.

Union Hill School District

The recommendation has not yet been implemented. The Nevada County
Superintendent of Schools and Union Hill School District do not have the
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authority or jurisdiction over School Resource officers to make decisions on the
use and deployment of Resource Officers. However, collaboration and discussion
between Union Hill School and District, and law enforcement on the most
effective use and deployment of Resource Officers would be of value. Union Hill
School District is willing to consider support and recommendations for best
practices from Nevada County Superintendent of Schools and law enforcement
agencies.

Nevada County Sheriff’s Office

This recommendation has been implemented. The Sheriff's Office currently has
Resource Officers assigned to Nevada Union and Bear River High Schools. Our
Resource Officers also spend time in our middle schools and respond upon
request to our elementary schools. Whenever we have been approached by our
local schools regarding Resource Officer positions we have been willing to
collaborate. We will continue to collaborate regarding our School Resource
Officer Program and would be interested in expanding the program dependent
upon personnel and funding.

Grass Valley Police Department

The recommendation has been implemented - as funding has allowed. The
presence of an SRO in schools is of incredible importance because of the safety it
provides for the campus, but also the community policing aspect and long-term
relationships it fosters between youth and law enforcement. When SROs are
integrated into a school system, the benefits go beyond reduced violence in
schools. The officer builds relationships with students and parents while setting
as a resource to students, teachers, and administrators to help solve problems.
Over the past few years, the Police Department and the High School District have
been looking for opportunities to reintroduce a School Resource Officer (SRO)
program at the Park Avenue campus which is in the city limits. (Silver Springs
High School & SAEL) In August of 2017, GVPD was able to assign an SRO to
be on campus fulltime during the schoolyear through a shared funding agreement
for the position. This funding structure and SRO assignment will continue into
the future. At this time, due to limited staffing and funding, GVPD is unable to
provide a full-time SRO at the other school campuses within the city limits.

Nevada City Police Department

The Nevada City Police Department does not currently have a School Resource
Officer on staff. This is due to both staffing levels and ultimately funding.

NCPD officers work very close with our local schools and are expected to
routinely stop by the schools as workload allows. NCPD has partnered with
GVPD in the past and assisted with the Great Summer Youth Academy which has
taken place at 7-Hills School in Nevada City. We have also implemented a
"Community Connect" program where officers would spend the day at 7-Hills
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School playing sports games with the kids and getting to know them. The hope of
the Nevada City Police Department for the future, should funding allow, is to
employ a part time School Resource Officer to work in our local schools.
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Responses to Recommendation #7
Recommendation #7

A working group of the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools, the Nevada County Sheriff’s
Office, the Grass Valley Police Department, the Nevada City Police Department, Nevada County
Behavioral Health (especially concerning behavior of the assailant), and school administration
and staff should be created to develop a model program for all schools to utilize when examining
and creating their own outside assembly and accounting program.

Nevada County Superintendent of Schools

Nevada County Superintendent of School works closely with all of the above-
mentioned agencies in an effort to develop model program resources based on
best practices for safety. The development for outside assembly and accounting
programs are dependent on school site, size, population, and environment. Input
from law enforcement and fire services are sought prior to the establishment of
assembly sites and accountability protocol. In response to recent incidents nation-
wide, assembly locations have been reviewed and changed on some of the Nevada
County school sites. Each school site must develop a plan that considers all
hazards and security and make accommodations for safe evacuation sites and
accountability protocol. Nevada County Superintendent of Schools is willing to
offer continued support on this endeavor.

Nevada County Sheriff’s Office

This recommendation requires further analysis. If it is the consensus of the
suggested participants that this group might be beneficial, we will be happy to
participate. It is unclear what a model program for all schools might look like as
far as an outside assembly and accounting program since there are so many
variables in each school campus and population.

Grass Valley Police Department

The recommendation has not yet been implemented. GVPD is willing and
available to participate in a working group as described. However, a large
collaborative working group as proposed could only develop a generic program
that could offer general principles and guidelines to follow when creating an
outside assembly and accounting program. Ideally, each school site should
develop their own plan that takes into consideration all variables for their specific
campus. At various times over recent years, GVPD has worked with the schools
within the city limits to develop these plans. Our SRO continues to work with the
schools at the Park Avenue campus on critical incident planning including outside
assembly and accounting programs. GVPD is always available to work with the
other schools as well.

Page 223



Nevada City Police Department

The Nevada City Police Department routinely attends the (CAUSSSS)
Community Agencies United for Safe Schools and Safe Streets meetings in Grass
Valley. This is a working group that is already in place and includes the majority
of the agencies listed above. NCPD is always willing and able to participate in
the working group. We will also need to collaborate with the local schools in
each of our jurisdictions separately as the outside assemblies are site specific.
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Responses to Recommendation #8

Recommendation #8

Following the creation of a model program for outside assembly and accounting, each school
district should direct their schools to exercise this model and, in conjunction with local law

enforcement, develop and incorporate the site-specific procedures necessary to conduct a safe
and secure school evacuation.

Chicago Park School District

Agree. Chicago Park practices evacuation drills on a monthly basis. Students are
not excused from the drill until everyone is accounted for. A discussion at the
following staff meeting ensues to assure we are operating in the safest, most
efficient manner when conducting these drills. Evacuation routes are posted
inside each classroom including the computer lab, art room, and gymnasium. A
master key has been placed in a lock box (at the request of law enforcement) at
the Chicago Park store so they would have immediate access to all buildings on
campus upon arrival.

Clear Creek School District

Agree. We have a fire evacuation plan and have arrangements with neighboring
properties to allow for a school evacuation should that be the safest direction to go
in case of a school emergency. As a school, we practice fire, shelter in place,
lockdown, and earthquake drills as required which includes taking attendance for
all classes. We have evacuation routes posted in classrooms and have purchased

lockdown kits for every classroom if there is a need to shelter in place for a longer
period of time.

Grass Valley School District

Agree. The Grass Valley School District has a Comprehensive Safety Plan in
place and part of that plan is site-specific process and procedures to safely
evacuate all students and staff, to a safe off-site location if needed. The Grass
Valley School District and all its school sites have specific plans in place and
coordinate with local law enforcement and the Nevada County Superintendent of
Schools when conducting drills to, to the best of our ability, plan and improve this
process.

Nevada City School District

Partially agree. The development for outside assembly and accounting programs
are dependent on school site, size, and environment. Input from law enforcement
and fire services are sought prior to establishment of assembly and accountability
protocol. Each school site must develop a plan that considers hazards and
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security then make accommodations for safe evacuation sites and accountability
protocol. Safety is the first priority with accountability following.

Nevada Joint Union High School District

This recommendation has been implemented by the Nevada Joint Union High
School District. In response to lessons learned by schools throughout the United
States after each tragic school shooting, the Nevada Joint Union High School
District has made adjustments to outside assembly areas and intends to continue
to follow through with ongoing assessment and adjustments. Regretfully, the
Nevada Joint Union High School District must agree with the Grand Jury's
conclusion that we cannot absolutely prevent a crisis. However, we can and will
improve not only our schools' physical safety but the relationships within our
schools and community.

Penn Valley Union Elementary School District

Agree. The Penn Valley School District practices evacuation drills on a monthly
basis. Students are not excused from the drill until everyone is accounted for. A
discussion at the following staff meeting ensues to assure we are operating in the
safest, most efficient manner when conducting these drills. Evacuation routes are
posted inside each classroom including the computer lab, art room, and
gymnasium. A master key has been placed in a lock box (at the request of law
enforcement) so they would have immediate access to all buildings on campus
upon arrival.

Pleasant Ridge Union School District

Pleasant Ridge Union School District agrees with this recommendation and has
been in conversation with local policing authorities as well as the local fire
department to assist with this evacuation. In May of this year, South County
schools along with NCSOS organized a school and community forum where all
members of the community were invited to understand how each agency is
important to overall school safety. PRUSD will continue to work with the local
agencies in making sure our students are safe during school hours as well as on
the way home.

Twin Ridges School District

Agree. The Twin Ridges Elementary School District practices safety drills on a
monthly basis. Students are not excused from the drill until everyone is
accounted for. Discussions following these drills with staff allow us to reflect and
make changes as necessary. We perceive drills as a fluid process and make
adaptations as needed. Further collaboration with law enforcement is planned.
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Union Hill School District

The recommendation has been implemented. Union Hill School District works
closely with Nevada County Superintendent of School and all of the above-
mentioned agencies in an effort to develop model program resources based on
best practices for safety. Union Hill currently has an outside assembly and
accounting program. Input from law enforcement and fire services are sought
prior to the establishment of assembly sites and accountability protocol and Union
Hill School District would welcome the opportunity to collaborate in the future
evaluation of these programs. In response to recent incidents nationwide,
assembly locations have been reviewed.

Nevada County Sheriff’s Office

See response to prior recommendation. The Sheriff's Office will work with each
of the schools in our jurisdiction to plan for safe and secure school evacuations.

Grass Valley Police Department
The recommendation has not yet been implemented. GVPD is willing and
available to work with Grass Valley schools to develop and assist them in
incorporating site-specific procedures for a safe and secure school evacuation.
Nevada City Police Department
The Nevada City Police Department has not yet collaborated on a model program

but is ready and willing to assist our local schools in developing site specific
procedures necessary to conduct a safe and secure school evacuation.
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Report on Responses to the 2017-2018 Report:
Detention Facility Inspection Report

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury
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Detention Facility Inspection Report
A Report on Responses to the 2017-2018 Grand Jury Report

Summary

The 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury) has reviewed the responses to the report
entitled Detention Facility Inspection Report issued by the 2017-2018 Jury and inquired about
progress toward implementation of those responses where appropriate. This document contains
all of the responses received, any results of follow-up investigation, and any comments the Jury
may have on those responses.

Comments on Responses

The 2018-2019 Jury has no comments on the responses.

Summary from the Original Report

The 2017/2018 Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury) has conducted an inspection of the detention
facilities in the County of Nevada (County) to “inquire into the conditions and management of
the public prisons within the county” as required by Penal Code Section 919(b). The Jury toured
and inspected the Wayne Brown Correctional Facility (Wayne Brown), the Carl F. Bryan II
Juvenile Hall (Juvenile Hall), the Washington Ridge Conservation Camp (Washington Ridge),
and two holding facilities: the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office’s Truckee Sub-Station (Truckee
Jail) and the Nevada County Superior Court Holding Facility in Nevada City (Nevada City
Holding Facility).

There are three problems with the detention facilities that the Jury believes should be addressed.

California law provides that the sheriff in each county may establish an Inmate Welfare Fund
(IWF) to pay for services to inmates. The balance in the IWF at Wayne Brown at the end of the
2016-2017 fiscal year was approximately $400,000. The Nevada County Sheriff’s Office
(NCSO) has issued regulations concerning the administration of the Wayne Brown IWF but the
regulations are not being followed. While the uses of the IWF are broadly discretionary and no
misuses of such funds are apparent, compliance with written policies is important when large
amounts of money are being collected and expended. The NCSO should either follow the
policies it has promulgated or promulgate new policies that reflect how the IWF is being
administered.

The Jury also was concerned by the air quality it experienced in the Nevada City Holding
Facility. The Jury became more concerned when it could find no record of the air quality having
been tested. The multitude of unhealthy agents that could be present in the ill-ventilated
basement of an old building requires at a minimum that testing be done.
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Finally, the 2015-2016 Grand Jury reported on the excessive costs associated with maintaining
Juvenile Hall when the number of juvenile detainees has radically decreased. That report
estimated an excessive cost in the neighborhood of $2,000,000/year. Juvenile Hall continues in
operation notwithstanding that there are now even fewer detainees than there were two years ago.
While the programs offered at Juvenile Hall are exemplary, the cost is prohibitive. The Board of
Supervisors must investigate alternatives to this over-expenditure of scarce County funds.

Other than those issues, in general, the Jury found the public prisons in the County to be well
managed and in good condition except for problems related to the age of the facilities at the
Nevada City Holding Facility and at the Truckee Jail. The Jury has issued a separate report on
conditions related to the transport of prisoners to and from the Truckee Branch of the Nevada
County Superior Court.

Findings and Recommendations from the Original Report
Findings

F1  The written policies and procedures of the Sheriff’s Office concerning the Inmate
Welfare Fund are not being followed.

F2 The County continues to spend upwards of $2,000,000 on Juvenile Hall that could be
saved by placing juvenile detainees in juvenile halls in other counties.

F3 The air quality in the administrative and holding cell area at the Nevada County
Courthouse Holding Facility in Nevada City is poor.

Recommendations
The Nevada County Grand Jury recommends:

R1 The Nevada County Sheriff’s Office should comply with the regulations that it has
established for the administration of the Inmate Welfare Fund at the Wayne Brown
Correctional Facility.

R2 Alternatively, the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office should draft new regulations that
describe procedures that actually are being followed in connection with the
administration of the Inmate Welfare Fund.

R3 The Nevada County Board of Supervisors should undertake an urgent review of
alternatives to the current use of Juvenile Hall to explore more cost-effective uses of the
facility and to explore the placement of Nevada County juvenile detainees in juvenile
halls in neighboring counties.
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R4 The Nevada County Sheriff’s Office and the Nevada County Board of Supervisors
should cause tests to be done of the air quality in the Nevada County Courthouse
Holding Facility in Nevada City to insure that it is safe.

Respondents to the Original Report

Nevada County Sheriff’s Office — Findings F1 and F3 and Recommendations R1, R2,
and R4 by 9 August 2018.

Nevada County Board of Supervisors - Finding F2 and Recommendations R3 and R4 by
9 August 2018.

Responses to the Original Report

Begin on the next page.
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Heddi Hall, 1* Déserict

COUNTY OF NEVADA e s #* i
STATE OF CALIFORNIA . Wi, “Hlank™ Westom, :: mf‘i
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Julla Patternen Huntor,
Clerk ol the Roard
July 10, 2018 : ]__EL #{L f
,ﬂ 1 j '
The Honorsble Thomas Anderson /(2 y A
Presiding Judge of the Nevada County Grand Jury r
2ol Chun’:h Street ( ,!r o b

Nevada County, CA 95959

RE: Board of Supervisors’ Responses to the FY 2017/18 Nevada County Civil Grand
Jury Report, *Detentlon Facillty Inspection Report.”

Dear Honorable Judge Anderson,
As requined by California Penal Code Section 933, the Board of Szmmm

hereby submits
its responses fo the FY 2017/18 Nevada County Civil Grand Jury Report; dated May 11, 2018
entitled “Devenvion Facility Inspecrion Report.™

These nses 10 the Grand Jury’s I-'Imlmgs and Rﬂ.mmnﬂaﬂum were approved by the
Board of mtmmhwmhrmu 10, 2018. The Responses are based on
cnlh:r knowledge, examination of o cinl ounty records, or information received

pard of Supervisors and County staff members.

The Board nf"iupu'h isors would like 1o thank the members of the FY 2017/18 Grand Jury for
their participation and effort in preparing their Reports, and their pasticipation in the Grand

Jury process.
Sincerely,

Edward C. ‘i&:uﬁf:;‘ &‘-‘—/

Nevada County Board of Supervisors

cc:  Thomas Achter, Foreman, Grand Jury
Richard Haffey, Cuunxz l.mcmiw {)fﬁcw
Alison Barratt-Green, County Counsel
Kerl Klein, Public Defender
Phebe Bell, Behavioral Health
Michael H y, Health and Human Services Agency
Steve Mo in. Information General Services
Michael Eﬂnll. Chief Probation OfTicer

930 Maldu Avenae, Solts 200, Nevada Cly CA $3939%3617
phone: $50.264. 1480 | fmx: 430,263 9836 | toll froe: ERS.7ES.| 480 | email: bdofimperyisorsficonnvade.muns
website: B iwe v myne vadscounty som'ecboy
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NEVADA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESPONSES TO
2018 Nevada County Civill Grand Jury Report
Detention Facility laspection Report
DATED July 10, 2018

Respanses o Rnitlags and recommendstions are hased om eifer personal knowlsdge, examinmion of officisl county
roconds, review of the respenies by the County Executive Officer. Probation, Cousty Cowmsel, Public Defendes,
Bebaviorl Henhik, sad 1lzolih and Homan Services agendy represemaives ar 1etimany Brom the Board of
Sapervivor and oty stf) memban.

A, RESPONSES TO FINDINGS

F2. The County continues to spend upwards of $2,000,000 on Juvenile Hall that could be
saved by plecing juvenile detainees in juvenile halls in other counties.

Agrec
. RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

R3: The Nevada County Bourd of Supervisors should undertake an urgent review of
alternatives to the current use of Juvenile Hall to explore more cost-efTective uses of the
facility and to explore the placement of Nevadn County juvenile detoinees in juvenile
halls in neighboring counties,

The recommendation has already been impbemented, in part.

A eounty interdisciplinary workgroup has been established and is reviewing the use
and cost of the juvenile hall facility, The workgroup includes Probation, Sherifls
Oflice, County Executive Office, County Counsel, Public Defender, Behavioral
Health and Heslth and Human Services representatives. As this report notes, the
Tacility was built wtilizing Department of Justice (DOJ) funds and any change in use
is subject to DOJ approval.

R4. The Nevada County Sheriff™s Office and the Nevads County Boand of Supervisors
should cause tests to be done of the air quality in the Nevada County Courthouse Holding
Facility in Nevada Clty w insure that it Is safe,

This recommendation will not be implemented ut the present time
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To date, mo complaints have been lodged by the holding facility or the SherifT's
Office regarding the air quality ar the Nevada County Courthouse Holding Facility
in Nevada City, The County will make  determination on whether a test should be
done of the air quality at the Nevada County Courthouse Holding Facility in Nevada
City pending the Sherill's response (o the Grand Jury’s Report on findings F3 and
R4,
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NEVADA COUNTY
SHERIFF'S OFFICE

KEITH ROYAL

SHERET S/ CORONEN
PuBiLIC ADMINISTRATOR

June 22, 2018

The Honorabie Thomas M. Anderson
Presiding Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street
Nevada City. CA 859858

RE Response to Grand Jury Report on the subgct of Datention Fasity inspection Repon
Dear Honorable Judge Anderson

The Nevada County Sheriff's Office appreciates the opportunity 1o weigh in on this report by
the Grand Jury, published on May 13, 2018 regarding the Detertion Facility Inspection
Report. The SheriiT's Office is aware the Grand Jury is mandated to inguire into the conditon
and management of the public prisons within the County, in this case the jad system. The
Sheriff's Office absolutely encourages the Grand Jury to tour any of the lacilities, with or
without prior notice. We are fully cpen 1o input from the Grand Jury and take ihei outside
perspective of Findings and Recommandations seriously

However. there is no legal reguirement that the Grand Jury write a repert on any particular
aspect of the inquiry. It is wholly unciear why the Grand Jury has again made the decision
to point out in a public document & potential security flaw that could compromise the safety
of the public, inmates and stafl. On prior cccasions, the Sheriffs Office has made it very
clear how sarious it takes any safety and secunly information and has made prior releases
to the Grand Jury of this type of nformation condiional The Sheriffs Office would
strenucusly urge the Grand Jury to refran from future public releases of Safety and Secunty
information without first consultation with the responaible entities; in this case. the Court and
the Sheriffs Office.

FINCINGS

F1 The wrinen policies ana procedures of the Sneriff's Office concerning the Inmale
Welfare Fund are not being followed

Disagree
The Sheriff's Office disagrees with this finding as it is misleading.

Tha Grand Jury repons. “Secticn B of Diroctive #64 sets forth “Staff Duties™ for

a Facility Support Lieutenant, an Accounting Assistant, and a Program
Manager. Currently, the “Staff Duties™ provisions of Directive #564 are not
followed. It appears that the listed duties are carriod out but not by the stalf
designated in Directive #64 The Sheriff s Office does not have an employee on
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Grand Jury
June 22, 201K

stafl under the job classification of "Program Manager” and hes not for numerous
years. However, the Sherilf's Office does have siaff overseeing and managing the
programs offered inside the Jall, as well as commissary services

F3 The air quality in the administrative and holding cell area at the Nevada County
Courthouse Hoiding Faciity in Nevada City is poor.

Dsagree

The Sheriffs Office disagrees with the Grand Jury findings because it appean to
be based on inaccurale andlor incomplete informaton

Per the Grand Jury, “Moregver. no one knew if or when maimenance had besn
performed on the ventilation system.” it can't be discerned who “no one’ & If the
Grand Jury s referring to Court Hoiding Staff, then there's a very small likely hood
thay would be famillar with the maintenance schedule of the ventiation system.
Howevaer, by simple inqury, the Shetiffs Office has learmed that County
Mainienance inspects the system and changes out the finars on a quarterly basis.
They have aiso responded 1o off cycle maintenance requests. Neither County
Maintenance nor Environmental Health are aware of any air quaity compiaints by
staff at Court Hoiging.

Per tha Grand Jury. "During our visit. two members of the Jury were affected by the
quaiity of the air." This statement is too vague 0 be of use In speaking with
Environmantal Heaith, they wouid have expected more information regarding the
symptomology of how the two Jury members were affectad, appromately eight (8)
months ago. Environmental Heaith dd respond to Coun Helding on May 16 2018
fo test the air for any chemical contaminants and subsaquenty raponed negative
findings. To date, the Shariff's Office has not received any complaints from staff as
to the quality of the air at Court Holding.

Per the Grand Jury, ‘The sge of the bullding aiso causes concern about the
exstence of asbesios possibly being used ir s constructon. If o, it creates &
haalth hazard to the lungs of everyone wiho enters the bullding, and sspacially those
who remain in it for a prolonged period.” The Grand Jury presenis no factual
information in its report that ashestos actually exists, only the possibility drawn from
speculation, presumably “dus 1o the age of the buiiging™? During the Sherill's Dffice
nvesligation, we found that I in fac! asbesios does exigl, the heaith hazard unde:
the circumstances is remote 1o ron-exisient. Per Nevads County Environmental
Health, asbesios presents nc heaith hazard to the lungs of anyone unless it s
disturbed and then becomes airbome.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Nevada County Geand Jury recommanads:
R1 The Nevada County Sheriffs Office should comply with the reguiations that ¢ has

established for the administration of the Inmate Welfare Fund at the Wayne Brown
Comectional Facility
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Girard Jury Response
June 22, 2018

This recommendation will not be implamented. Ses the Sheriffs Office response for
R,

R2 Auternatively, the Nevada County Sheriff's Office should draft new regulations that
describe procedures that actually are being fellowed in connection with the
administration of the inmate Welfare Fund.

This recommendation will not be impiementad as proposed by the Grand Jury.
There is no need 1o "draft new regulations”. However, the current palicy nas been
revised with minor changes 16 reflect our surent stafing

R4 The Nevada County Sheriff's Office and the Nevada County Board of Supenisons
shouid cause tasts 10 be done of the ar qually in the Nevada County Courthouse
Helding Facility in Nevada City to Insure that il is safe

The recommandation will not be impleménted because it is nat warrantiad or & not
reasonabe.

Unfortunately, some of the conclusions in the Grand Jury report appear o be
erronecus. The County does have the ability to detect chemicals that may be
disparsad through the ventilaton syslem or simply present in a room. During our
investigation of the claims made by the Grand Jury, no airoorme chemicals were
detectsd by Environmental Health stef Addtionally, there have been no
respiratory Issues presented or reporiec by siaff working in the Court Holding arsa
Our investigation showed there have heen 5 few sarvice requests (no heat, air
pressure, odd smell, etc.) dirscted at County Maintenance relatlad to the HVAC
system at the courthouse since the first of this calendar year, none involving staff
being affected by the air qually. The HVAC systems is regulardy maintainec and
inspectad on & quarterly basis by County Manienance. With the very imited
information provided by tha Grand Jury in their report. it is impossible to decipher
how the “two members of the Jury were affectad Dy the quality of the air"

The SheriTs Offica would lika 1o thank the members of the 2017-2018 Grand Jury for thair

participation and effort in préparnng their repcrts. Ve are commitiad 10 providing the highest level
of safety and security 10 Our community.

ML
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Report on Responses to the 2017-2018 Report:
Will the Public Suffer Because of Unfunded Pension Liabilities?

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury
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Will the Public Suffer Because of

Unfunded Pension Liabilities?
A Report on Responses to the 2017-2018 Grand Jury Report

Summary

The 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury) has reviewed the responses to the report
entitled Will the Public Suffer Because of Unfunded Pension Liabilities issued by the 2017-2018
Jury and inquired about progress toward implementation of those responses where appropriate.
This document contains all of the responses received, any results of follow-up investigation, and
any comments the Jury may have on those responses.

Comments on Responses

The 2018-2019 Jury has no comments on the responses.

Summary from the Original Report

Most of the pensions of California state and local public employees and teachers are funded
through the California Public Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS) or the California State
Teachers’ Retirement System (CalSTRS). These systems lack the necessary reserves to ensure
that funds will be available when needed. This situation, referred to as a Net Pension Liability,
requires public employers to increase their annual pension payments into CalPERS and CalSTRS
to compensate for the shortage of reserves.

Nevada County agencies have a large and growing Net Pension Liability that must be funded.
The availability of funding for new county programs and services as well as continued operations
may be impacted. Increases in local taxes may also be necessary.

In fact, the County CEO made the following statement in the 2017-2018 Nevada County
Adopted Budget: “the second dark cloud is the continuing increase in pension costs. This year
alone there was a 9% increase in CalPERS costs. This will impact the County’s ability to give
pay increases to its workforce in the future and maintain service levels.”

The Nevada County Grand Jury has estimated that the Net Pension Liability for 28 of 31 local
public agencies in this county, including local special and school districts, is approximately
$336.3 million.

The annual expense of funding pensions for current and future retirees has risen sharply over the

past decade. While every public agency in Nevada County has non-funded pension obligations,
some appear to have adequate resources to meet them but many do not. The Grand Jury’s aim is
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to offer clarity to a complex issue and to encourage public agencies to provide greater
transparency to their constituents.

Findings and Recommendations from the Original Report
Findings
F1 Nearly every Nevada County agency has a Net Pension Liability.

F2 Many Nevada County agencies, especially schools, lack a sufficient Net Position to
successfully comply with the requirement to reduce their Net Pension Liability.

F3 Some Nevada County agencies, especially schools, have a negative Net Position.

F4 Transparency demands that financial statements provided by the office of the
Superintendent of Schools identify each charter school’s Net Pension Liability.

F5 The strain on Nevada County agency budgets is likely to require cutbacks in services to
balance the pension contribution increases.

F6 Many agencies may spend down their reserves to avoid cutbacks in services.

F7 New sources of revenue may be requested by many agencies to avoid cutbacks in
services or reduction of reserves.

F8 The public bears most of the risk if CalPERS and CalSTRS investments continue to
underperform.

F9 Higgins Fire Protection District is out of compliance with Government Code 26909 by
not filing an audited financial statement for 2015-2016.

F10 Nevada City School of the Arts’ financial statements should reflect their Net Pension
Liability.

Recommendations
The Nevada County Grand Jury recommends:
R5 The Nevada County Chief Executive Officer should provide a separate presentation to the
Board of Supervisors describing the County’s current Net Pension Liability and
providing a plan for addressing the problem. The presentation should not be hidden in

the annual budget report presentation.

R6 Public agencies and public employee unions should explore how increasing employee
pension contributions can reduce non-funded pension liabilities.
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R7 For the purposes of transparency and easy access, each agency should provide links to
three years of audited financial statements and summary pension data for the same
period on the financial page of its public website.

R8 Public agencies should consider implementing the suggestions from the League of
California Cities.

R9 Higgins Fire Protection District should comply with Government Code 26909 and file an
audited financial statement for 2015-2016.

R10Nevada County Superintendent of Schools should report the Net Pension Liability for
charter schools that are part of its agency’s audit.

R11Nevada City School of the Arts should report its Net Pension Liability in its financial
statements.

Respondents to the Original Report

*  Nevada County Board of Supervisors for Recommendations R1, R2, and R4 by
10 August 2018.

. City of Grass Valley for Recommendations R2 and R4 by 10 August 2018.

. City of Nevada City for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by 10 August 2018.

4 Town of Truckee for Recommendations R2 and R4 by 10 August 2018.

4 Nevada Irrigation District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by 9 September 2018.

. Nevada County Consolidated Fire District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by
9 September 2018.

4 Nevada Cemetery District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by 9 September 2018.

. Ophir Hill Fire Protection District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by
9 September 2018.

. Peardale Chicago Park Fire Protection District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4
by 9 September 2018.

. Penn Valley Fire Protection District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by
9 September 2018.
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Nevada County Resource Conservation District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4
by 9 September 2018.

Higgins Fire Protection District for Recommendations R2, R3, R4, and R5 by
9 September 2018.

Truckee Cemetery District for Recommendation R3 by 9 September 2018.

Truckee Donner Public Utilities District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by
9 September 2018.

Truckee Fire Protection District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by
9 September 2018.

Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation District for Recommendations R2 and R4 by
9 September 2018.

Truckee Tahoe Airport District for Recommendations R2 and R4 by 9 September 2018.

Nevada County Superintendent of Schools for Recommendations R2, R3, R4, and R6
by 10 August 2018.

Grass Valley School District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by
9 September 2018.

Chicago Park School District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by
9 September 2018.

Clear Creek School District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by
9 September 2018.

John Muir Charter School for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by 9 September 2018.

Nevada City School District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by
9 September 2018.

Nevada County School of the Arts for Recommendations R2, R3, R4, and R7 by
9 September 2018.

Nevada Joint Union High School District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by
9 September 2018.
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. Penn Valley Union Elementary School District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4
by 9 September 2018.

. Pleasant Ridge Union School District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by
9 September 2018.

. Twin Ridges Elementary School District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by
9 September 2018.

. Union Hill Elementary School District for Recommendations R2, R3, and R4 by
9 September 2018.

. Bitney College Prep High School for Recommendations R3, R4, and R6 by
9 September 2018.

. Forest Charter School for Recommendations R3, R4, and R6 by 9 September 2018.

. Sierra Montessori Academy for Recommendations R3, R4, and R6 by
9 September 2018.

. Twin Ridges Home Study Charter School for Recommendations R3, R4, and R6 by
9 September 2018.

. Yuba River Charter School for Recommendations R3, R4, and R6 by 9 September 2018.

Responses to the Original Report

Begin on the next page.
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™ » i L. Seofisld,
CUUNTY Ul" NhVADA Ry Drmn Miller, ]-l gm
STATE OF CALIFORNIA W “Hunk™ Westom, 4" Diserict
Vice-Chair Richard Amdersos, 3* District
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Jutle Puttersan Hunter.
Clerk of the Bosnd
July 10,2018 -~ _
[ 'J?f i r:.. ’i‘f'.__
The Honorable Thomas Anderson (Lt =
Presiding Judge of the Nevada County Grand Jury 1/12 /13
201 Church Street Y /
Nevada County, CA 95959 U

RE: Response to Grand Jury Report entitied “Will the Public Suffer Because Of
Unfunded Liabilities ™

Dear Honorsble Judge Anderson:

As required by California Penal Code Section 933, the Board of Supervisors hereby submits
its responses to the FY 2017/18 Nevada County Civil Grand Jury Report; dated June 6, 2018
entitled “Will the Public Suffer Because of Unfimded Pension Liabilities® "

These responses to the Grand Jury’s Findings and Recommendsations were approved by the

Board of Supervisors a1 their regular meeting on July 10, 2018, The Responses are based on
gither personal knowledge. examination of official County records, or information received

from the Board of Supervisors and County stafT members.

The Board of Supervisors would like to thank the members of the FY 2017/18 Grand Jury for
their participation and effort in preparing their Reports, and thefr participation in the Grand
Jury process,

Sincerely,

5t Sige)

Edward . Scofield, Chairman
Nevada County Board of Supervisors

ee:  Thomas Achier, Foreman, Grand Jury
Richard Haffey, County Executive Officer
Martin Polt, County Deputy Officer
Alison Barregt-Green, County Counsel

950 Maidu Avenue, Suite 200, Nevada City CA 95959-8617
phong: 530,265, 1480 | fux: 510265 9836 | wil free- BRATHS. | 480 | emnnll: bdofeuperyvisors@oo nevadn.ca s
wehilee: littp/wws mynevadacouny. con/pebos

PRNTED ON RECYLED PAPER
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NEVADA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESPONSES TO

2018 Nevada County Civil Grand Jury Report

of Supervisors and county safT members

Responses (v findings and recammendatams are besed om either personal knewiedge, examisation of efficial cousy
records, review of the responees by the County Exceutive Ofleer, Chief Fiscal OMcer ar westimony Bom the Bowd

A. RESPONSES TO FINDINGS

F1. Nearly every Nevada County agency has a Net Pension Liability.

Agree

Responding only for the County of Nevada agencics.

F2. Many Nevada County agencies, especially schools, lack a sufficient Net Position 1o
successfully comply with the requirement to reduce their Net Pension Liability.

Disagree,

Responding only for County of Nevada agencics. Annual required contributions
(ARC) set by CalPERS are intended to pay down the Net Pension Liability over a
period of time. The County has always met the ARC and expects 1o do so in the
Tuture.

F3. Some Nevada County agencies, especially schools, have a negative Net Position,
Disagree,

Responding only for the County of Nevada agencies. The County's total net position
as of June 30, 2017 was positive $270 million.

F35. The stroin on Nevada County apency budgets is likely to require cutbacks in services
to balance the pension contributions increases.

Partially Disagree.
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The County of Nevada takes this matter very seriously and has taken numerous
proactive measures (o mitigate the impact of rising pension costs and manage Net
Pension Liability impacts. The County maximizes revenue opportunities and has
accumulated fund balance (o lﬂ[:l adldress rising I:ltIIHH.III- costs, 1T the CCHMOImy and
revennes drop significanily for a sustained period of time, or there are additional
changes from CalPERS requiring higher contributions than are currently known,
there may be impacts to services,

F6. Many agencics muy spend down their reserves to avoid cutbacks in services.
Partially Disagree.

Responding only for County of Nevada mgencies. Nevada County has a budget
policy, which states that the “budget will anly use reserve funds for emergency and
one-time expenditures or for purposes that the reserve is designated 1o fund, Every
efTort will be used to preserve funds*

This policy has been in place since just after the Grear Recession and has led 1o the
County generally maintaining or building reserves in recent vears. In addition, the
County Board of Supervisors has adopted a Fund Balanee Policy, which guides
decisions on use of fund balances, penerally for emergencies or economic
uncertainties or targeted priority expenditures. Every economic downturn canses
the consideration of spending reserves to avoid cutbacks in services. This finding is
not specifie 1o the pension lishility issoe.

F7. New sources of revenue miy be requested by many agencies (o avoid cutbacks in
services or reduction of reserves

Agrec.

Responding only for County of Nevada ngencies. The County of Nevada agencies
continuously seck new sonrces of revenuc to fund services. Most of these revenues
are from State and Federal sources for specific programs.

FB. The public bears most of the risk if CalPERS and CalSTRS investments continue o
underperform,

Partially Disagree.

Responding only for County of Nevada agencies. The County of Nevada is unable to
respond to this finding as we have no way of knowing how CalPERS and CalSTRS
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will mitigate the risk of underperforming investments or how much risk will he
passed on and w whom.

B. RESPONSES TO RECOMMENDATIONS

R1: The Nevada County Chief Executive Officer should provide a separate presentation
to the Board of Supervisors describing the County’s cumrent Net Pension Liability and
providing a plan for addressing the problem. The presentation should not be hidden in the
anmual budgel repont presentation.

This recommendation will not be implemented because it is unwarranted. The
County Executive Office already reports specifically on the Net Pension Liability
issue multiple times during the yvear. It is presented in depth during the budget
hearings, at the Board of Supervisors Annual Workshop and throughout the year as
Board actions are recommended by the County Executive Office. Pension costs have
been highlighted in the last twelve budget messages delivered by the CEOQ and CFO.

R2. Public sgencies and public emplovee unions should explore how increasing
ecmployee pension contributions can reduce non-funded pension liabilities,

This recommendation will aot be implemented because it is not ressonable.
Employee pension contributions are determined by the Public Employees” Pension
Reform Act of 2013 (PEPRA). County staff currently share in pension contributions
by the amount specificd in the PEPRA.

R4, Public agencies should consider implementing the suggestions from the League of
Califomin Cities.

This recommendation will be implemented in part. In reviewing the six stated
suggestions from the League of California Cities, the County responds with the
following:

l. The recommendation has been partially implemented. The County has funded
an lrrevocable trust to assist in paving increased pension costs; the County
maintains a Pension Contributions assigmment in the General Fund to prioritize
pension stuhilitv: the County pre-pays the Safety UALS in FY 1819 the County
will consider a Pension Management FPolicy to provide further direction on
managing the pension labiliry.

1. The recommendation will not be implemented. The foreseeable situation does not
warrant the County secking additional taxes to fund the pension linbility,
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3

4.

The recommendation has been implemented. The County participates in the
PARS Section 115 Pension Trust program,

The recommendation has been implemented. The County’s budget policies
require departments and programs to streamline resources where needed in an
effort to provide the same level of serviee each year; streamlining has included
mujor department restructuring and consolidation and investment in technology.
The County also contracis with community based service providers where
possible to maximize service delivery, efficiency and effectiveness.

The recommendation has been implemented. Employee organizations contribute
their full share of employee contribution costs to the annual reguired
contributions.

The recommendation will not be implemented. The County will not ssue Pension
Obligation Bonds. The League of Cities report referenced recommends against
issuing pension obligation bonds.
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Couneil Members
GRASS VALLEY CITY COUNCIL
125 East Main 5t Grass Valley, CA 65945 mmrﬁm

Tim Kiser, City Manager

Krist Basher, City Clark JJ:‘““ "'E:uﬂr:
Ben Aguilar
July 24, 2018 )
The Honorable Thomas Anderson ' "} WL 2 r*-.’l
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury I\ fs ‘| s
201 Church Strect c L ‘ A
Nevada City, CA 95959 . )_ -
Wi
Dear Honorable Thomaes Anderson —

The following is the City of Grass Valley's (City) response 1o the 2017-2018 Grand Jury Repon
— Will the Public Suffer Becimive of Unfunded Pension Lighilines, The City appreciates the
Grand Jury"s interest in helping 1o ensure the City” s ability to continue providing uninterrupted
high levels of service in the wake of increasing pension Hbility payments by employers
countywide.

The City has taken a prouctive approach 10 mitigating the potential impacts ol increasing pension
payments, particularly as they relate to the annual amontization payment for the City's unfunded
pension liability. As demonstrated in the responses to the report’s recommendations noted
below, the City remains steadfast in maintaining bigh levels of service while assuring promised
current and future pension benefits due its employees remain intact.

The following are our response to the two recommendations noted in the report:

Recommendation 43:

Public agencies end public employee unions shoubd explore how increasing employee pension
contributions can reduce non-funded pension lisbilities,

Reported Action: This recommendation has been implemented.

The City has successfully bargained with both the Police and Fire labor groups 1o implement
pension “cost sharing”, in which the employee is responsible for a paving portion of the
employer’s pension premium. Both the Police and Fire labor groups currently pay three percent
of pensionable salary in addition to the annually required employee share. Payment of additional
pension premiums by employees helps enable the City to set-aside reserves specifically assigned

Telephone (530) 2744210 - Fax (830 274-435%
wew.ctyofprassvaliay. com
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for future pension costs, effectively mitigating the impacts of increases in pension costs on City
service Jevels.

As exlsting contracts with kabor groups ire opened and re-negotiated in the future, perticularly
those that do not currently “cost share”, the City will continue to discuss how costs related o
pension lishilities may be ultimately shared between both the employer and employvees.

Recommendation #4:

Public agencies should consider implementing the suggestions from the League of California
Cinies,

Reported Action:  Thiz recommendation has been partially implemented.

In January 2018 the League of California Cities | League) ssued a Retirement Svstem
Sustainability Study and Findings which includes suggestions for cities to address fiscal
challenges associated with rising pension costs and the potential impacts on sustaimability of
service levels. Severnl of the Lengue's suggestions have been or are currently in the process of
being implemented.

The City currently has o $1.75 million Pension Stabilization Reserve carmarked for future
pension costs, These reserves are currently held in the City’s fund balances. and will soon be
recommended for Investment into an Internal Revenue Service (IRS) Section 115 Trust Fund ns a
“Pension Stabilization Program™. The original principal of $1.75 million. in addition to future
investment earnings und sdditional contributions will be used to systematicully pav down
pension-related unfunded Habilities and increasing pension costs with the intention of mitiguting
service level impacts.

As discussed in the response to Recommendation #2 sbove, the City has also bargained for

emplover premium cost-sharing and will continue 1o assure future bargaining sessions include a
transparent overview und discussion on pension costs.

aE
This response was reviewed and approved by the City Council at its July 24, 20018 meeting.

Sincerely,

{

fm . City Manager
City of Grass Valley

Telephone (530) 274-4310 - Fax (530) 274-4269
www cityofgrassvaley com

Page 254



7. .
{g City of Nevada City

August B, 2018
1||' _-r i WEsC
— 'I,'k' 113 —
The Honorable Thomas Anderson & ==
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street
Nevada City, CA 95958

Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson,

The following is a response from the City of Nevada City regarding the 2017-2018 Grand Jury Report
Will the Public Suffer Becouse of Unfunded Pension Liobilities, The City respects and acknowledges
the value of the Grand Jury's attention to this matter and the interest in ensuring the City of Nevada
City's ability to maintain provision of high quality full service levels in the wake of the environment of
significantly increasing pension costs.

The City has been discussing the increasing CalPERS costs to the City, and has successfully been able
to annually budget for these increases. The City staff has also evaluated and presented to the City
Councll the future impacts on the City's finances associated to the changing actuarial assumptions in
the CalPERS methadology calculating pension obligations. The City has recognized that the rising
pension costs could have significant impact on the City's budgat.

As demonstrated in the responses 1o the Grand Jury's recommendations, included below, the City has
been working towarde identifying, researching and implementing anproaches tn be abla tn
mitigate/absorb these increasing costs while maintaining the quality full services that the City is
currently providing, while assuring that current and future pension benefits for City personnel remain
Intact.

The following are our responses to the three recommendations noted in the repon:

Recommendation #2
Public agencies and public employee unions should explore how increasing employee pension
contributions can reduce non-funded pension liabilities,

City Hall = 317 Broad Strevt =« Nevada City, Califomia 95938 « (330) 265-245%
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Response
The recommendation requires further analysis,

In February 2010 the Gty approved moving to 2* tier CalPERS formula for new incoming employees.
Safety personnel at 2%@55 and Miscellaneous at 2%E860. When the California Pension Employees’
Reform Act (PEPRA) was implemented in 2013 new incoming employee formulas were extremely low
compared to many other jurisdictions because the PEPRA formulas were tied to the City's 2% tier
formulas which were the lowest CalPERS had available at the time. The PEPRA formula for Safety
became 2%@57 and 2%@62 for Miscellaneous employees (the lowest PEPRA formulas).

The City has a salary structure that is significantly lower than in the neighboring jurisdictions and with
these very low PEPRA formulas, the City has been experiencing an environment in which there is
significant difficulty in attracting the “right” employees and impediment in the City's ability to retain
good employees. This has proven to Increase tralning costs for the City and impact the institutional
knowledge the City once had. For these reason the City needs to further analyze bargaining for
greater pension contribution on the behalf of the employee,

The City, prior to 2014, contributed the entire employee portion of CalPERS costs. Since then the City
negotiated with all bargaining units to bring each member Into alignment with contributing the entire
employee portion (not applicable to PEPRA employees as their full contribution is required by the
regulatory reform). Asof 2017 all employees are paying the full employee portion. The offset in this
savings has aided in the City continuing to absorb the increasing pension costs, Currently the City has
a total of 13-Safety and Miscellaneous 1° tier employees, 2-2* tier employees, and 19-Safety and
Miscellaneous PEPRA employees. The increased number of PEPRA employees has also contributed to
costs savings in pansion normal and unfunded pension obligations,

Recommendation £3
For the purposes of transparency and easy access, each agency should provide links to three years of
audited financlal statements and summary pension data for the same period on the financlal page of

the public website.

Response
The recommendation is fully implemented.

The City's audited annual financlals and annual CalPEAS actuarial/valuation reports with the City's
pension data reside on the website under the Finance and Administration Department.

Recommaencdation #4
Public agencies should consider implementing the suggestions from the League of California Cities,

Response
The recommendation is in the beginning stoges of being Implemented.
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in January 2018 the League of California Citles presented the “Retirement System Sustainabllity Study
and Findings”. Within the study there was a section suggesting “what cities can do today™. Outlined
were six suggestions; 1) develop and implement a plan to pay down the city's unfunded actuarial
liability (UAL), 2) consider local ballot measures to enhance revenues, 3] create a pension rate
stabilization program, 4) change service delivery methods and levels of certain public services, 5) use
precedures end transparent bargaining to increase employee pension contributions and &) issue a

pension obligation bond.

1)

2)

3

4}
5}

The City has not implemented a plan to pay down the City's UAL but will be reviewing
different options during the FY 18/19 prior to the beginning of the budgetary process for
upcoming FY 19/20.

The City in the last two years approved the permitting of a medical cannabis dispensary and
the permitting of other medical cannabis busimesses (nurseries, manufacturing, distribution
and testing laboratories]. During this process the Council chose to move forward with a baliot
measure for taxing medical cannabis businesses. The cannabls business tax ballot measure

{(Measure ") passed on June 5, 2018 and will be executed on all permitted cannabis
businesses. This will enhance the City's revenue.

The City is scheduled in the month of August 2018 1o meet with two firms who offer 115
Trusts Funds. Once research is complete, City Staff bring forward to City Council a plan to
@stablish a 115 Trust Fund. The City, 5 years ago, récognized the potential for rising pension
increases and established a pension reserve of 5175k which could In part or full be used 10
establish this fund.

The City's goal during rising pension environment is to do everything possible to mitigate any
consideration for reducing public service levels,

As noted In recommendation #2, transparent bargalning to increase employee pension
contributions will require further analysis.

The City, at this time, does not support or have Interest In issuing a pension obligation bond

(POB).

This response was ieviewed and approved by the Gty Councll at its August 8, 2018 meeting.

Sincerely,

o~

f oy i
[E{ttl.(_u_ {_' Ly
Catrina Qlsan, City Manager
City of Nevada City
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The Honorabde Thomas Anderson Juty 20, 2018 ¥ 7\
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury | ]
201 Church Street /11
MNevada City, California 85950 [ |.

Judge Anderson and the Grand Jury:

The Town of Truckes (“Town”™) is in receipt of the Grand Jury's report entitied Wil the Public
Suffer Bacause of Unfunded Pension Liabilities. This latter will senve as the Town's
requested responsae 1o the reparl. The Town appreciates the Grand Jury's aliention to this
issue and agraes with (he importance of diligence related to this issus. The Town has been
axprcsing that diligence routinaly and on an ongoing basis.

Grand Jury Aecommendations:

R2: Public Agencies and public employee unions should explore how increasing employea
pansion contributions can reduce nonfunded pension liabities,

The recommendation has been implemented and included in all Town negotiations
with the Town's three employee associations over the last twelve years.

The Town has actively and routinely worked with its employes associations 1o address the
sfiects of the retiremant cost increases related to the CalPERS defined benefit pension plan.
The prior two employment contracts transitioned the Town's employees from paying none of
the “employee” cost of CalPERS to paying all of the employes costs for the retirement
benefit for all employea groups.

The Town has also just completed negotiations with two of the three employee groups (one
group has not been completed yet) for five year memorandums of understanding ("MOLP).
Those completed MOU's consciously addressed the ever-increasing cost of pensions by
focusing on increases in employes compensation that are not eligible for (or reguired 1o
have) a CalPERS contributon. Examples of this include increased Town contributions to
health insurance premiums for employees, and incroasaed contrbutions 1o employes
deferred compensation, which are nol subject 1o CalPERS conlributions, rather than
inflation-related salary increases that do increase the Town's CalPERS obligations.

R4: Public Agencies should consider implemanting the suggestions from the League of
Califomia Cities.

10183 Truckes Alrport Road, Truckes, CA 96167-3306
www.lownoftruckee.com
530-582-TT00 | email fruckee & fownoliruckes. com
Printad on recycled paper,
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Grand Jury Letier
July 20, 2018

While the Town appreciates the League’s suggestions, the Town has taken actions to
minimize its pension liability without affecting services to its constituents or adding
taxes, Although the Town declines to implement the League's suggestions, the Town
has considerad those suggestions and has therefore implemented recommendation
R4,

As mentioned above, the Town has used transparent collectiva bargaining fo address the
increasing retirement costs. The Town does not believe that 2 pension obligation bond or
prepayment of the actuarial unfunded liability are prudent financing instruments in this
clreumstance, particularly given that the Town is in a pooled CalPERS plan. There is no
provision in the California retirement law that requires that any prepayment or pay down of
an unfunded actuarial kability by an agency in & pooled plan to be credited to that agency in
perpetulty. As a result, these is a very res| risk that a prepayment would not benefit the
Town,

The Town will continue 1o actively asseas the eflects of pension costs on its primary mission
of providing services 10 our taxpayers.
Bost Regards,

4 LV
Kim Szczurek

Administrative Services Director
Town of Truckes

s
S
- .

Cc: Town Council
Jeff Loux, Town Manager
Andy Morris, Town Attormey
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NEVADA IRRIGATION DISTRICT

1036 W Main Strest. (eass Vadey, CA 95945-5424

N D (53 2THET1RS ~ Fax (530) 4TT-240 — waw Pidwanas com
July 19, 2018 A1)

' = Iy |
The Honorable Thomas Anderson > L '_r ‘,
WM Tu.lg: af the Grand .I““." 5 Ll

201 Church Streee
Nevads Ciey, CA. 95050

rdmyg: Will the Public Suffer Becnuse of Unfunded Pension Liabilmies®
1
2017-2018 Nevada County Grand Jury

Diear Honoeable Thomas Andemon:

The Nevada Trriganon Districe reviewed the ensre repore and pursuant m Penal Code section
933,05, provade the followmy responses:

R2 Recommendation:
Pubslic agencics and public emplovee unsions should explore how increasing emplovee pension
contributions can reduce non-fended pension Babilities.

R2 Response:

The Nevada Treiganon Distoct negotintes, i pood futh, the benefits offered w emploves who
parncipate i umons though is’ Memosandum of Unsdersanding (MOU) agreements.  Requined
employer contributions towand this bencfit ane examined during the process which considers the
Diestrict’s current and future fnancinl posivon. Seff s coprimne of merenang pensaon costs and
parmners with the District 1o shase this busden.

Funthermore, the lgmblitute nocogiired ever mcreasiny permson cost by enacting the Califomia
Public Employec's Pension Reform Act (PEPRA) effective January 2013 The set places o higher
costs responsibility on new members through mandated cost sharing while exrending
cortributions before reachmng retirement.

RS Recommendation:
For the pumposcs of transparency and cisy acoess, cach agency should provide links to theee years

of audited financial statements and sumemary pension dan for the same penod on the fnancsl
page of its pubbc website.

Foge L o]
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. NEVADA IRRIGATION DISTRICT

1036 W Main Streel. Geass Valey CA 95945-5424
N D (550 ITI-B185 ~ Fax: (530) 4TT-2648 ~ www midwatern oo

R3 Responsc:

e idennified i the Grand Jury Report, NID satisfied the three yesr transparency nequest. The
Nevada leriganon Distsicrs webaite prosenss thiee yeare of Comprehensive Annual Fimancial
Reports (CAFR). The Regquined Supplemental Informanon (RS1} secnon presents en years of
Net Pension Liabiliey (NPL) informanon s sccorndance with GASH Smtement No, 68

R4 Recommendation:

Public agencies should consider implementing the supgestions from the League of Califormia
Ciriies.

R4 Response:

While the Distrcr approciates the grad jun's effuens to solictt asustance from the Leapue of
Cines, unliry special distcr operations are ot compearible to foll service cities, Prmanly, cries
rely on property and sales wx sevenue o fusd police, fire, secreational and other non-unlin
services. These revenues sise and £l with the cconomie condizon of thar eiry aod county while
unhiry specesl disences” do noe. Uity specel districrs are primarily deven by tates and user fees
hurving the abality 1o sthilire revenues periodically through the Prop 218 process, Cities can
rechuce services such as police and fire bat a1 the n=k of moreased crime and higher insursnce
rates. Nevada lirigation [istrict (N1D), a special warer distner cannor decrense rogulined
services unless mandated by State and |'ederal Laws.

Regarding the recommended alternatives, creating o Section 113 Trust, issueg o pension
abliganon bond or adopting a shorter amomzanon schedule to relieve the Babiliy oaly shafts the
Employer Unfunded Aecrued Liabiliy (LAL) t0r another labaliry thar must then be funded. For
ormies struggling with cash flow, perhaps tssuing & 50 or 75-vear bond 1o relieve the 30-Year
hability provides rempozary cash fow rehef,

Cities s well as special disoricns could consider a bocal ballor measure o fund the UAL,
However, green the financial position of NIDs" PERS plan, that is the cash position to annual
pavouts as well as the Dasteict’s abality 1o control revenue, the Board has elected not to pumsuc
thes approach.  Furthermore, adoptang 1 separate revenoe measure # sedundant as NI can
accomplesh thus theough s’ comprehensave and balanced rare setting seeaepy. Unility special
disarict’s shility to adjust revenues on a perodic basis provides fexibilite to manage the highly

Pape 2af ¥
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NEVADA IRRIGATION DISTRICT

: 10368 W Man Street Grass Valoy CA 95845-5424
N'TD (530) 273-6185 - Fau (530) 477-2648 ~ www rachadlites com

volaale UALL Unfortunandy, cites and schoal districts do nor possess this level of sevenue
cl'lr“'l"l'l!

In conchesion, there are many vamables acruaries emplov 1o esnmare an emplover’s L AL thus
ncreasang the uncertainty thar any amortiztion period will eruly relieve the Tabilin, Nevada
Imigaton Diserict belicves the ¥0-Year amortzanion schedule developed by CALPERS actuarnies
s sufficient wo seduce the Babiliny over a nesonable timelfmme, Phease do not hesstate o contact
the Disiner for addstional mfoomarion.

Sincercly, I_/'- // I
; Af
> s e M
5 lﬂ’ P Marvin V. Davis, MBA, CPA
g "b[lmgl:'r | Finance Manager/ T reasurer
ulllpnu nihyater, r:,ﬂnﬂ 4 Javiemi |

Page Sl
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Nevada County Consolidated Fire District
40 Caynte Streel Nevada City, CA 95950

(530 2654431
noclirefiocfinecom » wwwnccfirgcpm

s -z /

f f:.& .!:‘/"f"i; f'
August 22, 2018 X /M A
The Homonble Thonms Anderson f’/’
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury o~ / / i
201 Chusch Strect - (e [

Nevada City, California 95959

Re:  Nevada County Consolidaied Fire District Board of Directors” Responses 1o the Nevada
County Grand Jury Report, Will the Pubdic Suffer Becimow of Unfemiled Pesnsion Liahifities.

Dear Judge Anderson:

As required by California Penal Code Section 933,048 (a), the Nevada County Consolidated Fire
District Boand of Directors’ hereby submits its respomses to the 201 7-2018 Nevada County Grand
Jury Report, dated June 10, 2008 entitled Will the Prblic Suffer Becanse of Unifindled Penvian
Liohifitiex

The Board of Directors & their regular meeting on August 16, 2018 approved (hese responses 10
the Grand Jury’s Findings and Recommendations.. The Responses are based on cither
knowledge, examination of official District records, andfor informmtion received from the Board of
Directors and District staff members,

The NCCFD Board of Directors would like 1o thank the members of the 201 7-201 8 Grand Jury for
their participation and effort in preparing their Repors, and their perticipation in te Grand Jury
process. Fire Chief Jim Tumer and his stafT welcome any future inquines and'or questions thal the
Cirand Jury may have pertaining o the operations and administration of the Fire District

ot t

Nevada County Consolidated Fire District
Board of Directors

co:  Thomas Achter. Foreperson, Grand Jury
ee:  Chris DeSena, Chair, Nevads County Consolidated Fire Distriet Oversight Commintee
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In their report Wl the Public Sigfer Becomse of Unfaested Pension Liohilivkes, the Nevada Coanty
Grand Jury made recommendations for Nevadn County local agencies. They asked Nevada
County Consolidated Fire District or responses on the following recommendations by September
9, 2018,

During the Granc Jury™s invessigation, neither Fire Chief Jim Tumer nor Finance Manager Jel
Van Groningen were contacted 10 provide pertinent information relevant to the Jury's concems,
Information contained within the Grand Jury's report was information obtained from the 2015-
2016 fiscal year, The report does not use the 2016-2017 Audited Finanvial Stements, which
containg additional information on steps taken 1o mitigate unfinded pension liability during the
fiscal vear.

Recommendations and responses:

RI Public agencies and public employee unions should explore how increasing emploves
pension contributions can reduce non-funded pension Babilities,

R2 response — Curnently. Pre-2013 safety personned pay 9% of their wages 1o the PERS retirement
fund. This can be increased 10 12% if agreed 10 by the employee's kabor union vin meet and
confier, or if such meot and confor results in impasse. An incressed employee deduction reduces
the employer share paid 1 CalPFRS. To reduce the unfimdid pension lability, the cost reduction
realized by the employer would need 1o be paid by the emplover to CalPERS to reduce the
unfinded pension lishility,

R3 For the purposes of transparency and casy necess, ench agency should provide links 1o
three veurs of audited financial statements and sammary pension data for the same period
on the financial page of its public website,

sponsg— The annual Audited Finmeial Statements are, and have been, available on the
NCLII—RLmnebm:mminﬂulpmufﬂ:bumdngm:h;mhnu The Distriet's Audited
Fmancial Statements contain a detailed summary of the pension datn. A dedieated Tink for the
Audited Financinl Statements will be added 1o the District’s webpage 1o allow 1sers easier acces
o the documents,

The District has established a “Citwens Oversight Commitiee™ 10 enhance transparemicy Lo its
oonstifuents o oversee District expenditures as they relae directly 1o the “Special Tax™ tha was
passed in 2012, The Citkzens Oversight Commitiee also reviews the Districts overall fiscal budger
and provides commments 1o the Bosed of Directors on an annual busas, which are available on the
Distri ha

® Pagn 3
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R4 Public agenches should consider implementing the suggestions from the League of
Califarnia Cities. The suggestions anc:

1. Develop and implement a plan to pay down the wity's Net Pension Liability (NPL),

2. Consider bocal ballot measures (0 enbance revemses,

3, Creste o “Pension Rate Stshilization Program,”

4. Change service delivery methods and levels of cenaln public services,

5. Use ransparent collective hargaming o increass ermployee pension contributions.

6, lssue a pension obligation bond.

R4 response -

o ltem 1. Inthe last two years, Nevada County Consolidated Fire District has addressed the
paying down of the NPL. The district paid the side fund halances of the unfunded Hability,
totaling $697.000. Nevada County Consoliclated Fire District has also invested $150,000
in the Public Agency Raetirement Services Section | 15 trest for offSetting future pénsion
expense.

* lem 2 Agread

®  lem 3. A Pension Rute Smhilization Program has been created. See ftem 1.

o  Ttem 4. This has been exploned and some measures implemented. Further measunes may
be necessary os pension expenses continue 1o ncrease.

o ltiem 5. Sec R2 response.

® licm 6. This has boen explored and was decaned a risk 1o avoid at that time. But as
oconomic factors change. it should be revisited perodically.

Conclusion

Nevads County Consolidated Fire District Board of Directors and its Staff, sre very aware of the
pending unfunded pension liability ramifications for our constituents. CalPERS has taken two
significant steps o reduce unfunded pension liabilities. They are a) decrensing the discoum rate
from 7.5% 1o 700 over a three-year period, and by rnodifyving the amortization period for payment
of unfunded pension liabilities. Both sctions have, wnd wall, result in incremsed pension costs,

Nevads Coumty Consoliduted Fire District does the Following to stay abreast of current and future
pension costs and how they may affect the district:

e Follow current events and legislation sctivity (example: AB 1149).

o Forecast pension costs using vacious methods and programs for po less than five-yeans
ahwnd.

s Budget five-years ahead to identify and mitignte potentinl financial challenges.

We welcome further inguiries from the Grand Jury which should be directed 1o Fire Chief Jim
Tumer or Finence Manager JeT Van Groningen, whoo can be contacted at 530-265-4431,

® Page3
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NEVADA CEMETERY DISTRICT

P. . Box 2400
Nevada City, CA 95959
S30-265-3461
Honorable Thomas Anderson October 29, 2018
Nevada County Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

Please find attached a sccond copy of our reply 1o the 2017-2018 Grand Jury
recommendations, Our original replay was mailed 1o the court on August 15, 2018, We
harve been notified by the Grand Jury office that they have not received our August 15,
2018 reply. The original reply was signed by all the Nevada Cemetery District Trusices
in the original, This copy is the same as the first but not all trustees are available 1o sign
this copy.

We would appreciate a telephone call st 365-3461 when this copy is received by the
Clerk of the Grand Jury..

Sincercly yours,

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report
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NEVADA CEMETERY DISTRICT

P.O.BOX 2400
10523 WILLOW VALLEY ROAD
NEVADA CITY, CA 95959
530-265-3461 3530-265-8706 (fax)

The Honorable Thomas Anderson August 15, 2018
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury

201 Church Street

Nevada City, California 95559

Your Honor:

In reference 1o 201 7-2018 Grand Jury Report “Will the Public Suffer Because of Unfunded
Pension Lishilities™

Recommendation R-2. “Public agencies and public employee union should explore how
increasing employee pension contnibutions can rechuce non-funded pension liabilities.”

Partially agree: We agree that the public agencies should explore the issue of expanding
contributions but there are other agencies whose vaice must be heard. The Califomia Public
Employees Retirement System {CalPERS) has contract language in place which limits the
agreements that the employer and employees can make concerning the mutual agreement that
can be reached to share the pension costs. 1t is our understanding that the employee mte cannot
exceed 8% In our agreement with CalPERS. We attempted to set the rate ot $0%-50% and we
informed that such raie for the employee could not exceed 8%.

| e recommendatio ol be implemented at the present time. 1t is not within our
authority to negotiate employee contracts that CalPERS will not honaor.

Recommendation R-3. * For the purposes of transparency and ecasy sccess, each agency should
provide links to three years of audited financial stalements and summary pension data for the
same period on the financial page of its public website,”

! L

Partinlly Agree, Standards should be set for the format of the “summary pension data”™. We are
leery of going beyond the statement of our auditor. Small special districts do not have the
knowledge or resources to agree or dispute the fincdings of our suditors conceming the pension
system.

by posting the annual sudit on our website, Two
years of audits are now posted.
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Recommendation R4, Public agencies should consider implementing the suggestions from the
League of Califomis Cities.

Partially Agreg. Solutions applicable 1o a gencral or charier, city or county may or may not be
applicable to an independent (or dependent ) special district. Various Califomia codes give
specific powers 1o a special district. In cemetery districts, the power is provided to set rates that
align with the cost of providing goods and services. Some goods and services are specifically
not allowed 1o & cemetery district and others are nequired m subsequent legistation such as
setting the fee for endowment services with the use and timing thereof ngidly reguluted. One
general statement does not apply egually to all.

Additionally, the published supgestions “What Clities can Do Today™ begin with #7. The
content of the first 6 was not evident.

The recommendations will not be implemented, at the present time, Recornmendations
arising from the specific public agency service industry would have betler application.

Respectfully submitted,
The Trustees of the Nevada Cemetery District

S/ signed
Gerald Bushore, Vice Chair

lan ELtcte

Alan Archer, Trustee

Pkt
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Ophir Hill Fire Protection District

P.0. Box 940 + 12668 Colfax Hwy ¢ Cedar Ridge, CA 95824
(530) 273-8351 # Fax (530) 273-0453 # ophirhilfire.org

L!

7 i ed
e
o [

b

-

September 25, 2018 N

The Honorable Thomas Anderson

Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury

201 Church Street

Nevada City, California 85959

RE: Reguest to Report on the subject of Will the Public Suffer Because of Unfunded Pension Liobilities

Dear Honorable Anderson,

Please find enclosed our recommendations to above subject report.

We apologice for our lateness caused by a change in office stalf that took place recently
Respectfully Yours,

Hris Sheckle

Kris Stoeckle

Board Secretary

Ophir Hill Fire Protection Destrict
530-271.8351

kstoeckleohfpd @gmail com

Enclosure: Statement of Recommendation

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report
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Ophir Hill Fire Protection District - Responses wo 2017-2018 Nevada County Grand Jury Report

Will the Public Sulfer Because of Unfunded Pension Liabilities?

Recommendations:

Rl Public Agencies and public employee unicens should explore how incregsing empioyes peniion
contributions con reduce non-funded pension labilities.

Implementation of this recommendation is not recommended &t tnis Ume due 1o the perisian
contributions are currently paid by the employees/employer as outlined in the CalPERS contract.

Ra. For the purposes of transparency and easy acoess, each agency should provide links to thres
years of audited financlal statements and summary pension data for the same perlod on the financial
page of its public website.

This recommendation would be considered a work in progress at this time. We have had a change In
office staff and we are currently reviewing and updating the existing website to reflect and follow
guidelines as suggested. We do not have an estimated Lime when this project will be finalized.

A4,  Public agencies should consider implementing the sugpestions from the League of Colifornia
Cities.

This recommendation will not be implemented at this tire for the following reasons: The Board of
Directors maintain that the Fire District is doing all that can be done 1o address the Unfunded Pension
Liability concerns. increased empiloyee pengion contribulions have already taken place. As 4 Speciai
District. we currently follow the guidelines as per our MOU that works best for all,
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Peardale Chicago Park Fire Protection District
Responses to
1017-2018 Nevada Countty Grand Jury Report

RECOMMENDATIONS:

f2. Public Agencies and public employee unions should explore how Increasing employes pension
cantributions can reduce non-funded pension liabllities.

Imgplementation of thi recommendation i1 not feasible considering that the pension contributions are
being paid currently by the employees o part of their retirement contract as specified by CalPERS.

R1. For the purposes of transparency and easy access, each agency should provide links to three years of
audited financial statements and summarny pension data for the same period on the financial page of its
public website

This recommendation will not be implemented at this time, for the following reasoni. The fire district
malntaine a website as 3 servico to the public and utilizes volunteers to maintain the site. Our financial
data i3 always filed with, and available to the public through, the State Controller’s Office. In addition,
the Office of the Nevada County Auditor Controller has all copies of audited financial statements on
fike.

it is the Board of Directors understanding that there is currently a plan to create an additional link to
this data on the My Nevada County website, through a collaboration of the Auditor Controller Office
and LAFCo. Whan Implemented, we can then link our website to this information. We look forward to

the availability of this tool to the public.

R4, Public agencies should consider implemanting the suggestions from the League of California Cities.

This recommendation will not be implemented at this time, for the following reasons. The Board of
Directors maintain that the Fire District s doing all that can be done to address the Unfunded Pension
Liability currently. Increased employee pension contributions have already been implemented. As a
Special District (Fire Protection), It would not be feasible to establish a Trust Fund, issue & bond, or
change servicn delivery methods or levels of certain public services.
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PENN VALLEY FIRE

PROTECTION DISTRICT
Flre Chibef Directers
[ner Wngrrer Dhwvid Fammell, Chainpersion
PO B 19 Kt Grsndel, Vicr-Chairperssn
Porm Valley, CA #9540 ey Boovdaw, Direvioe
(50 40320 Timry NlcWlshen, Dewciws
Fax (§50) £12-4361 Fircs Spbumeer, Diracse
ibner enmall o fire oo ughesr patisallo Urg sl

October 22, 2018

_V Q&)ffctt

The Honorable Thomas Anderson /‘:;*,.Lr
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury { W
201 Church Strect

Nevada City, CA 95959

Dear Judge Anderson,

Pleasc find attached our response 1o the Nevada County Grand Jury's 06/06/201 § inguiry
into unfunded pension liabilities, It wis mailed 1o the Grand Jury 8302018,

Thank vou,
1}',‘ .'\I' iy 'fr:' .ff'_-

Debbie Hughes
Office Admimstrator

PROTECTING OUR COMMUNITY WITH PRIDE
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A

Before the great recession CalPERS was ower 100% funded. Due to this recession many
public agencles now have a Net Pension Liability. This liability varies greatly depending on the
pension plan offered and the size of the agency.

Grand Jury Response

The Penn Valley Fire Protection District (PVFPD) staffs two stations. Each station is
staffed 24/7 with a minimum staffing of two persons. These two personnel cross-staff the
equipment at their station. Station 44 has two engines and one ambulance. Station 43 has
one engine, one water tender, one ambulance and one rescue vehicle. Dispatch patterns are
programmed in to the CAD system to send the most appropriate vehicle from each station.
While this may be inconvenient for staff, it is a cost-effective way of providing the best
response with avallable funding. The PVFPD runs very conservative in statfing as well as all
areas of operations.

In addition to the fire/rescue services provided by all of the western Nevada County

fire departments, PVFPD is the only agency that provides Advanced Life Support (ALS)
ambulance transportation. This service has been supported by the voters of Penn Valley.

The PVFPD has the most conservative CalPERS plan offered. In additi on, more than
half of PVFPD employees are PEPRA employees which requires the employee fund their share
of contributions and disallows the district to pay the employees’ portion of the pension
contribution. The Grand Jury falled to do the proper investigation into the different pension
plans of each district as well as how each district manages its Net Pension Liability. The
PVFPD was newer contacted by the Grand Jury with questions. The conclusions reached by the
Grand Jury were incomplete. Please see the attached responses to the Grand Jury report by
the PVFPD.

FINDINGS:
Finding 1 Nearty every Nevada County agency has 8 Net Pension Liability
Agree

Finding 1. Many Nevada County agencies, especially schools, lack a sufficient Net Position to sucoeswsfully
comply with the requirement to reduce their Net Pension Liability

Partially agree. Without performing extensive research and review of the other agencles'
Financial Statements, it is not appropriate to render an opinion on the other agencies’ Net
Positions.
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Finding 3. Same Nevada County agencies, especially schools, have a negative Net Position.

Partially agree. Without performing extensive research and review of the other agencies’
Financlal Statements, it is not appropriate to render an opinion on the other agencies’ Net
Positions.

Finding 4. Transparency demands that financial statements provided by the office of the Supsrintendent
of Schools ihentify each charter schoal™s Net Pension Liabdity

Agree

Finding 5. The strain on Nevada County agency budgets is likely to require cutbacks in services to
balance the pension contribution increases.

Disagree. The PVFPD ks not in 2 position to require cutbacks nor do we have an opinion on
other agencles’ forecasts. There B not encugh information and too many variables to come to
a viable prediction.

Finding &. Marny agencies may spend down their reserves ta avald cutbacks in services.

Partially agree. It is possible some agencies will spend down their reserves in order to avold
cutting back thelr services,

Finding 7. New sources of revenue may be requested by many agenches to avold cutbacks in sarvices or
reduction of reserves.

Partially agree. it is possible some agencies will look for new sources of income to avold
sponding down thelr reserves so they can avo ld service cutbacks.

Finding & The public bears most of the risk if CalPERS and CalSTRS investments continue to
underperform.

Fartially agree. CalPERS and CalSTRS employees bear a good amount of risk as well. If the
investments underperform, CalPERS can incre ase the employees’ contribution percentage to
cover the shortfalls.

Finding 9. Higgins Fire Protaction District s out of compliance with Government Code 26909 by not filing
an audited Anancial statement for 2015-2016.

Agree
Finding 10. Nevada City School of the Arts® financial sta tements should reflect their Net Pension Liability.

Agree

2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury Final Report Page 274



RECOMMENDATIONS:

Recommendation 2. Public agencies and public emplovee unions should explore how Increasing
empioyee pension contributions can reduce non-funded pension Babillties,

The recommendation is being implemented. PEPRA employees, those who became
members of CalPERS after January 1, 2013, pay approximately half of their pension
contribution toward CalPERS. The District does not pay the employees’ share for the
PEPRA ernployees. The majority of the PVFPD staff pay their own pension
contributions and this portion will only Increase as more employees are hired and
subject to PEPRA rules.

Recommendation 3. For the purposes of transparency and easy access, each agency should provide Binks
1o three years of audited financial statements and summary pension data for the same period on the
financial page of its public website.

The recommendation will be implemented. The PVFPD website has been updated to
include three years of audited financial statements. The links to these documents can
be found in the Board of Directors section of the website.

Recommendation 4. Public agencies should consider implementing the suggestions from the League of
California Oitles.

The recommendation will be implemented to the extent applicable. As previously
stated, the PVFPD has the most conservative CalPERS contribution plan offered. In
addition, approximately 8.6% of the General Fund was spent on pension labilities for
Fiscal Year 2017-18, This is well below the 11.2% cited in the report from the League of
California Cities. Starting with Fiscal Year 2018-2019, CalPERS reduced the payback
time period for unfunded liabilities for all agencles. This accelerated payback will
reduce long term costs. In the future the PVFPD may consider a ballot measure to help
alleviate Increasing pension and other direct operating costs. At this time the timing is
unknown for such an event.
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Nevada County
Resource Conservation District

113 Presley Way, Suite One, Grass Valley, CA 95945 + (530) 272-3417 + www.ne

July 11, 2018 e I
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The Honorable Thomas Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

Regarding: Mevada County Resource Conservation District’s response to Grand Jury report
titled, * Will the Public Suffer Because of Unfunded Pension Liabilities”

RECOMMENDATIONS:

R2. Public agencles and public employee unlons should explore how increasing employee
pension contributions can reduce non-funded pension liabilitles.

Partially Agree - The recommendation is being researched presently

Our retlrement policy mimics that of Nevada County's. The District plans to research pension
options and add greater personal retirement participation for (new) employees.

R3. For the purposes of transparency and easy access, each agency should provide links to
three years of audited financlal statements and summary pension data for the same
peried on the financlal page of |ts public website,

Agree - The recommendation has been implemented

Qur audited financlal statements for years 1999 through 2017 and summary pension data
reports for 2016 and 2017 have been uploaded to our webslte. The summary pension data
report for 2018 will be uploaded to our website when it is received,
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R4. Public agendes should consider Implementing the suggestions from the League of
California Cities.

Disagree - The recommendation will not be implemented at the present time

The District maintains a secure funding stream and Is not confronted with city-size Issues and
funding. Our district Is too small and has too few employees to make Implementing the
suggestions from the League of California Citles feasible. We do, however, recelve Annual
Unfunded Accrued Liabllity Involces from CalPERS and pay them when recelved.

7

Nevada County Resource Conservation District Board of Directors
Robert C. Ingram, President
July 11,2018
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HIGGINS AREA FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

of Nevada County
10106 Combie Road Auburn, CA. 95602

47?,9 August |5, 2018

The Honorable Thomas M. Anderson
Presiding Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

Re:  Higgins Area Fire Protection District Response to Grand Jury Report 2017-2018
Dear Judge Anderson

The Higgins Arez Fire Protection District (“District™ ) has carefully reviewed and considered the
Findings and Recommendations of the 201 7-2018 Nevada County Grand Jury report, Will the Public Suffer
Becanse of Unfiowded Pension Lighilities? The report requested responses from the District regarding
Recommendations B2, R3, R4, and RS on or before September 9, 2018, This letter shall serve as the official
responses of the Disinct io Recommendations B2, R3, R4, and R5 contained in the Grand Jury report, pursuant
to California Penal Code section 933 05, subdivisions (a) and (b)

A, RECOMMENDATIONS:

n R2 Public agencies and public emploves wnions should sxplore how increacing emploves
pension contributions can reduce non-funded pension liabilities

The recommendaiion has not yet been implemenied, bui will be implemenied in the future

The District has conducted internal discussions regarding ways to implement short-term
increases in employee contributions, but is in the process of correcting several errors to its
three most recent Mscal vear andited Nnancial statements. As soon as those errors are
corrected, the District will continue 1o explore reducing non-funded pension lability
through increased emplovee contributions,

b. R3. For the purposes of transparency and easy access, each agency should provide links 1o three
years of audited financial statements and summary pension data for the same period on the
financial page of its public website

The recommendation has nof el been implemented. but will be implemented in the Miture.
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The District typleally posts its Minancial stalements and pension dats on s websile as
recommended: however, the District comtracts with an outside firm to andit the District’s
financial satements, and the District is currently in the process of correcting ervors in the
20152016 andit report. Those errors carried over to the two most recent financial
statements, and the District is correcting all necessary statements, The District will post the
corrected financial statements to its website as soon as those errors are corrected.

¢ R4 Public agencies should consider implementing the suggestions from the League of California
Cities.

The recommendation has not yet been implemented, bui will be implemented in ihe Tutwre.

The District is discussing plans to adopt and implement the League of California Cities”

suggestions, and will report to the County when the League’s sugzestions have becn
implemenied.

d RS Higgins Fire Protection District should comply with Government Code 26909 and file an
audited financial statement for 2015-2016

The recommendation has not yvet been implemented, but will be implemented in the fature.

The District forwards a copy of its final budget to the County Auditor in accordance with
Health and Safety Code, section 13895, The District contracts with an outside firm (o andit
the District’s financial statements, and the Distriet is currently in the process of corvecting
errors in the 20152016 andit report. The Disirict will file the correcied audit with the
County auditor as soon as those errors are correcied.

CONCLUSION

The District welcomes and appreciates the Grand Jury ‘s interest in the District’s operations, as well as
the opportunity to respond to the Recommendations contained in the report. The District is confident this fetter
effectively addresses the concems mised by the Grand Jury

Sincerely,

Dannie Militkno
Chairman
Board of Direciors

< Members of the Board of Directors
Jerry Good, Fire Chief
Thomas Achter, Foreperson, 2017-2018 Nevada County Grand Jury
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P.O. Box 2803 Truckee, California 96160 (530) 587-6553

i/ :J rl {{l'-"HZICL {__‘
' c [2006
November 1, 2018 ” b3 -
The Honorable Thomas Anderson Ve £ :' o
Supervising ludge of the Grand Jury ;' | § ,
201 Church 5. l f !

Nevada City, CA 95959

Dear Sir:

In response (o the recommendation A3 in the Nevada County Grand Jury report entitied “Will the Public
Suffer Because of Unfunded Pension Liabilities” the Truckee Cemetery District will implement the
recommendation by posting the last 3 years” audited financial statements on the District website

s liuckeeceme terydistrict com. The District malntains no pension plan.

Sincerely,
%'QL
Tricia Cook, Secretary
Truches Cemetery District Board of Trustees
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; Truckee Donner Public Utility District

Directorn
ff Joseph R, Aguorn
Jeft Banor
Bot ENis
A Tomy Lalinkis
m Paud Warmardam
August 31, 2018 Al Sirier NaPaee
Michag! D, Holley

The Honorable Thomas M. Andersen
Presiding Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Strest

MNevada City, CA 95959

RE:  Response to Grand Jury Repon on the subject of Will the Public Sigfer Because of Unfimded
Penyion Liohilities,

Dear Honorable Judge Anderson:
In response to the Grand Jury Report duted June 6, 2001 8 regarding Unfunded Pension Liabilities,

FINDINGS:
Fl Nearly every Nevada County agency has a Nea Pension Liability,
AGREE

F2 Many Nevada County agencies, especially schools, lack a sufficient Net Position 1o
successfully comply with the requirement 1o reduce their Net Pension Liability.
AGREE

F3 Some Nevada County agencies, especially schools, have a negative Net Position,
AGREE

F4  Transparency demands that financial ststements provided by the office of the Superintendent of
Schools identify cach charier school’s Net Pension Liability.
AGREE

F5  The strain on Nevada County agency budgets is likely 1o require cutbacks in services to balance
the pension contribution increases.
AGREE

F6  Many agencies may spend down their reserves 1o avold cothacks in services,
AGREE

F7  New sources of revenue may be requested by many ugencies to ovoid cutbacks in services or
reduction of reserves.
AGREE

1570 Donmer Pass R, Trockee, CA %6161 < Phono S30-587-18% - www, jdpud.arg
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FB  The public bears most of the risk il CalPERS and CalSTRS investments continue 1o

underperform.
AGREE

F9 Higgins Fire Protection Distnct 15 out of compliance with Government Code 26909 by not filing an
sudited financial statement for 2015-2016
AGREE

F10 Nevada City School of the Ans” financial statements should reflect their Net Pension Liability.
AGREE

R2 Public agencies and public employee unions should explore how increasing employee pension
contributions can reduce non-funded pension liabilities.

The recommendation has been partially implemenied. California reformed its pension laws
efTective 2003; the District implemented employvee cost share in accordance with the laws of ihe
State of California.

R3  For the purposes of wansparency and easy access, cach agency should provide links o three
years of audited financial statements and summary pension data for the sume period on the financial
page of its public websiie.

The recommendation has been implemented. Three vears of audited Minancial statements and
summary pension data for the same period are availuble on the financial page of the District’s
wehsite,

R4 Public agencies should consider implementing the suggestions from the League of California
Citles.

The recommendation has been implermented.  The District in 2001 issued a Pension Obligation
Bond for interest cost savings, The District in 2006 refunded the Pension Obligation Bond 1o
capitalize on additional interest cost savings, The District Is also changing its service delivery
methods by leveraging technology to streamline service and produce cost efficiencies.

The Truckee Donner Public Utility District would like to thank the members of the 2017-2018 Grand

Jury for their participation and effort in preparing their reports and mising issues of imporiant for the
County.

2. . %

Michael Holley, P.E.
General Manager

11570 Donner Pass Rd, Trackes, CA %6161 — Phone SH-587-28% - www.idpud.org
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Truckee Fire Protection District Board of Dircctors

Bty prowschrg seraee (0 prarmons af hath Neradka and m:':':':"‘"",
Placer Counties and the Town of Truckes Lo 01 Fprrncd
i b Proads
Pawd I3, Wiforsf
/:]/' . {: e S Fire Chief
I¥;L | A 1 € Nelime
o ';..r' , /:; Divielen Chiefs
I/ - Cirigt 4. Harvey
August 21,2018 T VLW W, o e
v
The Honorable Thomas Anderon
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Strect

Nevada City, CA 95950
RE: Required Responses w the 2017.2018 Nevada County Grand Jury Report
Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson,

The Truckee Fire Protection District Board of Direciors and Administrtion has reviewed the
2017-2018 Nevada County Grand Jury report and has propared the following requined

respamses.
FINDINGS:
F1. Nearly every Nevada County agency has & Net Pension Liability.

Azree

F2. Many Nevada County agencies, espocinlly schools, lack & sufficiemt Net Position
sucoossiully comply with the reguirement 1o reduce their Net Pension Lisbility.

Agree.
F3. Some Nevada County agencies, especially schools have » negative Net Position,
Agree. However, 1FPD does not huve a negative Net Position.

F4. Transparency demands that financial statements provided by the ofTice of the Superinsendem
of Schools identify each charter schools Net Pension Liability.

Agree.

F5. The strain on Nevada County agency budgets is likely 1o require cuthacks in services o
balance pension contribution increnses

LO0M% Dorner Pess Bosd + Pt (fior llox 7708 + Trockee, Cabiorns 96160 « (3307 542 TASD « FAX (AW} S52 TRSa
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Truckee Fire Protection District

Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury

2017-2018 Nevada County Grand Jury Responses
August 21, 2018

Page 20f 4

Msagree partially. While we agree that many Nevada County agencies are in the difficult
position of having o comnsider cutbacks in services, TFPD anticipates that we will be able o
mainain current levels of services. However, further increases in pension contributions, ey
preciude TFPD from increasing our services.

F6. Many agencics may spend down their reserves 1o avoid cutbacks in services.

Agree.

F7. New sowves of revenue may be requested by many agencics to avoid cutbacks in services or
meduction of reserves,

Agree.

R The public bears most of the risk if CalPERS and CalSTRS investments continue 10
underperform,

Agree.

F9. Higgins Fire Protection District is out of comipliance with Government Cade 26909 by not
filing an audited financial staternent for 2015-2016.

Agree. However, we would like 1o note that we have no independent knowledge of this fact and
are relying entirely on the Grand Jury’s report as to this finding.

Fi0, Nevada City School of the Ars® financial statements should reflect their Net Pension
Liability,

Agree. However, we would like to note that we have no independent knowledge of the laws

applicable 10 Nevada City School of the Arts and are relying entirely on the Grand Jury’s repont
o 1o this finding.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

R1. Public agencies and public employee unions should explore how Increasing employee
pension contribations can reduce non-funded pensdon lighilities,

10049 Denner Pess Bowd + Post Oflor o J708 » Trucker, Califor=ia 96160 » (330 58 -TASD » FAX (330 582 TRS4
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Truckee Fire Protection District

Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury

2017-2018 Nevada County Grand Jury Responses
August 21, 201K

Page 3 of 4

The recommendation has been implemented.  [n 2013, “Classic™ tier emplovees of TFPD
began paying the full 9% normal member contribution when TFPD ended the employer paid
member contribution (EPMC) benefit. Further, during the next employes negotiations in 2019,
TFPD intends to explore the oplion of having emplovees pay for a share of the employer
contributions 10 CalPERS pursuant 1o the cost-sharing provisions of Section 20516 of the
Califormia Governmeni Code.

R3. For the purposes of transpurency and easy access, cach agency should peovide links 1o three
years of sudited financial ststements and summary pension data for the same period on the
Financial page of its public website.

The recommendation has been implemented. The TFPD audited financial statements for the
FYE 17, 16 and 15, along with a summary of pension data, can be found on the financiul page of
the TFPD website m hitps:dwww.truckeefire.org/district-finances, The FYE 18 audited financial
statement will be uploaded to this site upon Its completion.

R4 Public Agencies should consider implementing the sugpestions from the League of
California Cities.

l. Develop and implement a plan to pay down the City's Unfunded Acroarial Liability
(UAL)X

The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in
the futwre, While the League of California Cities Swidy was limited 10 pension
liabilitics, it is important to consider that UAL for many public agencies, including
TEPD, include OPER liahilitics — retiree health benefits. [FPD began funding ils
OPFEB UAL in 2008 and is now 41% funded. TFPD's present goal is 1o first pay
down its OPER liability which is less funded than its pension liability which is
currently 76% fonded, Onece the OPFED Hability is of o sestainable level. TFPD will
focus on improving its pension UAL above and beyond the annual UAL payments
required by CalPERS.

2, Consider local ballot measures to erhancs revenues:
The recommendation hus been implemented. In 2008, the District implemented a
S50 per residential property Hemefit Assessment to support specifie additional
personne] and services. In 2017, the District surveyed the Mantis Valley portion of

the District for the possible implemeniation of a special wx. Only 44% of the voters
were supportive of the possible tax so the District has not continued this initiative.

10049 Dasnner Pass Howd + Post Office Hox 27768 « Truckee, California 96160 = (330) 382 TB30 » FAX (530) A4 TR54
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Truckee Fire Prowetion Disriet

Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury

2017-2018 Nevada County Grand Jury Responses
Page 4 of 4

3. Create a Pension Stubilization Progrum (PRSP):

The recommendation will not be implemented becuuse it is not warranted. The
TFPD has made a determination to focus on paying down its OPEB UAL. Aay
excess funds will be used 10 make additional payments directly to CalPERS to pay
down the TFPD pension UAL. TFPD docs not sec any present value in creating a

pension stabilkzation program.
4. Change service delivery methods and levels of certain public service:

This recommendation will not be implemented beeause it is not warranted, Afler
the 2008 Great Recession the District experienced a 20% decrease in revenue from
property taxes.  This forced the District 1o reduce suffing levels and other ancillary
services like defensible space chipping. Stffing levels have retumed 1o 2008 levels.
however, other discretionary servicos/oxpenses have not been reinstated.  Future
CalPERS contribution increases will most likely nesult in a limitation on expanding
curment services.

5. Use procedurcs and transparent bargaining to increase employee pension
contributions:

This recommendation bas been partially implemented. [n 2013, “Classic™ tier
employees of TFPD began paying the full 9% normal member conribution when
TFPD ended the EPMC henefil.  Further, during the next employee negotiations in
2019, TFPD intends to explore the option of having employees pay for a share of the
employer contributions to CalPERS pursuant 1o the cost-sharing provisions of Section
20516 of the California Government Code.

6, Issue a pension obligation bond (POB)
This recommendation will not be implemented because it is not reasonable,
Based on the recommendation of the Government Finance OfMicers Association

(GFOA), we are not considering this course of action at this time given the volatility
of the market and the complexity of POBs.

Sincerely,

Pansl Lo

Paul D, Wilford
Chairman
Truckee Fire Protection District Board of Directors

10049 Donmer Pass Romd » Post Office Box 7768 = Truckes, California 96 160 » (5300 SE2. TRSD » FAX (SN S82- 7854
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TAHOE-TRUCKEE SANITATION AGENCY

A Public Agency Directors
13720 Butterficld Drive & Lane Lewis: President
TRUCKEE, CALIFORNIA 96161 Dale Cax: Vice President

(530) 587-2525 « FAX (530) 587-3840 Jon Northrop
Dyan Wilkins
Blake Tresan

General Manager

Lakue Griffin

December 13, 2018

" ﬂ,ﬁQ.
The Honorable Thomas M. Anderson @
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury i ’ ts
201 Church Street |}([ 4 ﬂ

Nevada City, CA 95959

nse to " Will the F

Re: Respo

The Tahpe-Truckee Sanitation Agency has received your reguest for a response to items R2 and R4 as
indicated in your letter dated 13 November 2018. Please accept the followlng responses from our
Board of Directors to the Nevada County Grand Jury accordingly.

1. Recommandation R2: Public agencies and public employee unions should explore how
Increasing emp'oyee pension contributions can reduce non-funded pension liabilities.

Recommendation R2 Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented,
however, the Agency intends to explore the recommendetion during its upcoming
empioyee negotiations within the upcoming months.

2. Recommendation R4: Public agencies should conslder implementing the suggestions from the
League of California Citias.

Recommendation R4 Response: The recommendation has not yet been implemented,
however, the Agency intends to develop and implement o plan to reduce fts NPL within
the 2019 colendar year,

Should you have any further questions please contact our office and we will be glad to assist you.

Regards,

X

LaRue Griffin,
General Manager
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TrucKEE TAHOE AIRPORT DisSTRICT DiRECTORS
103568 Truckes Alrport Rd. LIBA WALLACE
Truchkes, CA 96181 TERESA OTETTE
{830) 5874118 el JOHN JOMES
{530) $87-2984 fax MNES W MORRISON
WWN. TRUCKEETAHOEAIRPORT.COM MICK STERHENS

August 28, 2018 '77‘70

Honorable Thomas Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

Re: Response to June 11, 2018 Grand Jury Report (Unfunded Pension Liabilities)
Dear Judge Anderson:

Pursoant 1o the 2017 -18 Grand Jury Report regarding unfunded lishilities. this District was requested
to respond 1o recommendations R2 and R4, Our responses are below:

K2 Public Agencies and Public Employee Unions should explore how increasing employee
pension eontributions cun reduce non-funded pension liabilities.

The employees of the Truckee Tahoe Airport District are not unionized nor do they have an association
or bargaining unit. All pav scales have boen adopted by the Board of Directors which includes an
identification of the amouni of contributions by the District and the employees. There are three levels
of contributions;

= “Classic™ employees, whose contributions are 12.2 12 percent by the District and B percent the
emplayee;

+  One employee was hired in 2013 and is 3 "mid-leve!” employee whereln the District contributes 7.634
parcent and the employee contributes 7 percent;

e Effective January 1, 2013, the District adopted the California Public Employes's Penslon Reform Act
“PEPRA" and pursuant to that all employees hired after its adoption are subject to that Act wherein
the District contributes 6847 percent and the employes contributes 6.1% pertent.

It should also be noted that the District is paying down its unfunded liability pet an agreement with Cal
PERS in addition to making the required contributions for current paymoll. The unfunded liability has
always been noted on the District’s Balance Sheet and the District has recognized and addressed the
unfunded liability for vears.

R4 Public Agencies should consider implementing the suggestions from the League of
California Clitles.

connected, by mare than 3 runway
W TRUCKIE TasonAinroat com
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Suggestion 7: As noted above, the District has a plan which it is implementing pursuant 1o its
agreement with Cal PERS.

Suggestion B: The District does not intend 1o submit @ hallot measure to enhance revenues 4 our
revenues are sufficient 1o meet all financial commitments,

Suggestion 9. The District has discussed and is considering creating a pension rate stabilization
program.

Suggestion 10: The District did not need 10 reduce or climinate its services during the Great
Recession,

Suggestion 11: As noted above, the District does not have an employee organization and therefore has
not considered entering into such an agreement although we have adopted the PEPRA protocols.

Suggestion 12: The District has not and is not considering issuing a pension bond obligation,

AS you can sec, it is the District’s belief that we have adequately addressed the unfunded liabilities and
should encounter no difficulties in carrying through with our agreement with Cal PERS on this issue,

Y ouars truly,

N\

KEVIN SMITH, AAE.
General Manager

(onrected, by more Than & rurrary
www TeLCiliTanofAIAPSET COM

Augait 20 201N - Page T of 7
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Scom W. Lav, Suremmitenpent

380 Creowrs Powe Crn
Nevada County o Govaas Vauier, CA 9545
Supermtendent of Schooks x. BIOALTE-A400 - tax SID-L7B-6410

(e
Ky 9, 2018 WEL 1A

T
The Honarable Thomas Anderson ﬁ Kf—
Supervising Judpe of the Grand lury ( p /
201 Church Street % Lt
Nevada City, CA 95555 /J{r‘ /[.

Dear Honorahle Thomas Anderson’

The following is the required response (o the 2017-18 Nevada County Grand Jury report entitled, "Will
the Pubiic Suffer Becouse of Unfunded Pension Liobilitles®". | am grateful to the Grand Jury for looking
into & matter that school districts have been concerned about for years.

Bath school employers and school employess have been concerned about this issue and we're glad the
state of California made attempts to solve |t starting in 2014, However, this artempt by the state has
put a tremendous financial burden on both the employer and the employze. in most cases the incresse
In the schools contribution to pay down this state debt far oxceeds the increases to revenue that are
proposed by the state. There are no new funding streams directed toward schools to help pay this
down. It is also important to remember that schools will finally be funded back 1o the same level as in
2007-08 with the recently signed 2018-19 state budget. Simply put, there s no money to set aside to
solve the state’s unfunded pension labilities. Most schools in Nevada County are still facing declining
entoliment which means less revenue each year. Any money set aside would come directly out of
already underfunded classrooms and would directly impact students in a negative way.

As required by Penal Code Section 933.05, the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools Office
response in regard to Recommendations is as follows:

Recommendation 2
Public Agencies end public employee unions should expliore how INCreasing employee pension
contributions con reduce non-funded lohilities.

This recommendation is not applicable to Local Educational Agencies [LEA} in Nevada County and will
not be implementad because CalPERS and CalSTRS are the responsible entities regarding public
employee pensions, Any lunds reserved at the LEA, Unlon or employee levels would not impact the
unfunded fability as this liability is legally that of the pension systams. The LEA and employee offset this
unfunded Kability indirectly through the increased contributions imposed by decisions made by CalPERS
and CalSTRS in their efforts to fund the long term labilsties.
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Recommendation 3

For the purpoié of troriparency ond socy ocoeds, soch ogency should provide links to three years of
audired financial statements and summary pension date for the same peniod an the financial poge of its
pubiic website,

We agree with this as a great tool to provide transparent information to the public and will post links to
three years of audited financial staternents on the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools (NCSoS)
wehsite immediately. Summarized pension data i Included with the audited financial statements.

Recommendation &
Public agencies should consider (mplementing the suggestions form the League of Colifornia Cities,

As mentioned in the response to Recommendation #R2 above, this report is not applicable to the LEA's
in Mevada County. LEA's are however, planning for many years of increased contributions to CaWPERS
and CalSTRS, Each agency, including the NCS05 will decrease other areas of spending to incorparate
these additional costs into the budget as there are no increases to revenue anticipated to fund these
cost increases.

Recommendation &
Nevado County Superintendent of Schools showld report the Net Pension Liability for charter schools thot
ore port of its cgency’s oudit.

Bacause the charters schools that report under the NCSos financlals are consdered to be part of the
arganization for audit purposes, the codt to split cul esch LEA'S portion of the unfunded liability may not
be practical. The Net Penslon Liability that ks reportad under the NCSoS annual audit does include sach
charter schools portion. ‘We will explore the posshiiity of projecting and reporting each agenches
partion of the lizbllity separately with our external auditor.

Once again, | would like to thank the Grand Jury For loo-king into this [4see that has the potential for dine
consequences to our local schools. My office, alongside the professional organizations we belong to,
will continue to voice our concern and lobby our elected officials to pay down this unfunded liability at
the state level where it originated. The Governor and the Legislature need to look at the budget surplus
as one potential source Lo help pay off the debt,

Sincerely,
"#5_,‘“ "\j L
Scott W. Lay 3

Mevada County Superinten of Schools
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10840 Gilmaore Way
Grass Valley, CA 95045
= 273-4483

FAX min 273-0248

(]
Grass Valley School District "«

SENT YIA CERTIFIED MAIL: T4 3490 0000 2199 1013

Oxctober 19,2018

The Honorable Thomas Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

RE: Response to Report Reguired

Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson:

The following is a copy of the required response to the 2017-18 Nevada County Grand Jury
report entitled, “Will the Public Suffer Because of Unfunded Pension Liabilivies? " This response
wis mailed 10 the above address on August 20 201 8,

Sincerely,

#

Donsa M. Hardy  (

Administrative Assistant
oll HIll Acastharmmy Sooipen Schonl Lymnin Ginore Middle S=tions Grass Vailey Charter Soheed Child Developrment
3CE 171228 T30 IT-564T2 ¥ -8R FHH IT3-AT0 P IT-9408
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NEVADA COUNTY GRAND JURY

Eric Rood Administration Center
950 Maidu Avenue
Nevada City, Calilornia 95959
§ Telchone: 530-265-1730
PHCALIFO Ermnail :grandjury @ nocourt.net
14 October 2018
Erie Fredrickson, Superintendent

Girass Valley School District
10840 Gilmore Way
Girass Valley, Californdn 95945

Response to Repont Required:

Enclosed is a copy of a report peepared by the 201 7-201 8 Nevade Coumty Grand Jury emtitled
Will the Public Saffer Becanse of Usfunded Ponvion Liobifines. You were asked 1o respondd 1o
this report on 6 June 2018 with your responses due by 9 September.  Your responses have nol
been received

California Penal Code §933 requires o response 1o a Grand Jury report “no later than 90 days"
from “the goverming body of the public agency.” Please be advised that your responses ase
now past dise. Please submit your responses on or before 15 November 2018,

The report was published 11 June 2018 and posted on the Grand Jury™s Website:
hillp:/ ‘mevourt pet/ divisions gj-reports.shimi.

The California Penal Code also reguires that responses to Grand Jury reports be addeessed 1o
The Honorable Thomas Anderson

Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury

201 Church Street

Nevada City, California 95959

To assist you in writing your response, we are enclosing a copy of Section 933,05 (a) of the
Penal Code and an example of the correct format For responding.

The Grand Jury appreciates your cooperation.

Foreperdon, 201 8-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury
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Thastd Yhufar”

August 14, 2018

The Honorable Thomas Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City. CA 95959

Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson:

The following is the required response 10 the 201718 Nevada County Grand Jury repon entitied,
“Will the Public Suffer Pecawse of Unfunded Pervion Liabilides?” 1| am grarefol 1o 1he Grand
Jury for looking into o matter that school districts have been concerned about for years,

Both school employers and school employees have been concemed about this Issue and we're
glad the stale of California made attempts to solve it starting in 2004, However, this attempt by
the state has put o tremendous financial burden on both the employer and the employee. In most
cases the increase in the schools contribution to pay down this ste debt far exceeds the
increases to revenue that are proposed by the state. There are no new funding streams directed
toward schools to help pay this down. 1t is also impostant w0 remember that schools will finally
be funded back to the same level as in 2007.08 with the recemtly signed 201819 state budgent
Simply put, thére | no money to set aside to solve the state’s unfunded pension liabilities. The
Girmss Valley School District is still facing years of declining enmollment, which means less
revenue each year. Any mosey set aside would come direcily out of already underfunded
classmoms and would directly impact students |n n negative way

As requined by Penal Code Section 933,05, the Grass Vulley School District’s iesponsé in regard
to Recommendaions is as follows:

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Recommendation 2
Public Agencies amd public employee wnloms should explore honre inoreasing emplines pension
confribntioe cas recice pon-funded Nabkilines,

This recommendation is not applicable to the Grass Valley School District, and will not be
implemented because CalPERS and CalSTRS are the responsible entities regarding public
employee pensions. Any funds reserved at the LEA, Unioa or employee levels would ot impaci
the unfunded lability, as this linbility is legally that of the pension systems. The employer and

10840 Gilmore Way
Grass Valley, CA 95045
nun 273-4483

Fax i 273-0248

Grass Valley School District ~ Friefredrickeen
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employce offsct this unfunded liability indirectly through the increased contributions imposed by
decisions made by CalPERS and CalSTRS in their efforts to fund the long 1emm labilities.

Recommendation 3

For the parpose of transpareary aud easy access, sacl agency shosld provide links 1o three
vears of avdited fiacorclal statements and sumimory penston data for the same pertod on the
Sinanciol page of s public webiite.

We agree with this as a great wol 1o provide transparent information 1o the public. The Grass
Valley School District has and shall continug to post finks to at least three years of audned
linancial statemnents on the Grass Valley School Diswrict’s website. Summarized pemsion data 1s
included with the audited financial maemens.  This information can be accessed on our district
website at- bup/'www gvsd s Community/Transparency Buodgetindex html

Recommendation 4

Public agencies should comider bnplesenting the suggestions frow the Leagwe of California
Clrtiex.

As mentioned in the response 1o Recommendation #R2 sbove, this seport is not applicable to the
the Girass Valley School Distict, We are however, planning for many years of incrensed
contributions to CalPERS and CalSTRS. The Grass Valley School District will decrease other
areas of spending o incorpornte these additional costs into the budget as there are no increases to
revenue anticipated to fund these cost incronses.

Once again, [ would like to thank the Grand Jury for looking into this iase that has the potential
for dire consoquences to our local schools. My office, alongside the professional arganizations
we belong to, will continge 1o voice our concem and lobby our elected officials 1o pay down this
unfunded liability a1 the state level where it ofi ginated. The Governor and the Legislature noed
to look at the budzet surplus as one polential sourve 10 help pay off the detw

Sincerely.

rL

Eric Fredrickson
Superintenden
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CHICAGO PARK SCHOODL DISTRICT
1572% Mt. Olive Road, Grass Valley, CA 55945
(530) 345-2153 Fax (S30] 346-E559

wATES Dan Zeisker, Superintercent Katie Kohler, Principal

."' - -

July 16, 2018 5 )n NP ( r{*f,,-:""
| \%-flnf | L
K ‘f! ¥ ~ f/r;

The Honorable Thomas Anderson 7 I.'Jm‘ /(b T J
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury {7 of / 1471
201 Church Streat I 4 .
Nevada City, CA 35959

Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson:

Schools scross the state hove taken on the burde n of a multi-billion dollar shortfall in CalSTRS
and CalPERS. As 2 result, school districts are enduring significant increases in employee benefit
contributions that far exceed cost of living adjustiments allocated by the state. Thisis
jeopardizing the quality of education (extra-curricular studies, small elass sizes, ete.). With
declining enroliment and teacher demands for salary increases to offset their personal
increased personal retirement contributions, we ‘have some vary challenging years ahead of us,
Threw in the inevitable recession, and it will be very difficult to sustain a budget that is not
qualified by the county.

Here is the requested response from the Chicago Park School District regarding
“UnfundedPension Ligbilitles:*

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Recommendation 2
Pubfic Agencies ond public employee unions shoulld explore how Increasing employee pension
contributions can reduce non-funded liabifities.

This recommendation ks not applicable to the Chi<ago Park School District, CalPERS and CalSTRS
are the responsible entities regarding public employee pensions. Ifwe did choose to reserve any funds
{if they ware available), it could not impact any unfun<ded liability as this Rablilty ks legally that of CalSTRS
and CalPERS.

Recommendation 3

For the purpose of tronsparency and easy occess, each ogency should provide finks to three
years of audited financial statements and summearry pension data for the same period an the
financiol poge of its public website,
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We agree with this, and will post linis to three years of audited financial statements which
indude summarired pension data, on the Chicago Park School Dirtrict website as soon as our IT
returns from sumimer break in early August. In addition, it was duly noted that in Appendix B of
your report = FINANCIAL DATA TRANSPARENCY, Chicago Park School District was rated at “Not
Easlly” in reference to ease of transparency on our wabsite. ‘We have looked at other schoal
websites that were listed as *Transparent,” and made necessary changes on our home page to
be included in that category.

Recommendation 4
Public ogencies should consider implementing the suggestions from the League of California
Cities.

This report is not applicable to the Chicaga Park School District. We are howewver, budgeting for
many years of increased contributions to CalPERS and CalSTRS. In order to maintain a 17%
resarve, wié will decrease other areas of spending to incorporate these additional costs into the
budget.

in conclusion, | would like to thank the Grand Jury for looking into this issue that has created
great budgetary hardship for our local schools, which will seemingly get worse In future years. |
can only hope that the legislature can acknowledge that there naads to be another way to fund
eur pansion system than taking from already threadbare school allocations.

Sinceraty,

:_‘)ﬂt—- q-_ CFEY P

Dan Zelsler
Superimtendent — Chicago Park School District
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July 24, 2018 ,-;-'-a,- )
,'L_fli; "";{;L‘e{ /
The Honorable Thomas Anderson I | :X’ : I};‘(‘r
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury N i .

201 Church Street “ /%04
Nevada City, CA 95958 E (
Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson:

Schools across the state have taken on the burden of a multi-billion dellar shertfall in CalSTRS
and CalPERS. As a result, school districts are enduring significant increases in employee benefit
contributions that far exceed cost of living adjustments allocated by the state. This is
jecpardizing the quality of education (edtra-curricular studies, small class sires, atc ). With
declining enrolimant and teacher demands for salary Increases to offset their personal
increased personal retirement contributions, we have some very challenging years ahead of us,
Throw in the inevitable recession, and it will be very difficult to sustain a budget that is not
qualified by the county.

Here is the requested response from the Clear Creek Elementary School District regarding
“UnfundedPension Liabilities:"

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Recommendation 2
Public Agencies ond public employee unions should explore how Increasing employee pension
contributions con reduce non-funded liabilities.

This recommendation is not applicable to the Clear Creek Elementary School District. CalPERS
and CalSTRS are the responsible entities regarding pulblic employee pensions, If we did choose to
resane sy funds (if they were avallable), it could nott impact any unfunded liability as this Eabiity &
legally that of CalSTRS and CalPERS.

Recommendation 3

For the purpose of transparency and eosy access, eoch agency should provide links to three
vears of audited financiol statements ond summary pension data for the same period on the
finoncial poge of its public website.

We agree with this, and will post links to three years of audited financial statements which
Include summarized pension data, on the Clear Creek Elementary School District website as
soon as our IT returns from summer break In earky August,
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Recommendation 4
Public ogencies should consider implementing the suggestions from the Leogue of Colifornia
Cities.

This report is not applicable to the Clear Creek Scthool District. 'We are however, budgeting for
many years of increased contributions to CalPERS and CalSTRS. In order to maintain a 22%
reserve, we will decrease other areas of spending to incorporate these additional costs into the
budget.

In conciusion, | would like to thank the Grand Jurw for looking into this issue that has created
great budgetary hardship for our local schools, which will seemingly get worse in future years, |
can only hope that the legisiature can acknowledge that there needs to be another way to fund
our pension system than taking from already thre adbare schoal allocations,

Sincerely,

D i~

Dan Zeisler
Superintendent = Clear Creek Elementary School District
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The Honorable Thomas Anderson ¥
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury ' vy
20 Church Street 771

Nevads City, CA 95959
Dear Honorable Thomis Anderson:

The following is John Muir Charter Schools” (JMCS) required response to the 2017-18 Nevada
County Grand Jury report entitled, "Will the Public Suffer Because of Unfunded Pension
liabilities™". | am grateful 1o the Grand Tury for looking imto a manter that John Muir Charter
Schools has been concermed about in recent years,

The John Muir Charter Schools governing board, adminisiration, and staff have been concerned
about this issue and we are glad the state of California made attempts 1o solve the pension
liability issue beginning in 2014, This attempt it resolution, however, has put a tremendous
financial burden an JMCS as an employer and on IMCS emplovees. In most cases, the increase
in the IMCS emplover contribution to pay down this state debt far exceeds the increases in
revenue that are proposed by the state, There are no new funding streams directed towards JMCS
or public schools in general 1o offset these increasing contributions, snd it is also important 10
remember that schoals will finally be funded hack 1o the same level as in 200708 with the
recently signed 2018-19 state budget

Simply puil. there is no money to set aside to solve Califomia’s unfunded pension liabilities.
IMCS enrollment and average daily attendance revenues are cyelical, and IMCS has been in
declining enrollment for three vears meaning reduced revenues each vear, Any money set aside
to offset additional pension labilities would come directly out of alréady underfunded
classrooms and would directly impact students in & negative way.

As required by Penal Code Section 933.05, John Muir Charter Schools response in regard to
Recommendations is as follows:
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Recommendations:

RBecommendation 2:
Public Agencies amd public emplovee wnions showld explore how increaxing emplowee pension
comvibutions can reduce nonfinded liabiliies

This recommendution is not applicable 1o John Muir Charter Schools (JMCS is its own Local
Educational Agencie) and will not he implemented bectuse CalPERS and CalSTRS are the
responsible entities regarding public emplovee pensions. Any funds reserved by JMCS as an
employer or by JMCS employees would not impact the unfunded liability, as this liability is
legally that of the pension systems, JIMCS employer and employee contributions offset this
unfunded linbility indirectly through the increased contributions imposed by decisions made by
ColPERS and CalSTRS in their efforts 1o fund the long-term liabilities.

Fow the prrpose of iransparency and eayy access, eoch agency showld provide links o three
vears of audited finoncial statements and stmemary pension data for the same period on the
financial page of ity public websire.

JMCS agrees this is an appropriate practice to provide transparent informution to the public, and
sccordingly. we will post links to the most three vears of governing board approved audited
financial staternents on the IMCS website. Summarized pension data §s included with the audited
financial statements,

Recommendation 4;
Paublic agencies should consider tmplemeniing the suggestions form the League of California
Clitles.

As mentioned in the response to Recommendation #R2 above, this repant is not applicable w
John Muir Charter Schools. Though our multi-vear budget projection process. IMCS is planning
for increased STRS contributions (10 19.1%) through the fiscal vear 2020-21, and PERS
contributions (10 25.7%) through the (iscal year 2024-25, In the absence of future revenue
increases 1o offset these increased pension contributions, JIMCS will decrease other urens of
spending 1o incorponite these additional costs into our annual operating budgets,
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Once again, on behalf of the IMCS governing board, administration and staff | wouald like 10
thank the Grand Jury for looking imo this issuc that hes the potential for dire consequences Lo
our programs. JMOS will continue to voice our concern and work with our elected officials to
pay down this unfunded lHability at the state level where it originated, but we will also plan
accordingly to offset these contribution increases through the multi-year budpeting process,

Sincerely Submined,

RJ. Guess
Chiefl Exacutive Officer
John Muir Charter Schools

CC: John Munr Charer Schooks Governing Boand
Scost Lay, Nevada County Superirdendemt of Schools
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The Honorable Thomas Anderion

Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street
Mevada City, CA 95959

Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson,

The following Is the reguired response to the 2017-18 Mevada County Grand bury repart entithed, Wil
the Public Suffer Becouse of Unfunded Peasion Liobiitizs?”. | am grateful to the Grand Jury for looking
inta a matter that shool districts have been concermed ahout for years.

Both school employers and school employees have been corcermed about this issue and we're glad the
state of California made attempts to solve it starting in 2014, Howewver, this attemp?t by the state has
put a tremendous financial burden on both the employer and the employee. In most cases the increase
in the schools contribution 10 pay down this state debt far exoeeds the increases (o revenue that are
proposed by the state. There are no new funding streams directed toward schoals to help pay this
down. Itk also important to remember that schoaols will finally be funded back 1o the same level as in
J007-08 with the recently signed 2018-19 state budget. Ssmply put, there is no maney to set Jside to
sahve the state’s unfunded pension labikties. Most choole in Nevada County are still facing dedlining
grrallment which means leds revenue sach year. Any money set aside would corme directly out of
glready underfunded classrooms and would directly impact students in a negative way.

A required by Fenal Code Section 933,05, the Nevada Tty Schoo! Distra ! response in regard to
Recommandations s s fallows:

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Recommendation 2
Public Agencies ond public employee wnions should expdare how increasing employee pension
cantributions con reduce non-funded liahilities,

This recommendation is not apglicable to Local Educational Agencies (LEA) in Nevada Cournty and wil
not be implemented because CalPERS and CalSTRS are the responsible entities regarding public
employes pensions. Any funds reserved at the LEA, Unlon o employes levels would not impact the
urfunded lahility ad this Kebility is legally that of the pension systerms. The LEA and employes offsat this
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unfunded Rability indirectly through the increased contributions imposed by decisions made by CalPERS
and CalSTRS in thelr eflarts ta fund the long term liabilities.

Recommendation 3

For the purpose of tronsparency and easy access, eocly agency showld provide links 'o three pears of
oudited financiol siatements ond summory pension dote for the some period on the finoncial poge of its
public website.

We agree with thisas a great tool to provide transparent information 1o the public. Along with the two
years of sudited financial stetements that were already posted we have added three more years.
Suimmadived pension data s indiuged with the aeuited finandal statemants.

Recommendation 3
Pubiic agencies should consider implementing the suggestions form the Leogue of Colifornia Cities.

As mentioned in the response to Recommendation #R2 above, this report s net applicable to the LEA's
In Nevada County. LEA'S aré however, planning for many years of increasad contributions to CalPERS
and CalSTRS. Each apency, including the NCS05 will decrease other areas of spending to incorporate
these additional costs (N0 the Budget as Thene ane nd INCreates to revenue anticipated to fund thess
cost increases.

Once again, | would like to thank the Grand Jury for looking into this issue that has the potential for dire
consequences to our local schools. My office, alongsice the professional organizations we belong 10,
willl Cantinue to wo e our conceérn and iabiby our elected officials to pay down this ynfunded liabdity at
the state level where it ariginated. The Governor and the Legidlature nead to look o1 the budget surplus
as ong potential source to help pay off the debt
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Al September 9, 2018
The Honorable Thomas Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

To the Honorable Thomas Anderson:

The Nevada County Grand Jury has requested that the Nevada City School of the Arts
respond to recommendations 2, 3, 4, and 7 of the report, “Will the Public Suffer Because of
Unfunded Pension Linbilitics™ We appreciate the opportunity to comment on relevant portions
of the report pursuant 1o Penal Code section 933,05(b).

RECOMMENDATIONS:

2. Public agencies and public employee unions should explore how increasing employee pension
contnbutions can reduce non-funded pension labilities.

The recommendation requires Turther analysis.

Nevada City Schoaol of the Arts properly audits its linancial statements us & non-
profit organization and not as a governmental agency., Because Governmental
Accouniing Standards Board (GASE) rules do not apply 10 the School and because
non-funded pension labilithes are not relevant to 8 non-profit audit report, the
School is not aware of the amount, il any, of a net pension liability, Although not
legally required, to cooperate with the Grand Jury the School's next sudit repont
will include an added disclosure footnote that will contain the caleulated amount of
any net pension Hability. The amount of any such liability will determine whether
the School will agree to explore how to reduce it

3. For the purposes of transparency and casy access, voch agency should provide links to three
years of audited financial statements and summuary pension data for the same period on the
financial page of its public website.

The recommendation will not be implemented at the present time but will be implemented
in the fulure.

Nevada City School of the Arts will provide links to three vears of audited financial
statements on its public website by September 30, 2018, However, the Schaol will
nol have summary pension data available, as mentioned above, until 2019,

vy Sprmps Raad, Nevada City, CA 95059 » 6303 7736 » Fan; 530.772.1370 + wew nesotinoig * Tax ID: 453531700
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4, Public agencies should consider implementing the suggestions from the League of California
Cities,
The recommendation requires lurther analysis,

As mentioned above, because Nevada City School of the Arts audits its financial
statements as a non-profit organization, the School has not determined a possible
net pension liability. In the School’s next andit report, there will be an added
disclosure fostnote that will include the calculated amount of any net pension
liability. The amount of any such lability will determine whether the School will
consider implementing the suggestions From the League of California Cities.

7. Nevada City School of the Arns should report its Net Pension Liability in its linancial
siatemonis

The recommendation will not be implemented al the present time but will be implemented
In the Mature.

As mentioned above, because Nevada City School of the Arts audits its Ainancial
statements as a non-profit organization, the School has not determined a possible
net pension liability. In the School’s next audit report, there will be an added
disclosure footnote that will include the caleulated amount of any net pension
liabdbiny,

. 3(

card Chattma

Névada City School of the Arts
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July 30, 2008

The Hosorable Toomas Andorsan
Supervising judge of the Grand jury
County of Nevada

201 Chureh Strest
Nevada City, CA 959549

RE: N spaiss b Gy sl ey Ripore Wil dhe Pebive suffer Becouse of Unfinded Peaslon Liabilities ™ Recommendatons 82,3,
anad 4.

Dear Honorabdle fudgr Anderson:

The following is the Nevada foint Union High School District’s statutorily reguired response to the 2017 18 Nevada County
Grand Jury report entithed, “Will she Public Suffer Becawse af Unfunded Pension Liohilitks? The district appreciates the
opportunity to pravide (nformation and perspective on an lssue of significant concern to this and all other local education
agercies [LEAs) in Nevada County.

Background

In 20173, the state begislature and governor enacted the Public Employees Retirement Pension Reform Act. Under the law,
emplayer and em ployee contributions to the Public Emplayess’ Retirement Systeen (PERS) ant the S tate Teachers' Retirement
System [STRS] were significantly increased pursuant to a mult-year graduated formula. The largest propartion of these
contribution increases fell to employer agencies. Although state funding for public education has increased significantly since
2013, the strie was restoring funding that was essentially lost to LEAs die 1o state budget redections during the Grear
Receszion. This additional "unfunded mandate” was piaced on LEAs with no ¢ormesponding Increase in funding The table
below displays the district's estimated cost increases for state reguined FERS and STRS contributions on behalf of district

employees,

Estimated Cost Increases to NJUHSD
PERS and STRS Required Emsployer Contribition
As of July 1, 2018

CAL PIRS
i 201718 1 201619 01920 20EG-E1
[ 8 msloszt | S LA75A5800 | sL3780m § 139534194
| | |
| , |
CAL STIRS )
201710 TS U 201920 [ 102021
290,577 90 §24630870 | § 350538239 |~ 5 1Aen736a8

V1G4S Aicige Rowd + G Valey, CA, m3S43
S0 IR EE » sHansr - el oo
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As shown in the table above, the district's legally required contributions are increading significantly over the next several
years. This new and increasing funding requirement must be subsumed within the district’s overall bodget. As a resull, less
funds are avallable for other educational, staffing and programmatic priorities. This cost increase, along with other growing
flned obligations, are now outpacing the district’s projected revenue increases. District revenues, like afl other LEAs in the:
stare, are largely pre-determined via the smie’s Local Control Funcling Formula. As a result, LEAs have less control aver their
fiscal conditions than that of other local government sgencies.

The district’s lodg term fiscal challenges are further complicated by continued declining enroliment. Because the state’s public
education system is largely lunded by average daily atiendance, drops [n enrollment equate to correspanding dedlines in
revenues. The district projects, and has budgeted for, continued declings in enrallment in its board adopted thinee-year fscal
projection. Due to overall budget challenges, any funds set aside 10 address state required PERS and STRS contribution
Increases would [(kety have to come from other educational programs and for services. This would undoubtedly negatively
impact instructional and student services throaghout the district

Report Recomimendations
As reguired by Law, the district's responge o regands to the report's Recommendation B2, 3 und 4 is 55 lollows:

Becommendation 2:
Public Agencies and public emplopee urions should explone how mcreasing empieyer pension coarributions ron reduce pag:
Sunded loBillele

This recommendation cannot be implemented and is not applicable to LEAS. Under state low, PERS and STRS are the
responsibie governmental agencies that oversee and set public employee pension contributions for all LEAS in the state. The
district has no begal autharity oo set and for adjust employes contribution rates to either prnsion system. Jurisdiction and
authority o address this recommendation lies with the state and the governing boards of both pension systems.

Becommendation 3:;
For the purpose of transperendy and eeiy accers, ench agency should provide finks to three weers of oudioed financinl stotements
and summary pensioa dato for the same period on the financel page of ity public website

The district will explore the feasibllity of implementing this recommendation. The district's employee penskon obligations are
reported in the district's adopted budget and its state required anpual indepeadent Nocal sudit Both documents are Joaded to
the district’s website annualty. Inaddition, all LEAS in the county operate en the same financial management system. The
system |s administered and overseen by the Nevada County Superintendent of Schaols [NCS0S) office. The district will work
with NCS0S to see how this recommendation can be implemented universally for all LEAs in the county.

Becommendanen 4
Public agencies showld considering implementing the suggestions from the League of California Citres
This recommendation cannot be implemented and iz not applicable to LEAx. Funding for public education in the st js

and administered under separate state statutes and regulations unigue to LEAS n the state. The district IS however,
projecting additional years of contribution increases to both pension sysiems. These Increases will create further fiscal and

TIRAS Rikge B = Corums Wy, 4 99043
SHOLITRANSL ¢ oo SNOIFRINIT o i oo
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paticy chalenges to the district in the near future The districe will likely be forced o curtail snd for decrease funding in other
Imporant areas to meet the state's contribution requinements. The district does not anticipate Increases in state appropriated
revenues 1o address these growing cost obligatkons

On hehalf of the district’s Board of Trustees, thank you for the Geand |ury's interest anid examination of this important issue.
Rising pension contributions 1o PERS and 5TRS pose significant chailenges to the district's long term fiscal heath, as well as
that of all ather LEAs in Nevada County. We urge the Grand ury to join us in advocating to state officials that sppropriate
Tunding be pravided 1o LEAS stalewide tr faeet this statutority reguired obligation

Thank you for the oppartunity to redpond. Please contact me if the district can be of further assistance on this matter

N

B . McFadden
Superintendent

Sincerely,

o Board of Trustees, NJUHSD
The Honorable Scott W, Lay, NCS0S
Superintendents, Nevada County schonl districts

1165 Rl Bsanl »  Conmt Valiey, A 3841
$ITN IS . S ITLRTE - il (wm
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PENN VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT
14806 Pleasant Valley R, Penin Valicey, CA 959469722

Plyooe (557) 432-T31 1 Fax (530 432-7304
weww pyisesed ang
Tor

July 19, 2018 y

.-’f o I :-' # b A
The Honorable Thomas Anderson v flegm i o
Supervising judge of the Grand [ury o Inal/E L NG-o Wk O
201 Church Street Tt A
Nevada City, CA 95959 2 S LR ) S——

Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson:

The following Is the required response to the 2017-18 Nevada County Grand Jury report entitled, “Will
the Public Sufffer Becouse of Unfunded Pension Liobilities™, | am grateful to the Grand Jury for looking into
a matter that school districts have been concerned about for years.

The Penn Valley Union Elementary School District (PVUESD) administration and Board of Trustees have
been concerned about this issue since increases to contributions began in 2014, 1t is projected that
school districts will be required to contribute an additional 29 each year as mandated by CalPERS and by
Legisiation for CalSTRS until the problem has been resolved. This increase by the State has put a
tremendous financial burden on school districts as there are no new funding streams directed toward
schools to help support the pension lability issues. Simply put, there is no money to set aside to solve the
state’s unfunded pension Habilitles. Most schools in Nevada County are still facing declining enrollment
which means less revenue each year. Any money set aside would come directly out of already
underfunded classrooms and would directly impact students in a negative way.

As required by Penal Code Section 933.05, the PYUESD response in regard to Recommendations 2, 3 and
4 are ax follows:

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Recommendation 2
Public Agencies amd public employee unions should explore how increasing employee pension contributions
can reduce non-funded labilities

This recommendation is not applicable to PVUESD and will not be implemented because CalPERS and the
Legislation, who controls CalSTRS, are the responsible entities regarding public employee pensions. Any
funds reserved by PYUESD or its employees would not impact the unfunded liability as this liability is
solely the responsihility of the pension system - CalPERS and Legislation (CalSTRS). The PVUESD and its
employees offset this unfunded llability indirectiy through the increased contributions imposed by
decisions made by CalPERS Board and our Legislation (CalSTRS) in thelr efforts to fund the long-term
liabilities.
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Recommendation 3

For the purpose of transporency and easy occess, each agency shoufd provide links to three years of audited
financiol statements and summary pension data for the some perind on the financial poge of its public
welsite.

We agree with this recommendation as we always wish to be transparent to the public. We will post links
to three years of audited financial statements on the PYUESD website immediately. Summarized pension
data is included with the audited financial statements. Our website address has changed to

www.pvuesd.org as of July 1, 2018

Recommendation 4
Public agencies should consider implementing the suggestions form the League of California Citles.

As mentioned in the response to Recommendation #R2 above, this report is not applicable to the
PVUESD. However, PVUESD has been planning for many years of increased contributions to CalPERS and
CalSTRS based on legal requirements set forth by the CalPERS Board and our Legislation. PYUESD will
continue to decrease other areas of spending to incorporate these additional costs into the budget as
there is no new revenue anticipated to fund these mandated increased costs.

Once again, | would like to thank the Grand Jury for looking into the unfunded pension lability that
creates a huge challenge for school districts. Our admindstration and Board of Trustees will continue to
wark with various professional organizations to have our voice heard reading the concerns and
challenges the pension liabilitles has on educating children. The Governor and Legislature need to look at
the budget surplus as one potential source to help pay the debt they unfortunately did not plan for many
years ago.

Sincerely,
Torie F. England, Ed.D.
Superintendent

FENN VALLEY UNION ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT
14806 Pleasant Yallry d . Pema Valley, CA 858485712
Phioste (330) 4327311 Fax (330) 433714
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September 5, 2018 e

P i ._;‘,fl‘ = M
The Honorable Thamas Anderson (. 1o 1€ /—I‘ /]
Supervising Judge of the Grand lury _If\ N t

201 Church Strest
Nevada City, CA95959

Dear Honorable Thomas Asderion:

The following i the requared respone 1o the 2017- 18 Nevada County Grand Jury report sntitied,
“Will the Pubiic Suffer Becouse of Unfunded Pension Lishifities >, | am gratelul te the Grand Jury
for lopking into 3 matter that school districts have been concerned about for years

Both wchool empioyers and wchool empioyees have besn concermed ahout this issue and we're
glad the state of Californis made attempts 10 solve it starting in 2014, However, this attempt by
the state has put a tremendous Minandial burden an both the employer and the employee. In
most cases the increase in the schools contribution to pay down this state debt far excesds the
increases to revenoe that are proposed by the state. There are no new funding streams directed
toward schools to help pay this down, 1t is also important to remember that schools will finally be
funded back to the same level as In 2007-08 with the recently signed 2018-19 state budget.
Simply put, there is no money to sel askde 10 wolve the state's unfunded pension labilities, Most
schools in Nevada County are still facing declining enroflment which means less revenue each
year. Any money L8t sde would come directly out of slready underfunded clasirooms and
would directly impact students in 8 negative way.

Ay required by Panal Code Section 9131 05, the Nevada County Superintendent of Schools Office
response in regand 1o Recommendations i e follows:

Recommendation 2
Publsc Agenoies ond public employee uniom should explore how increasing emplopee pension
contributions can redecr nan-funded Mobilities

This recommendation is not applicable to Pleasant Ridge Unljon School District and will
not be implemented because CalPERS and CalSTRS are the responsible entities regarding
public employee pensions. Any funds reserved at the LEA, Unlon or employee levels
would not impact thee unfunded liability as this Hability is legally that of the pension
systems. The LEA and employee offset this unfunded liability indirectly through the
increased contributions imposed by decisions made by CalPERS and CaISTRS In their
efforts to fund the long term labilitles.

Tl Pl Wk | i Polsnnl Lbadsn, fpeosni & gl sl gy /sy wbe i mmibe & = 6p

ek my o e e R b R et Predbe Vs e e e e 0 o ks o Arageny bl e

22580 Kmpston Lane, Grans Valkes, Californa 95949 - 330-268-2800 - www prd an
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Recommendation 3

For the pupose of tramparency ond eosy oooess, #och ogency should provide links (o three pears off
oudited finonciol stofements and surmmary pension doto for the some period on the financiol poge of its
public website

Wa agree with this 24 a great toal to provide transparent information 1o the public and will post links to
three years of audited financial statements on the Pleasant Ridge Union School District website
immediately. Semmarized pension data (s included with the audited financial staterments,

Recommendation 4
Public agencies should contider implementing the suggestions form the League of Californio Cites.

As mentioned in the responss to Recommendation BR2 above, this report s not applicabile to the LEA's
in Nevada County. LEA's are however, planning for many yeari of increased contributions to CalPERS
and CalSTRS. Each agency, including Pleasant Ridge Umion School District, will decreass other areas of
spending 1o incorporate these additional costs into the: budget a3 there are no Increases 10 revenue
anticipated 1o fund these cost Increanes.

Once again, we would like to thank the Grand Jury for looking into this issue that his the potential for
dire comsequences 1o our local schools.

Sincerely,

Clark
Superintendent
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Twin Ridges Elementary School District

James Berardi, Superintendeny'Principel
16661 Old Mill Road (330) 265-9052
Nevada Ciey, CA 95959 FAX (530) 265-3049

Decomber 3, 2018 ‘&,
(7

st
e e 2l !'3/./"7?"3

Nevadn City. CA 45959

Dear Judpes Anderson,

This letter serves a5 my response 10 the 2017-2018 Grand Jury Report on Wil the Public Sulfer Becanse of
Unfanded Pension Linbilities.

Recommendntions:

2; Pullic Agencies amd public emplovee wniars should explore how increasing eayplovee pension
curtributions can reduce mon-funded liabilies.

| Mecominendainn will 0o be Impismented & (his thm

The Twin Ridges Elementary School District views this recommendation as not applicable to Local Educational
Agencics (LEA) becsuse CalPERS and CalSTRS arc the ros ponsible entitics regarding public employes pensions.
Owr peneral fand and otber reserves would oot impact the unfunded lisbility as k does not beloag to ws. The district
and our employees offeet this unfimded liability ndirectly twrough the mereased contributlons.

3: For the purpate of transparency and eaxy access, each agency should provide links fo three years of
audited financial statementy and summary pension deota for the saime period on the financial page of it
public website.

MEC CATATIE N L NN W iy ::-..-.::.1:._-:
Twin Ridges agrees with ths and it will be Enplémented a3 Soon &3 Our 8w Wibpase {8 up and ruaning.
Transparency and sccess should be the goal of all public institulioss,

d: Public agencies should consider implementing the swggestions from the League of California Cities.
The recommendation will not be implemented st this thme.
These suggestions are not applicable to the Twin Ridges Elementary School Disrict, (Please see 82 above)

However, we are planming for an-going incressed contributions to CalPERS and CalSTRS and this cost are budgeted
o our anneal bedget and have a direct impact on employes negothatbons and other services we provide.

James Berardi
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SCNOUL DISTRICE

Davld Curry, Suparintendent A Fradition of Frcallence Since 1868

July 25, 2018 ] -

The Honorable Thomas Anderson | Il WX
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury QL o A

201 Church Street | —— ~ 1y £

Nevada City, CA 93959
Dear Honorahle Thomas Anderson;

The following is the reguired response 1o the 2017-2018 Nevada County Grand Jury repornt entithed, "Will the
public Sulfer Because of Unfunded Pension Liabilities®. The report was reccived by Union Hill School District
on June 8, 2018, We thank you for looking into something that has been a challenge to UHSD and other
districts for some lime now,

We are grateful to the Grand Jury for the review of unfunded pension liabilities. The Union Hill School District
views employee pensions as importnt in the reeruitment and retention of school emplovees, Retirement
contributions have increased over the vears and recemly surpassed 10% of our budget. We were pleased the
state of California attemypted 1w solve it beginning in 2014. However, this attermpt by the state has put
tremendous financial burden on both the employer and the employee. In most cises the increase in the schools
contribution to pay down this state debt fiar exceeds the increases (o revenue that are proposed by the state.
There are no new funding streams direcied toward schools 10 help pay this down. 1t is also important 1o
remember that schools will finally be funded back to the same level s in 2007-08 with the recently signed
2018-19 state budget. Simply put, thene is no money 10 sel aside to solve the state’s unfunded pension
liahilities. We appreciate your statement. "There is no absolute means 1o prevent a crisis from happening within
our County™ but seck 1o plan, prevent, and mitigate all that we can to reduce risk, threats, and disasters,

As required by Penal Code Section 933.05, the following is Union Hill School District’s response in regard o
Recommendations:

RECOMMENDATIONS:

2. Public agencies and public employee unions should explore how increasing emploves pension
contributions can reduce non-funded pension linbilities.

This recommendation is not applicable to Union Hill School District and will not be implemented in the
future.

This recommendation is not applicable to Union Hill School District and will not be implemented in the

future because CalPERS and CalSTRS are the responsible entitics regarding public emplovee pensions.

Any funds reserved at the District, Union or employee levels would not impact the unfunded lability as
10879 Bartlatt Drive Graas Valley, CA 95043 Ph 5302730847  Fox 530.273.5828  www.uhsd k12.coum
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David Ciry. Suparintendent A Frondadion of | scadlence Sunce | 868

this liability is legally that of the pension systems, The District and employee offset this unfunded
limbility indirectly through the mereased contributions imposed by decisions made by CalPERS and
CalSTRS in their efforts to fund the long-term Habilithes.

3. For the purposes of tmnsparcncy and casy acoess, each agency should provide links w three vears of
audited linancial statements and summary pension data for the same period on the financial page of its
public wehsite,

The recommendation has not yet been implementod, but will be implemenied as soon as possible.
We agree this would be a great tool to provide transparent information to the public and will pest
links ta three years of audited financial stalements on the Union Hill School District website as
soon as possible, Summarized pension dats is included with the audited financial statements,

4. Public agencies should consider implementing the suggestions from the League of California Cities.

The recommendation has not yet been implemented, and will not likely be implemented in the future.
As mentioned in the response to Recommendation 52 above, this report is not applicable to the
Union Hill School District. We are however, planning for many years of increased contributions
to CalPERS and CalSTRS. Union Hill School District will decrease other arcas of spending to

incorporate these ndditional costs into the budget as there are no increases 1o revenue anticipated
to fund (hese cost increases.

Thank you for your countywide safety assessment of our local schools. We continue 1o make changes based on
"lessons learned” 10 assure the safety and security of our stafl and students in Union Hill School Destrict.

Sincercly

&a@'?}( "

David B, Curry
Superintendent

10879 Borile® Drive Gros Veley, CA $5948  Ph S)0I7T1 0447  Fox 530271 5424 wwwubidh!lcom
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B g e S
Gordon Mangel

950 Muidu Ave.
Nevada City, CA 95959

Janusry 13, 2019
Dear Mr, Mangel:

In response to the 201 7-18 Nevadi County Grand Jury report titked W0 the Pablic Suffer Recaoe of Uighuncled
Penvipn Ligbifities” | am responding to ilems B3, R4 and RE.

First, | want 1o apologize for the delay i responding. We had 8 new Director come on-board this yvear and in the
transitson into [sere position this dem was overlooked.

Here is our respome for the reqgitned items:

R3 For the purposes of transpareacy and easy acooss, each agency should provide links 1o three years of
audited financial vatements and summary peasion data for the same period on the financinl prge of its
public websine,

Bitney Prep High School has contracted with a peofessiona) 10 add a finencinl page 10 its public website and
include a link to the Audits for the last throe years which are currently posicd on the Nevada Connty
Superintendent of Schools websiic,

4 Public agencies shonbd consider implementing the suggestions from the Lengoe of California Cithes,

Bimey Prep High School will follow the guidance and mstruction of the Nevada County Superintendent of
Schools in mecting the suggestions from the League of California Citles.

6 Nevada County Superintendent of Schools should report the Net Pension Liability for charter schools
that are part of its agency”s sudil

We were not able to sepamte out the NPL for cach ageacy. In oor response 10 the ropon we indicated tht this
may nod be an option due 10 the excessive amount of time and cost volved in laving this calculation performed.

Unce again | apologize for the delay in this response and hope thit our responses meet the need of the Grand Jury.

Kristin Maywville
Bimney Prep High School Director

Bimey Proge High Scheil - A BIG FUCTURE LEARNING SCHOOL.

135 Joerschke De Clrusa "r':'||::}. CAQiRys AMLATT. 1238 |z bty prEpnc
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‘ Forest Charter School

A Pervonalized Learming Pubite Charrer Sohoel

85, =1 Acvrestited by she Wesrern Asyocition of Schosts und Colleges
5362634823
August 16, 2018
The Honarable Thomas Anderson /}! ;)
Supenising ludge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95950

Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson.

| appreciate the efforts of the Grand Jury for resmarching and creating the repor titled, “Wiil
the Pubiic Suffer Becouse of Unjfunded Pension Liabilities 7. The following is our required
response to that report.

Forest Charter School administrators, board members, and staff have discussed the concems
over the impact of the increased costs required bo support the State's unfunded pension
liability, While we appreciate the State of California taking steps to ensure the fiscal solvency of
the pension system, we are also keenly aware of the fiscel impect on the school. The increased
costs exceed any incréase in state revenue and there are no new funding resources to help
offsst this cost. To help mest this unfundec liability, Forest Charter School supplements the
Increase by sarmarking 2 portion of our ending fund balance to bridge the gap of the increased
costs. By 2020, we pian to fully fund our pension liabifity through our annual revenue.
However, this increased cost will llkely impact programs.

A required by Penal Code Section 933.05, Forest Charter Sthool's response 1o the
recommendations is as foliows:

Recommendations:

Recommendation 3

Far the purpase of tronsparency ond easy access, eoch ogency should provide links to three
years of audited financial statements and summary peation data for the same period on the
financial pege of its publc website.

Agree

Forest Charter School is sponsared by the Mevada County Superintendent of Schools (NCSoS)
and our annuzl awdits are coordinated by NCSoS. As our sponsoring agency, NCSoS is going to
post three years of sudited linancial statements on its public website, To facilitate the public's
access, we will provide |inks to these ststements on the financial page of our school’s public
website. Summarized pension data is inclieded with the apdited financial statements.
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In addition, to increase transperency for the public, Forest Charter School will post our current
year budget and budget narrstive on the financial page of our public webtsite, The budget and
budget narrative will slso be available as part of the board packets posted on our website.

Recommendation 4
Public agencies should consider implementing the suggestions from the league of Calitornia
cities,

Disagres

As articutated i the response from the Nevada County Superintendent of Schoaols, this
recommendation is not appliceble Lo Local Educations Agencies [LEA} in Nevada County and
will not be implemented because CalPERS and CaISTRS are the respontible entities regarding
public employes pensions. Any funds reserved at the LEA, Union or employee levels would not
imgsact the unfunded Hability as this labifity is legafly that of the pension syglems. The LEA and
employee offset this unfunded liability indirectly through the increased contributions imposed
by decisions made by CalPERS and CalSTRS in thelr efforts to fund the long-term labilities.
However, Forest Charter School |s planning for increased contributions to CalPERS and CalSTRS.

Recommendation 6
Nevodo County Superintendent of Schools should report the Net Pension Lishility for chorter
schools thot ore part of i3 ogency's owli.

Agres

The Net Pension Liability for charter schools is important information and should be
transparent to the public. We will work with the Nevade County Superinlendent of Schools
{NC30S) to ensure that this is available and we will provide links on the financial page of our
public website to this information.

I would fike 10 once again express my appreciation to the Grand jury for looking into this
ongoing concern. We hope that the legistature can find additional funding streams to support
this pension lisbility so that students' educations are not impacted.

Sincerely,

Peter Sageblel
Executive Director
Forest Charter School
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Seerra Mordessor Acadarmy
1822% Duggas Aoad
Grass Valey CA 95040
A0 DAH. G0

MA

Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson:

The foligwing is the required response (o the 2017-18 Nevada County Grand Jury report entitled, Wil
the Pubiic Suffer Becouse of Unfunded Penrsion Liobilithes . | am grateful to the Grand Jury for looking
into a matter that ichool districts have been concerned about for years.

Both school emplayers and ichool employees have been concerned about this ssue and we're glad the
state of California made attempts to solve it starting in 2014, However, this attempt by the state has
put @ tremendous financial burden on both the employer and the employee. |0 most cases the increass
in the schools contribution to pay down this state debt lar exceeds the increases to revenue that are
proposed by the state. There are no new funding streams directed toward schodls to help pay this
down. It & also important to remember that schook will finally be funded back to the same level 23 in
200708 with the recently signed 2018-19 state budget. Simply put, there is No money to set aside
solve the state’s unfunded pemsion labilities. Most schools in Nevada County are still facing declining
anrnliment which maans e revenue sach yoar. Any Money set asde would come directly out of
already underfunded classrooms and would directly Impact students in & negative way,

As required by Penal Code Section 933.05, the Nevada County Superintendent of Schook Office
responie in regard to Recommendations is as follows:

Recommendation §

For the purpose af transparency and egsy ocoess, eoch ogency should provide links to three peors of
audited financial stotements ond summary pension dale for the some period on the financial poge of its
public website,

We agree with this as a great 100l 10 provide transparent information to the public and will post
links 10 three years of audited financial statements on the Nevada County Superintendent of
Schools (NCSoS ) website immediately  Summarn zed pension data is included with the audited
financial statements.

Srwvra Llsmbe s disonsy diaidl wid ofin s agumie ans s ke e e Pa—— i e
Auinss s oy polignm ol i sty geaker anane DR OF ikl SRRTIEI oF STy wh-mn MH-I shate ke
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Recommendation 4
Pubdic ogencies shauld comider implementing the sugrgestions form the Leogue of Coiifornia Cities.

We have be plamaing for many years of increased contributions to CalPERS and CalSTRS. Each
agency, including the $Slerra Montessori Academy will decrease other arvas of spending to
incomporate these additional costs into the budget as there are no increases o revenue anticipated
1o fund these cos: increases.

Recommendation &
Nevoda County Superintendent af Schoofs should report the Net Pensian Liobility for charter schoody that

ore part of its agency's oudic

Because the chaners schools that report under the NCSoS financials are considered 1o be part of
the organization for audit purposes, the cost to split out each LEA's portion of the unfunded
Tiability may not be practical. The Net Pension Liability that is reported under the NCSoS
unnual audit does include each charter schools portion. We will explone the possibility of
projecting and reporting each agencies portion of the liability separately with our external
auditor.

Once again, | would like to thank the Grand Jury for leoking into this issue that hiss the potential for dire
consequences 1o our local schools. My office, alongside the professional organizations we belong to,
will continue to voice our concern and lobby our elected officials to pay down this unfunded llability at
the state kevel where it orginated. The Governar and the Legisiature nesd to look at the budget surplus
as one potential source to help pay off the debt

hmmﬂ-hf—“- FERT g - o e a d P —
Bty of maen eplapim ko o Wy preee H*-—“-- e s et i B sl o wees
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Twin Ridges Home Study Charter School
111 New Mohawk Road
Nevada City, CA 95959
(530) 478-1815
www.trhs.us

1
—~ September 6, 2018
The Honorable Thomas Anderson f{ + f /¢ 2f ¢/ -—1(‘_
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury ~—
201 Church Strest B .' I.f | ) '
Nevada Cily, CA 95959 FITEARE, C/
i 2 1 r._‘

Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson:

The following is the required response to the 2017-18 Nevada County Grand Jury report
entitied, "Will the Public Suffer Because of Unfunded Pension Liabiiitias?".

* Twin Ridges Home Study Charter Schoal for Recommendations R3, R4, and R6
by 8 September 2018.

As required by Penal Code Section 933.05, tha Twin Ridges Home Study Charler
School response In regard to Recommendations is as follows:

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Recommendation 3

For the purpose of fransparency and easy access, each agency should provide links lo
three years of audited financial statements and summary pension dafa for the same
period on the financial page of iis public website.

We agree that in the name of transparency, these financial documents should be made
avallable to the public. Our last three years of audited financial documents can be found
within the district's Audited Annual Financial report and we will post the past three years
on our website. Summarized pension data is included with the audited financial
statements. We will make it a top priority moving forward to work with the Nevada
County Superintendent of Schools to post these documents individually for Twin Ridges

Page 322



Home Study Charter on our site.
-https:hwww twinridgeshomestudy.org/school-documents-and-plans/

Recommendation 4

Public agencies should consider implementing the suggestions form the League of
California Cities.

From Scolt Lay, Superintendent of Schools: This reporl is not applicable to the LEA's in
Nevada County. LEA's are however, planning for many years of increased contributions
to CalPERS and CalSTRS. Each agency, including the NCSOS will decrease other
areas of spending to incorporate these additional costs into the budget as thers ame no
increases to rewenue anticipated to fund these coslt increases.

Bacommendation 6

Nevada County Superintendent of Schools should report the Net Pension Liabiiity for
charter schools that are part of its agency's audit.

From Scott Lay, Superintendent of Schools: Bacause the charters schools that report
under the NCSOS financials are considered to be part of the organization for audit
purposes, the cost to split out each LEA's portion of the unfunded Iiability may not be
practical. The Niet Pension Liability that is reported under the NCSOS annual audit does
include each charter schools portion. We will explore the possibllity of projecting and
reporting each agencies portion of the liability separately with our extenal auditor.

Sinceraly,

Kallay Soper, Director
Twin Ridges Home Study Charter School
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November 28, 2018

Re: Unfunded Pension Liablities Report 2 &ﬂﬂ

The Honorable Thomas Anderson

Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury / 4

201 Church Strest
Nevada City, CA 95959

Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson:

First of all, we wish to acknowledge the enclosed late response better 10 your previows inguiry. As you
may know, we have undergone extensive transitions moving our school site, and onboarding our new

administrative team. Our team has been forming this year and we have had a strong start considering
the situation, and this miss in response is guite unfortunate and we are addressing this within our own
wroucture,

in regards to the Grand Jury request for responses, Yuba River Charter Schoel was asked to respond to
Recommendations R3, R4, and AG.

Recommendation 3

For the purpose of transparency ond easy occess, eoch agency should provide finks to three years of
wudited financicl statements ond summary pension data for the same period on the financial poge of its
public website,

We agree and will post our audited financlal statements on our governance/financial page of our
website. Summarzed pension data |s incleded with the sudited financial statements.

Recommendation 4
Public ogencies should cansider implementing the sugge: tions from the Leogue of Cofifornia Clties.

These are;

1. Develop ond implemnent g plan to poy down the city’s NPL [(We have projected in our multiyesr
budgets the growth in both PERS and STRS retirement, so that we have a reallstic plcture of the
potential draw those increases will have. Even though other revenue has been iIncreasing, we
haven't expanded programming looking towards the future years that wiil require greater
reserved. ]

2. Consider local ballor meosure to enhonce revenu=s (We would support any such local ballot
measures. This all-encompassing Grand Jury Report laoks like a solid foundation in order to
consolidate various local agencies’ potential mutual interest in addressing this situation.)

a member of q-ﬂ s
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1. Create o “Pension Rote Stebilization Progrem™. |3esides our continual efforts to keep strong
ressrves, we haven't locked our savings in to one potential need)

4  Change service delivery methods and jevels of cerfoin public services. [We have been actively
discussing on an Administrative and Board level the possibility of "getting out of PERS", As our
Tax ID number has never been used for payroll (we use the County's), we have one chance to
get out of PERS if we were to change payroll services and ute our number, There arm
ramifications such o stalf retention, as this could affect current staff retirement, and we are
Ipoking at oeative solutions such as supplementing with 3 4038 match, or some other
comparablt “off ramp™ fram the commitrment to PERS, This conversation & also happening with
staff, and not yet near a point of implementation, a5 we are still weighing the pros and cans.,

5. Use transparent collective borgaining (o intrease employes pension contribution. (We haven't
proached Increasing employes contributions &t this date. 1t seems less viable for our school
communnityl

6. Issue @ pension oblipotion bond, [Through review we wouldn't support bormowing to pay back
something we would then have to pay back at a greater amount down the road).

Recommendation &
Nevoda County Superintendent of Schools should report the Net Persion Liability fer charter schools that

are part of Its og ency's oudit.

|For our response, we will present what came from NCSo5, as we are currently under thelr payroll, as
stated above):

NC505: Because the charters schools that report under the NCSoS5 financials are considered to be part of
the organization for audit purposes, the cost to split out each LEA's portion of the unfunded liability may
not be practical. The Net Pension Liability that is reported under the NCSo5 annual audit does include
each charter schaook portion. We will explore the possibility of projecting and reporting each agencies
portion of the liabifty separately with our external suditor.

in cloting, thit Esue i one that i highlighted snd discuzced at all of our budget meetings. How Guickly
thee rates are Increasing are continually alarming and we, as a schoo! entity, see the coming years of
unfunded increases in our labilities as something of grave conoern, As this Grand lury investigation
progrecies, we would appreciate being a part of whatever kind of community selutions that may be
found together.

Aespectiully,

o M e —

Karin Meadows
Business Manager, fuba River Charter School

amehar of 4 A‘fﬂ"ﬂ

Page 325



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK



LOOKING BACK REPORT

Looking Back: Law Enforcement Evidence Handling Units 331

Page 327






LOOKING BACK REPORTS

Occasionally, an issue is recurring or a response indicates that action will take a number of years
for completion. Investigative committees may examine past reports and inquire into progress on
these issues. They may report on the current status of a situation, whether resolved or not, in a
Looking Back Report so as to keep the issue in the public eye. Depending on the complexity of
the issue and therefore the report, an Investigative Report may be issued instead of a Looking
Back Report.

The full reports and responses may be found on the Grand Jury Reports website:
http://nccourt.net.
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Looking Back:
Law Enforcement Evidence Handling Units

Summary

The Nevada County Grand Jury (Jury) periodically inspects evidence handling unit (EHU)
facilities and interviews the evidence technicians and management of the Nevada County
Sheriff’s Property Unit (SPU), the Grass Valley Police Department EHU, the Nevada City Police
Department EHU, and the Town of Truckee Police Department EHU. The proper collection and
retention of evidence is a crucial part of our judicial system both for prosecution of criminal acts
and exoneration of the innocent. The results of these inspections and interviews are reported
along with the 2018-2019 Jury’s recommendations.

Jury reports are published for the edification of the public and the impacted agencies. The Jury’s
most recent EHU reports were Law Enforcement Evidence Handling Units (2015-2016 Report)
and Law Enforcement Evidence Handling Units — A Report on Responses to the 2015-2016
Grand Jury Report (2016-2017 Report).

The 2015-2016 Report involved an in-depth look at EHUs covering:

» facilities,

+ staffing and training,

+ written policies,

» audits and inventories, and

» purging and disposal of evidence.

The 2018-2019 Jury decided to again explore the status of the various EHUs with emphasis on
the progress made by each law enforcement agency in implementing the Jury’s
recommendations. This report contains the results of follow-up interviews and information
gathered in that process.

Overall the Nevada County EHUs are properly staffed and managed. Attention needs to be
given to inventory audits especially given the recent turnover of the Nevada County Sheriff and
the Nevada City Police Chief.

Policies and procedures are in place at all locations. Consolidation of the Grass Valley and

Nevada City EHUs should be considered. The Nevada City EHU would benefit from a more
secure evidence check-in procedure.
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Glossary

2015-2016 Report Law Enforcement Evidence Handling Units
2016-2017 Report Law Enforcement Evidence Handling Units — A Report on
Responses to the 2015-2016 Grand Jury Report
EHU Evidence Handling Unit
GVPD Grass Valley Police Department
Jury Nevada County Grand Jury
NCPD Nevada City Police Department
NCSO Nevada County Sheriff’s Office
POST Commission on Peace Officers Standards and Training
SPU Nevada County Sheriff’s Property Unit
TPD Truckee Police Department
Approach

The 2018-2019 Jury inspected the EHUs of the Nevada County Sheriff’s Office (NCSO), the
Grass Valley Police Department (GVPD), the Truckee Police Department (TPD), and the
Nevada City Police Department (NCPD). The staff and supervising personnel of each unit were
interviewed.

The Jury’s inspection of the various EHUs occurred as follows.

* Truckee Police Department EHU August 16, 2018
* QGrass Valley Police Department EHU August 30, 2018
* Nevada City Police Department EHU September 27, 2018
* Nevada County Sheriff’s Office Property Unit (SPU) December 20, 2018

In the course of these inspections, the Jury also reviewed the current evidence handling policies
of each law enforcement agency:

* Truckee Police Department: Commission on Peace Officers Standards and Training
(POST) — Evidence and Property Management Guide,

* QGrass Valley Police Department: Lexipol Property and Evidence Policy 804,

* Nevada City Police Department: Lexipol Property and Evidence Policy 804, and

* Nevada County Sheriff’s Office: Evidence Procedures, and General Order 66, effective
date, July 1, 2018.

The Jury reviewed the 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 Reports and the responses requested to the
2015-2016 Report. This report discusses those matters where the affected law enforcement
agency has, or has not, implemented its responses to the 2015-2016 Report. No responses were
required in the 2016-2017 Report.
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Discussion
Truckee Police Department

In its 2015-2016 Report, the Jury expressed concern that the TPD was not, consistent with best
practices, conducting external biennial audits of the property held in its EHU.

A contractor conducted an external audit of the TPD EHU in April 2017. A review of that audit
did not reflect any matters of material concern. There was a full inventory check performed at
the same time. Additionally, the TPD conducts a “continuous inventory” as recommended in the
POST Evidence and Property Management Guide. Unless there is a change in staff, a biennial
inventory is not required. The next audit is due in 2019-2020. All evidence destruction is
double-checked. Guns are taken to a location in Carson City, Nevada and destroyed.

The 2015-2016 Report noted that the TPD EHU needed more space. A new EHU annex has
been completed and is being used for large items in the Truckee Public Works compound.
Additionally, the TPD has installed a new database software system, “File on Que”, a standalone
system that tracks every action. They continue to use the old system, “Executive Information
Services”, for older evidence.

Both the TPD Property Unit Manager and Supervisor are POST certified for evidence handling.

The facility has been significantly upgraded with more secure access controls and improved
storage of evidence prior to EHU processing.

Grass Valley Police Department

In its 2015-2016 Report, the Jury expressed concern that the GVPD was not conducting external
biennial audits of the property in its EHU.

The Jury determined that the GVPD is now in full compliance with the need for external biennial
audits. An audit is due in 2018-2019.

Further, in its 2015-2016 Report the Jury recommended that the GVPD and the NCPD
consolidate their EHUs. While such consolidation is under continuing consideration by both
GVPD and NCPD, it has not occurred.

Certification of the GVPD EHU evidence technicians has been completed. The facility is well
managed and no deficiencies were noted.

Nevada City Police Department
The NCPD EHU is located with the police department within City Hall. It is small but meets
evidence and property standards. As described in the 2015-2016 Report, the evidence and

property check-in area has locked wooden drawers where evidence or property is placed prior to
transfer into the secure EHU area. Even though this area is within the police department’s space,
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the Jury is concerned that the evidence could be compromised. An example of a more secure
method of transfer is the use of metal lockers that can only be opened from inside the EHU once
the lockers are closed.

The 2015-2016 Report also found the EHU was staffed with two sworn officers and
recommended that the NCPD should expedite its efforts to obtain and train a non-sworn evidence
technician to reduce personnel costs and to free sworn officers to perform their primary duties.
The EHU staff now consists of a fully trained and certified, non-sworn Community Services
Officer as well as a fully trained and certified, sworn officer.

The need for periodic inventories and biennial audits of EHUs as a best practice was stressed in
the 2015-2016 Report. The NCPD EHU’s last biennial audit was in August 2013. A request for
a biennial audit by POST was made in October 2016 but has yet to be scheduled due to lack of
available POST personnel. The recent employment of a new Chief of Police is cause for a full
inventory to be conducted.

The NCPD EHU has a Property and Evidence Policy Manual and is in compliance with POST
and Lexipol standards. The PS.Net/RMS inventory management system is used for inventory

control and evidence barcode marking.
Nevada County Sheriff’s Office

The NCSO’s SPU is the largest and most complex of the Nevada County EHUs investigated.

Both the NCSO Property Unit Manager and Supervisor are POST and California Association of
Property and Evidence certified.

The physical organization of the NCSO SPU is impressive with small to medium items in
separate containers stored on rolling racks, and sensitive items such as pistols, long guns, money,
drugs, and electronic items kept in separate locked rooms. Only the Property Unit Manager and
Supervisor have unlimited access to the facility. There is a special procedure available if and
when emergency access is required.

Of particular note is the construction underway (with completion expected in late 2019) of a
Class A DNA laboratory that will greatly speed data analysis that currently takes 21 days. The
Property Unit Manager is undergoing training in forensics, crime scene investigation, and
fingerprint analysis for use in the laboratory. When completed, the laboratory will enjoy
standalone air conditioning, air filtering, a shower, and independent power backup. In the future
the laboratory’s services may be available to other Nevada County law enforcement agencies.
When the NCSO implements its adoption of body-worn cameras and the DNA laboratory is
functional, additional staff may be needed at the NCSO SPU.

The 2015-2016 Report noted that the NCSO SPU did not have any current written manual
covering the operation of the SPU. Such manuals are available for law enforcement’s use from
POST and Lexipol. This deficiency was corrected with the adoption of NCSO Evidence
Procedures General Order 66, effective July 1, 2018, which provides documentation of the
required evidence handling policies for the SPU.
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As aresult of the election of a new Nevada County Sheriff in 2018, an inventory of all evidence
in the SPU is required.
Findings

F1.  Overall the EHU’s in Nevada County are properly staffed, well managed, and
have required documentation and procedures in place.

F2.  Consolidation of the NCPD and GVPD EHUs would likely reduce administrative
and overhead costs, and improve efficiency.

F3.  Due to the election and seating of a new Nevada County Sheriff, a complete
inventory of the SPU is required.

F4.  Due to the employment of a new Nevada City Chief of Police, a complete
inventory at the NCPD EHU is required.

F5.  Due to the use of wooden drawers at the NCPD EHU, evidence could be
compromised.

Recommendations
R1. Consolidation of the GVPD and the NCPD EHUs should again be considered.
R2. A complete inventory of the NCSO SPU must be conducted.
R3. A complete inventory of the NCPD EHU must be conducted.
R4. The NCPD EHU check-in area should be upgraded to provide more secure
storage.
Request for Responses

Pursuant to Penal Code Section 933.05, the Nevada County Grand Jury requests responses from
the following individuals:

Nevada County Sheriff — Finding F3 and Recommendation R2 by 27 July 2019.

Nevada City Chief of Police — Findings F2, F4, F5 and Recommendations R1, R3, R4 by
27 July 2019.

Grass Valley Chief of Police — Finding F2 and Recommendation R1 by 27 July 2019.
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RESPONSES
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NEVADA COUNTY
SHERIFF’S OFFICE

SHANNAN MOON

SHERIFF/CORONER
PUBLIC ADMINISTRATOR

The Honorable Thomas M. Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

RE: Response to the 2018-2019 Nevada County Grand Jury’s Looking Back: Law Enforcement
Evidence Handling Units:

Dear Honorable Judge Anderson:

The Nevada County Sheriff's Office appreciates the opportunity to respond to the 2018-2019
Nevada County Grand Jury report entitled Looking Back: Law Enforcement Evidence Handling
Units. We wouid like to encourage the Grand Jury to include the upper management staff of the
Sheriff's Office in its inquiries, interviews and investigations. There are times when questions
can be answered in advance of the Grand Jury’s final report, thereby easing or eliminating
concerns.

Findings

F3 Due to the election and seating of a new Nevada County Sheriff, a complete inventory
of the SPU is required.

Agree.
Recommendations
R2 A complete inventory of the NCSO SPU must be conducted.
This recommendation has already been implemented; an inventory is underway as of

January 2019 and will be completed in the next few months. The delay in completion
is due to ongoing construction at the SPU.

Sincerely,

Shannan Moon
Sheriff/Coroner/Public Administrator

MAIN OFFICE: 950 MAIDU AVE ANIMAL CONTROL: 950 MAIDU AVE CORRECTIONS: P.O. BOX 928 TRUCKEE: 10879569&34135 RD
NEVADA CITY, CA 95959 (530) 265-1471 NEVADA CITY, CA 95959 (530) 265-1471 NEVADA CITY, CA 95959 (530) 265-1291 TRUCKEE, CA 96161 (530) 582-7838



NEVADA CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT

NEVADA CITY, CALIFORNIA

& ¥
Cenrenst?
Nevada City

A Biventennial Community

July 11th, 2019

The Honorable Thomas Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson,

The following is the responses from the Nevada City Police Department to Findings F2, F4 and F5 and Recommendations R1, R3
and R4 of the 2018-2019 Grand Jury Report “Looking Back: Law Enforcement Evidence Handling Units.”

The Nevada City Police Department has been working very hard over the past several years to improve our Evidence Handling Unit.
We appreciate all of the feedback from the Grand Jury.

Below are the responses from the Nevada City Police Department.

Please let me know if you should have any additional questions.

Respectfiilly,

/
B //: i,/ yd

Chief Chad Ellis

Finding F2:

Consolidation of the NCPD and GVPD EHU’s would likely reduce administrative and overhead costs, and improve efficiency.

Disagree

Over the past several years the Nevada City Police Department has changed the way the EHU has been
handled. In the past, a Lieutenant was tasked with being in charge of the EHU which does have a high
administrative overhead cost. In the past year the department has sent a community service officer to
Evidence Technician School and now the Community Service Officer is running to majority of the EHU
at the fraction of the cost it was to have a Lieutenant handle the day to day operations. Consolidating
the EHU’s (if it was to move to GVPD) could potentially cause less efficient property releases of found
property and safe keeping as individuals could no longer take possession of their property in Nevada
City and would have to drive to Grass Valley.

(530) 265-4700 o FAX (530) 265-9259 e 317 Broad Street e Nevada City, California 95959
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Finding F4:

Due to the employment of a new Nevada City Chief of Police, a complete inventory at the NCPD EHU is required.

Agree

Finding F5:

Due to the use of wooden drawers at the NCPD EHU, evidence could be compromised.

Partially agree.

While the findings suggest that the wooden drawers in NCPD’s EHU should be replaced or evidence
could be compromised, the drawers have been in use for several years with no evidence being
compromised with their use.

Recommendation R1:

Consolidation of the GVPD and the NCPD EHUs should again be considered.

The recommendation will not be implemented at the present time.

NCPD feels that recently placing a Community Service Officer in charge of the EHU has lowered the
overhead cost for the city and approved efficiency. With that said the Nevada City Police Department
and the Grass Valley Police Department work extremely close together and are continuously looking at
ways we can approve efficiency for our agencies. Future discussions between the Chiefs will include the
pros and cons of consolidating the EHU’s.

Recommendation R3:

A complete inventory of the NCPD EHU must be conducted

The recommendation will be implemented.

With Chief Ellis being recently appointed a complete inventory of the EHU will be conducted. It is
estimated that this complete inventory will be completed by the end of November 2019.

(530) 265-4700 o FAX (530)265-9259 e 317 Broad Street e Nevada City, California 95959
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Recommendation R4:

The NCPD EHU check-in area should be upgraded to provide more secure storage.

The recommendations will not be implemented.

While the findings suggest that the wooden drawers in NCPD’s EHU should be replaced or evidence
could be compromised, the drawers have been in use for several years with no evidence being
compromised with their use. The budget for the 2019/2020 fiscal year has been complete and money to
replace the drawers was not part of the budget. Its possible that the following fiscal year money for
capital improvements (upgrade the EHU) could be included.

(530) 265-4700 ¢ FAX (530) 265-9259 e 317 Broad Street ® Nevada City, California 95959
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The Honorable Thomas Anderson
Supervising Judge of the Grand Jury
201 Church Street

Nevada City, CA 95959

Dear Honorable Thomas Anderson,

The following is our response to the 2018-2019 Grand Jury Report - Law Enforcement Evidence Handling

Units. The Grand Jury’s interest in this topic is appreciated.

As you know, the Grand Jury conducted an investigation on this topic and the findings, conclusions and
recommendations of their report are sometimes specific to a particular agency and other times more
general in nature and applicable to multiple agencies. Grass Valley Police Chief Alex Gammelgard and staff

were directed to review and respond to the Grand Jury’s report.
The Grand Jury Report notes one finding and one recommendation related to the Grass Valley Police

Department’s Evidence Handling Unit. They are both related to the consideration of a consolidation of the

NCPD and GVPD EHU'’s. The following are our responses to Finding F2 and Recommendation R1.

129 South Auburn Street » Grass Valley, California 95945 e Phone (530) 477-4600 /

=

Alexander K. Gammelgard
Chief of Police
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Finding F2: Consolidation of the NCPD and GVPD EHU’s would likely reduce administrative and
overhead costs and improve efficiency.

RESPONSE: We disagree partially with the finding.

Recommendation R1: Consolidation of the GVPD and the NCPD EHU’s should again be considered.

REPORTED ACTION: The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not
warranted or is not reasonable.

Explanation for Response and Action:

At various times over the past several years, GVPD and NCPD staff have discussed and considered consolidation
of our Evidence Handling Units. On the surface, this might seem like a feasible option that could benefit both
agencies. The Grand Jury report asserts this when it states that consolidation “would likely reduce administrative
and overhead costs and improve efficiency.” However, after thorough consideration, we have identified several
reasons why consolidation would present significant challenges and incur some significant costs. Some of these
reasons are as follows:

e Based on existing technologies and proper protocols for booking evidence and property,
consolidation would make the process more time consuming and less efficient for Nevada City Police
Officers. It would increase their evidence processing time, increase the distance they must travel
after most arrests to book property/evidence, and increase the time patrol officers are away from
their city.

e Currently, the Grass Valley Police Department Evidence Handling Unit does not have the physical
space to accommodate additional property items from another department. Therefore,
consolidation would require an expansion or relocation of the EHU which would incur potentially
significant costs. There are no plans for an expansion at the GVPD facility at this time.

e Storing property in the City of Grass Valley would make the process more cumbersome and less
convenient for Nevada City residents. They would have to travel to Grass Valley to retrieve found
property, stored property, or releasable evidence.

e Grass Valley would have to hire additional staff to assist with the increased workload.

For these and other reasons, we have determined that consolidation is not the best path forward at this

time. However, our agencies are always open to ways in which we can consolidate and/or collaborate to make
operations more efficient or cost-effective. Consolidation of our EHU’s as well as other police functions is
something we will continue to consider and discuss and may prove a to be a viable option in the future should
circumstances permit.

%k %
This response was reviewed and approved by City Council at its July 23 meeting.

Sincerely,

Al xander Gammelgard - Chief of Police
Grass Valley Police Department :
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CITIZEN COMPLAINT GUIDELINES

The Grand Jury receives complaints from Nevada County citizens concerning a variety of
grievances. These complaints are assigned to one of the standing committees for action.

The Grand Jury may refuse to act on a complaint, particularly if the matter is under judicial
review, appears to be more appropriate for action by another agency, or is out of the Grand
Jury’s jurisdiction. Some complaints may remain open for action by the following Grand Jury as
deemed appropriate.

Submission of a Complaint

Complaints must be in writing and legible. All normal attempts to resolve the problem should
have been taken prior to the submission of a complaint. When these efforts have been proven
unsuccessful, a complaint form should be prepared and submitted.

Content of a Complaint

The complaint form is designed to help an individual supply pertinent data regarding the reason
for the complaint.

1. Identify yourself with your full name, correct mailing address, and a phone number
where you can be contacted during office hours.

2. Identify the nature of your complaint.

3. Identify all of the people involved and how they might be contacted.

4.  Furnish copies of documents that may support your allegations. According to
California Evidence Code 140 all submitted documents are evidence and will not
be returned.

5. Be specific reporting the reasons for your claim. Avoid making broad statements.

Confidentiality

The complainant’s identity is rigorously guarded and the Grand Jury is forbidden by law to
release any information about its investigations.

You will receive written acknowledgment of your complaint after it is received. The

acknowledgment will be mailed to the address on the complaint form. You may not receive any
other communication from the Grand Jury.
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County of Nevada
Grand Jury

Eric Rood Administration Center
950 Maidu Avenue
Nevada City, CA 95959

COMPLAINT FORM

Mail to: Foreperson, Nevada County Grand Jury
Eric Rood Administration Center
950 Maidu Avenue
Nevada City, CA 95959

This complaint should be prepared after all attempts to correct a situation have been explored
unsuccessfully.

PERSON OR AGENCY YOUR COMPLAINT IS ABOUT:

Name and Title Organization

Address City Telephone

MY COMPLAINT IS: (Be as precise as possible, providing dates, times, and names of
individuals involved. Describe instances instead of broad statements. Attach any available
photographs, correspondence, or documentation to support this complaint. Use extra sheets if
necessary.)
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PLEASE LIST OTHER PERSONS OR AGENCIES YOU HAVE CONTACTED ABOUT
THIS COMPLAINT.

DESCRIBE THE ACTION YOU WISH THE GRAND JURY TO TAKE.

PROVIDE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION YOU BELIEVE MAY BE HELPFUL IN AN
INVESTIGATION.

COMPLAINANT:
The information in this form is true, correct, and complete to the best of my knowledge.

Date:

Name (please print):

Telephone:
Address:

Signature:

Your confidentiality will be rigorously protected.
All complaints addressed to the Grand Jury will be acknowledged promptly.
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CONSIDER BECOMING A GRAND JUROR
ARE YOU UP TO THE CHALLENGE?

Have you ever seen a newspaper article that outlined a study and a report done by our Nevada
County Grand Jury? Have you wondered about what this “thing called Grand Jury” is all
about? Indictment proceedings behind closed doors and the power to subpoena citizens and
documents in the course of an investigation ... the activities of grand juries have always been
shrouded in a bit of mystery.

The grand jury is one of the oldest civil institutions in America. Its roots can be traced as far
back as the Norman conquest of England in 1066, where a body of notable citizens was chosen
to protect the community. In 1635, the first American grand jury was empaneled in the
Massachusetts Bay Colony and by 1683, grand juries were present in all of the colonies.

Today, although 42 states have some form of grand jury, only California and Nevada mandate
that County Grand Juries be impaneled every year to conduct civil investigations of county
government and to hear evidence to decide whether to return indictments.

The functions of a County Grand Jury include indictment, accusation, and, by far the most
frequently exercised function, civil investigation and reporting (also known as the “oversight
function”).

Investigations by a Grand Jury may be undertaken as a result of a complaint from the
community or as a result of data analysis, inspections, or interviews conducted by Grand Jurors.
Over the past decade, Nevada County Grand Jury investigations have resulted in reports that
include topics such as:

Alternative Education: NUHS Telecommunications Partnership Academy: 2006-2007
Compensation and Benefits Review of the County Board of Supervisors: 2007-2008
Child Protection and Welfare: 2010-2011

Vagrancy in Nevada County — Illlegal Campfires: 2014-2015

Body Worn Cameras: 2015-2016

SNhAWDD =

This short sample of report titles is taken from the more than 80 reports issued by the Nevada
County Grand Jury over the past 10 years. “The Superior Court — County of Nevada” web site
(http://nccourt.net) has all of these reports available for access to the general public.

In Nevada County, citizens volunteer to serve as members of the Grand Jury. The application
period closes each year on 1 May. From this pool of volunteers, 19 are selected by the Superior
Court and they serve for a period of one year, beginning in July.

What kinds of people serve as Grand Jurors? Grand Jurors come from all walks of life. There

are retired lawyers, engineers, school principals, building contractors, medical professionals,
military officers, business owners, homemakers, government employees ... and the list goes on.
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What kinds of attributes and skills are necessary? You need to be able to take an unbiased look
at the way government works and, when necessary, offer solutions or suggest more efficient
management of operations. You also need to possess strong personal ethics, curiosity,
computer literacy, and high energy to face the workload. Grand Jurors operate under a strict
code of behavior and confidentiality. Grand Jurors lawfully function only as a body so you
need to be a team player. Expect to be in session for up to three days each week. “Homework”
is a necessary part of the job as well. A Grand Juror will often put in between 15 and 20 hours
in a week.

Do not expect much group or individual publicity ... all panel sessions are conducted in secret.
In July, at the beginning of the jury term, you are sworn in by the Supervising Judge of the
Grand Jury and instructed that you are expected to maintain complete secrecy of Grand Jury
proceedings both during and after the year has concluded. There is some remuneration.

The Grand Jury recruitment process begins in February. The hours are not incidental, the pay
is almost non-existent, there is pressure and no public recognition, but it is incredibly

interesting, mind expanding, and vitally important.

To borrow a phrase from a credit commercial, ”"WHAT’S IN YOUR WALLET ... WOULD
YOU LIKE IT TO BE A NEVADA COUNTY GRAND JURY BUSINESS CARD?”

Are you up to the challenge?

For further information on the Nevada County Grand Jury, peruse any of the reports, or to
obtain an application access http://nccourt.net.

Page 354



Name:

Nevada County Grand Jury Application

Address:

Home Telephone:
Business Telephone:

Mobile Phone:
Email Address:

The California Penal Code, Section 893 sets forth the qualifications for Grand Jurors. The
following eight questions are included to determine if you meet the Penal Code requirements.

YES

. Are you a United States citizen?

Are you 18 years of age or older?

Have you been a resident of Nevada County for
at least one year?

Do you speak English?
Are you currently serving as a trial juror?

Are you within one year of having been discharged
as a grand juror?

Have you ever been convicted of malfeasance in
office or of any felony?

Are you currently serving as an elected public official
or an elected member of a public agency’s board?

Please complete the following questions:

1.

N S kW

How many miles (round trip) is it from your residence to the
Eric Rood Administrative Center?

NO

Are you now or have you ever been involved in litigation
against Nevada County or any local public agency?

Rank your skill level with a computer (1 = poor, 5 = expert).

Indicate your age range: 18-25  26-34  35-44  45-54  55-64  65-74

State your level of education:

75+

Indicate your gender: Female Male

How many years, if any, have you previously served on a Grand Jury?
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Please explain:

1.

Your experience with community organizations or public agencies and the length and
nature of that experience.

Describe any previous research or investigative experience.

Describe any issues you might have investigating any local county or city governmental
department or private or non-profit agency.

What do you think are some of the major problems facing city and county government?

An appointment to the Nevada County Grand Jury generally demands attendance at
Grand Jury meetings, as assignment and regular attendance to two committees, and
extensive investigative duties. If appointed, how many hours each week can you devote
to these responsibilities?

Describe any physical or sensory impairments (vision, hearing, etc.) you have.

Why would you like to serve on the Grand Jury?

Have you or your spouse ever been employed by a governmental body or agency and, if
so0, in what capacity?
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9. Describe any special skills or knowledge you have about any of the following subjects:

Computers and IT

Finance & Accounting

Management

Interviewing

Research

Writing & Editing

Law Enforcement

Teaching

Pursuant to Penal Code Section 903.2, I understand that if my name is drawn as a Grand Juror
or alternate, I may be required to attend grand jury training; if I am seated as a Grand Juror, 1
will be available to attend grand jury meetings and devote the required time to complete Grand
Jury work for one year, from July through June. I further understand that if my name is drawn
as an alternate, I will remain available for one year to serve as a member of the Grand Jury if
called upon.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is
true and correct.

Signature Date

Nevada County Grand Jury
Eric Rood Administrative Center
950 Maidu Avenue
Nevada City, California 95959
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GRAND JURY
COUNTY OF NEVADA
Eric Rood Administration Center
950 Maidu Avenue
Nevada City, California 95959
Phone: 530-265-1730
Email:grandjury@nccourt.net





